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INTRODUCTION
1. General. This detailed project report on improving general navigation
facilities addresses deepening the existing entrance channel and turning basin

for Charleston Small Boat Basin, Coos Bay, Oregon.

2. Authorization. Specific authority for preparation of the report was

granted by letter from North Pacific Division (dated 14 August 1979) to
District Engineer, Portland, subject: Charleston Small Boat Harbor, Section
107 Reconnaissance Report. General authority is contained in Section 107 of
the 1960 River and Harbor Act, as amended. The study was requested by the
Port of Coos Bay by letters dated 25 and 26 October 1976 (exhibit 1 and 2),

Subsequent request was received from the Port on 26 November 1978 (exhibit 3).

3. Purpose and Extent of Study. The report considers the feasibility of

deepening the Federal navigation channel which provides access to the boat
basin and waterfront industries at Charleston. Engineering studies for
dredging the channel deeper were based on hydrographic surveys, sediment
analysis, and subsurface explorations provided by Portland District, Corps of

Engineers.

4. Tributary Area., The primary area considered tributary to the project area

congists of the communities of Charleston and Barview, located on South
Slough. The principal economic activity of these communities centers around
the marine industry of the boat basin. The basin and nearby fish—réceiving
stations service Oregon fisheries, both locally and outside the area, and
out-of-state vessels. The industry and tourism generated by the facilities at

Charleston are two of the principal economic industries in Coos County.

5. Location and Description. The Charleston Small Boat Basin is located in

Coos Bay at the mouth of the South Slough (figure 1). Coos Bay is the largest
natural harbor between Astoria, 200 miles to thelnorth, and San Francisco, 445
miles to the south. The South Slough, one of five major sloughs emptying into
Coos Bay, lles about 1~1/2 miles inside the entrance to the bay. The
Charleston Channel follows the South Slough from its confluence with the main
channel of Coos Bay south to the Cape Arago highway bridge (plate 1). Depths




in the existing channel range from minus 8 to minus 16 feet, mean lower low
water (mllw). The small boat basin is situated onm the west side of the slough
at the community of Charleston. The upper reaches of the slough have been

designated the South Slough Estuarine Sanctuary.

6. Related Reports. A favorable report entitled "Section 107 Reconnaissance

Report, Charleston Boat Basin, Oregon, Navigation Improvement for Small Boat
Harbor” was prepared by Portland District, Corps of Engineers in July 1979.

An environmental assessment for the project has been prepared and is presented
as a section in this report. An operation and maintenance design memorandum
entitled "Charleston Channel and Mooring Basin Breakwater Extension and Groin”
was prepared by the Portland District in October 1978. The accompanying
Environmental Impact Statement Supplement for the deslgn memorandum was pub-
lished 1n April 1979. A numerical model of South Slough was developed and
used to analyze effects on the hydraulics of the South Slough—Coos Bay complex
caused by extending the Charleston breakwater and constructing a groin adja-
cent to Charleston Channel. A report of the model and results was published
by the Waterways Experiment Station in December 1978. It is entitled
"Technical Report H-78-22, Numerical Simulation of the Coos Bay-South Slough

Complex.”

7. Public Involvement. During the course of study, coordination was estab-
lished with the State of Oregon, Port of Coos Bay, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFW). Comments and suggestions received have been given full

consideration.

5TUDY AREA DESCRIPTION

8. Physiography. Coos Bay is an inverted "U" shaped estuary 13 miles long

with an average width of 1,200 feet at low tide. Its surface area is 10,973
acres or about 17 square miles at high tide, and 5,810 acres or approximately
9 square miles at low tide. The Coos and Millicoma Rivers are the principal
tributaries of the estuary and drain a 605-square-mile area on the west slope
of the Oregon Coast Range. The South Slough is a tidal inlet, relatively free

of freshwater runoff from its 29-square-mile watershed. The slough is
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separated from the Pacific Ocean by a ridge generally 400 feet high consisting
of shale and sandstome. Coos Bay is a drowned river mouth type of estuary,

created during the last 15,000 years by a risging sea level.

9. Geology and Soils. The bottom of the Charleston Channel 1s composed

mostly of fine to medium sand with some gravels. Median size values for
samples taken in the chanmel in February 198l and over the last 10 years range
from 0.2 to 0.3 mm.= Analysis of the latest samples indicate low levels of
silts and volatile solids within acceptable standards set for ocean disposal.
Figure 2 lists the results of the sediment analysis.. Location of the samples

are shown on plate 1.

10. Jet probes in October 1981 located an Inferred rock layer of probable
sandstone in the entrance channel for approximately 800 feet. Depths encoun—
tered range from 10 feet to over 40 feet, the limit of the probe. Typical
depths in the channel alinement are 14 to 18 feet mllw. Location and findings

of the jet probes are shown on plate 2.

11, Climate. The project area has cool, comparatively dry summers and mild,
cloudy, wet winters. Annual rainfall in the region varies from 55 inches at
the mouth of Coos Bay to 100 inches in the headwaters of the West Fork
Millicoma River. Three~fourths of the precipitation oceurs im the months
November through March. The Coos Bay entrance is fully exposed to waves
approaching from the west through the northwest. Cape Arago, a rocky head-
land, partially shelters the entrance from waves approaching from the
southwest., The most severe storms occur during the winter months and come
from the southwest. Winds may reach hurricane speed (greater than 74 miles
per hour)} during such storms. During the summer, the wind blows consistently

from north to northwest at 15 to 30 miles per hour.

12. Water Level Fluctuation. Tides at Coos Bay entrance have a diurnal

inequality typical of the Pacific Coast of North America, with the higher high
tide followed by long runout to the lower low tide. The fellowing tidal
information was compiled from data published by the National Oceanic and

Atmospheric Administration for Coos Bay entrance:



Highest Tide (estimate) 10,5 feet

Mean Higher High Tide 7.0 feet
Mean High Tide - 6.4 feet
Mean Tide Level 3.8 feet
Mean Low Tide 1.2 feet
Mean Lower Low Tide 0.0 feet
Lowest Tide {estimate) -3.0 feet

A tidal cumulative probability curve is attached as figure 3. Floods have
little effect on navigation in the Charleston Channel; however, storm setup

may account for as much as one foot of the observed tide,

13, Fish and Wildlife Resources. Sixty-six species of fish are known to

inhabit the estuary. Fall chinook and coho salmon, as well as steelhead and
cutthroat trout are found throughout the bay. Other prevalent species found
are striped bass, American shad, starry flounder and surfperch. . Pacific
herring spawn in the South Slough from February to April. Invertebrate
species include gaper, cockle, butter and littleneck clams. A major popula-—

tion of razor clams are located morth of the existing basin breakwater.

14. Waterfowl, shorebirds, and marsh birds depend on the estuary for resting,
feeding, nesting, and/or wintering habitat. The snowy plover, a species of
concern In Oregon, is a resident of the lower bay area. The U.5. Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act Report provides a complete list of the prevalent

species within the area and is attached as exhibit 4.

15. Endangered Species. The brown pelican and bald eagle are on the U.S.

Fish and Wildlife endangered species list for the Coos Bay area (see exhibit
5). A biological assessment has determined that neither the endangered
species nor their habitat would be impacted by the proposed dredging and
dredged disposal activity, and is provided as exhibit 6. Coordination has
been established with the USFW. -

16. Historical and Archeological Sites. WNo cultural or archeological

resources within the project boundaries are listed by the National Register of

Historic Places and the Statewide Inventory of Historic Sites and Buildings.
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One of the disposal sites on the north spit received cultural resource clear—
ance and was used during dredging for the Coos Bay main channel., That site is
an alternative disposal site for this project. Since location and dimensions
of the alternative disposal site on the north spit have not changed and no
other earth disturbing activities are proposed, it has been determined that no
additional cultural resource clearance letter is required. A letter from the

State Historic Preservation Office has been reproduced as exhibit 7.

17. National Parks, Wilderness Areas and Scenic Rivers. Approximately 4,300

acres of the South Slough were designated a National Estuarine Sanctuary in
1975. The lower boundary of the sanctuary is 1.8 miles beyond Cape Arago
highway bridge, the upper limit of the proposed project. The sanctuary has a
management plan administered by the State of Oregon. Negligible adverse
impacts due to the proposed project can be found. WNo national park, wilder-

ness area, or scenic river are within the project area.

18. Economic and Social Conditiens. Fish-receiving stations and packing

plants have developed over the years along the South Slough due to safe access
to nearby rich fishing grounds, and convenlent moorage and repair facilities
located there. Charleston has become one of the most important fishing ports
on the Oregon Coast. It is Oregon's second leading fishing port in terms of
harvest, with annual landings approximating 23 million pounds in recent years.
The use of the authorized 10-foot channel by more and more deeper—-draft boats
has precipitated an increase in groundings and damages to boats, and lost
fishing time. Deepening the channel would permit use of the channel by more
efficient boats. Fish-receiving stations and packing plants may experience,

as a result of the deepening, increased economy in their operations.

AVATILABLE NAVIGATION FACILITIES

19. Authorized Navigation Project. The Federal project at Charleston

includes a turning basin 10 feet deep by 180 feet wide by 900 feet long, an
access channel 10 feet deep by 100 feet wide by 400 feet long, an entrance
channel 10 feet deep by 150 feet wide from the main channel to the highway

bridge at Charleston, an "L" shaped breakwater north of the basin, and a

6



bulkhead. Authorized but not constructed iz a 400—foot groin which would be

built opposite the breakwater on the east side of the channel.

20. The Coos Bay project provides for two rubblemound, high tide jetties at
the bay entrance, a channel across the outer bar 45 feet deep and 700 feet
wide, which is gradually reduced to 35 feet deep and 300 feet wide at mile 1.
These dimensions are maintained to mile 9, and the channel continueé with

varying dimensions to mile 17.

21, Coos Bay Marine Facilities. The Charleston Small Boat Basin had ini-

tially 244 berths for commercial and recreational boats in 1957. The expan-
sion in 1966 increased the capacity by 300 berths. By 1976, the average size
of boats had increased so that only 430 boats could be moored. The most
recent expansion in May 1981 increased the number of berths by 70 spaces,
primarily for commercial vessels 60 to 90 feet in length. Recreational and
commercial interests offer full-facility services such as parking, utilities,
restrooms, restaurants, motels, repair and supply outlets, access roads, and

launching facilities.

22. Several privately-owned waterfront facilities are located at Charleston.
Four fish-processing companies own and operate fish-receiving docks. Peterson
Seafood and Hallmark Fisheries are located on the downstream side of the higﬁ-
way bridge. Alaska Packers (Pt. Adams Division) and Lazio's Fish Company have
wharfs at the tip of the basin breakwater. Icing and fueling facilities are
found near the boat basin. Kelly Boat Works, inland of the highway bridge,
owns and operates a waterfront marine plant equipped to build and repair
vessels. Hanson Landing, upstream of the highway bridge, is a timber-pile
wharf used to moor charter sport fishing boats. The publicly—-owned Cocos

County wharf is 50 feet downstream of the bridge.

23, One fish-receiving station is located outside the South Slough. The Port
of Coos Bay owns and operates a T-dock at river mile 5.6 with a dredged chan-
nel of 16 feet. Related marine facilities such as fueling docks, packing
plants or moorage space are not provided. A trawler basin for 50 large hoats
is planned for development by 1986 at this site. The other major docks in

Coos Bay are concentrated along the eastern waterfront of Coos Bay/North RBend

7



from river miles 11 to 15. These facllities are equipped to export forest

products and receive petroleum imports.

24, Existing Traffic., Commercial fishing craft servicing the Charleston area

total approximately 415, plus an additional 15 charter boats. A total of 115
of the commercial boats have greater than 50-foot lengths. About 40 of those
boats are moored locally and 75 use the channel as transient boats, to take on
fuel and supplies, or to unload fish. A trend is developing toward combina-
tion boats 40 to 60 feet in length which are equipped to harvest several
fisheries, and vessels 70 to 120 feet in length which are referred to as mid-
water capacity boats. Those boats fish for high volume species in depths 300
to 600 feet deep above the sea bottom in the mid-water zone. Economics of the
industry have caused this trend to take place. In order to compete success—
fully with other fishermen up and down the coast, fishermen at Charleston are

purchasing boats having drafts approaching 15 feet.

25. Adjacent Coastal Facilties. The nearest fishing ports to Charleston are

Winchester Bay, 21 miles north on Umpqua River, and Bandon, 18 miles south on
Coquille River. The small-boat basin project at Winchester Bay has a newly
authorized depth of 16 féet deep and channel width of 100 feet. A contract
for the deepening has been awarded. The authorized project at Bandon consists
of 2 rubblemound jetties and a l13-foot—deep channel. A Federal boat basin has
been authorized, and plans and specifications are being prepared. The
southern coastal region, consisting of ports at Winchester Bay, Coos Bay, Port
Orford, Gold Beach, and Brookings, account for about 25 percent of all commer-
cial fish landings in the state of Oregon. Moorage capacity in the region is
approximately 2,200 berths of which about 83 percent are public and 17 percent
are private. Approximately 75 percent of the berths are used by commercial
boats. There are more than 600 boats on waiting lists for spaces, and the

trend for increased usage is 3-1/4 to 4 percent annually.

PROBLEMS AND REEDS

26. Difficulties Attending Navigation. The Charleston Channel, which serves

the small boat basin and other South Slough waterfront facilities, is a physi-

cal limitation to the operation of the present fishing fleet. Those hoats

8



must either wait for tides or come in with lightloads to safely navigate to

the fish—receiving stations. Both alternatives are undesirable.

27. Wave motion, vessel squat, minimum keel clearance and tides further
decrease channel capability to adequately serve the fishing fleet. The first
three factors (wave motion, vessel squat, and keel clearance) combined require
an additional 3-foot clearance beyond the draft of a vessel for safe naviga-~
tion in the channel entfance and 2-foot clearance behind the breakwater. On
an average, the tide drops below mean lower low water approximately one hour a
day; further decreasing the effective use of the channel. A l&-foot-draft
vessel, therefore, could not safely navigate the existing 10-foot-deep channel

entrance for approximately 20-hours per day.

28, Improvements Desired. The Port of Coos Bay has requested that Charleston

Channel be deepened to accommodate the increase in drafts of locally-moored

commercial fishing boats and transients.

PLAN FORMULATION

29. Planning Objectives. The objective of the plan is to provide an adequate

navigation channel to service the Charleston Small Boat Basin and appurtenant
facilitlies. The existing channel depth restricts efficient operation of the
locally-moored commercial fishing boats and transient craft, as well as the

economic viability of the Charleston area.

30, Technical Criteria. The following technical eriteria were developed for

use in selecting a plan.

a. Channel depth and width are designed in accordance with standards
stated in "Small Craft Harbors: Design, Construction and Operation”.l Channel
depth is to be based on vessel draft, vessel squat, 1/2 wave height and a
minimum keel clearance. Minimum channel depth will adequately serve locally-

moored vessels and transients.

I



b. Side slopes of dredged channel are to be l-vertical (V) on

3-horizontal (H) except where rock is encountered, slopes will be 4-V on 1-H.
Ce Dredged material will be disposed of in approved ocean disposal site
or upland site. Analysis of sediment is presented in the accompanying Section

103 Evaluation and Environmental Assessment.

31. Bridges and Utilities. The channel deepening will not affect or be

affected by existing bridges, cables, or pipes. The Cape Arago highway bridge

and a buried cable cross South Slough beyond project limits.

32. Environmental Aspects., The following environmental aspects were cop—

sidered in selecting a plan.

a. Avoidance of detrimental environmental effects of dredging and

disposal where possible.

b. An interdisciplinary approach in planning and design for utilization

of natural resources.

c. Prevent water quality degradation below acceptable levels inside the

project and in adjacent waters.

33. Socioeconomic Criteria. The following socioceconomic criteria were

considered.

a. The social impact of the proposed action was evaluated.

b. Detrimental social effects of the proposed action were avoided where

possible.
¢+ Detrimental social effects of the proposal were determined by coordi-

nation with Federal and non-Federal agencies and individuals by means of a

public notice.
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34. No Action Plan. A variety of fish handling and processing facilities,

and related marine industrics have developed at Charleston. The economic
survival of those facilitles depend on the commercial fishing boats moored at
Charleston or calling there. The changes in the fishing season, growing
market for bottom fisheries, and economic need of maximizing production time
per fishing trip are reflected by boat owners buying larger boats capable of
meeting those needs. Under the no action plan, those larger boats will be
faced with mooring and offloading their catches at other ports, or enduring
the economic losses associated with navigating Charleston Channel. Seafood
handlers and processors, as well as other waterfront industries at Charleston,
will suffer economic losses as a result of the no action plan. None of the

study objectives would be satisfied.

35. Alternatives Investigated. The alternatives Investigated were limited to

the present channel alinement due to the configuration of existing break-
waters and rock strata. Alternative locations of public and private facili-
ties were not considered. Location of fish-receiving stations necessitate
maintaining present channel limits. Other than no action, alternatives are
limited to depth variation and boat size restriction. The following alterna—

tives were given consideration.

a. Alternate 1, Variable 16-/17-foot Channel Depth. This plan would

Increase the authorized depth to minus 17 feet mllw within the existing chan-
nel alinement for the initial 3,200 feet and minus 16 feet mllw thereafter. A
variable 16-/17-foot deep channel {plus a 2-foot overdepth dredging) would
require removing 213,200 cubic yards of sedimentary material and 12,200 cubic
yards of rock. BSide slopes would be 1-V to 3-H in sedimentary material and
4~V to 1-H in rock.

b. Alternate 2, 12-foot Channel Depth. Alternate 2 would provide a

12-foot channel depth within the same boundaries as alternate 1. Dredging a
12-foot channel {(plus overdepth) would require removal of 44,000 cubic yards
of sediment and 400 cubic yards of rock. Side slopes will be the same as

alternate 1.
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c. Alternate 3, l4-foot Channel Depth. Alternate 3 is the same as

alternates 1 and 2 except that a l4-foot channel would be provided. That plan
would require removal of 114,000 cubic yards of sediment and 1,500 cubic yards

of rock.

d. Alternate 4, Limit Harbor Use to Boats under 50 feet in Length

(8-foot drafts). This alternate is presented as a non-structural solution and

would consist of establishing and enforcing boat size restrictions. The
American Society of Civil Engineers' "Report on Small Craft Harbors"Z? equates
boats of 50 feet or less in length with drafts up to 8 feet. Boat size
restrictions would provide more convenient and safer harbor traffic conditions
and would substantially decrease the incidence of groundings and delays to
boats within the basin in all but extreme water fluctuation conditions, as the

existing channel 1s maintained to 10 feet.

36. Selecting a Plan. The selected plan must satisfy stated planning ocbjec—

tives and criteria, and be compatible with existing facilities and usages.

Table 1 lists each alternate and displays the plan's effects.

a. Alternate 1, Variable 16-/17-foot Channel Depth. The variable chan-

nel depth maximizes economic benefits and is considered the National Economic
Development Plan. That plan provides safe navigation for existing fishing
boats using Charleston harbor and meets the needs of future trends. Major
benefits are reduced damages due to groundings and delays encountered. A
variable 16-/17-foot channel depth would assure continued use and the poten-
tial for increase in economic activity in the Charleston area. Environmental
impacts are minimal. For those reasons, alternate 1l was selected for further

evaluation.

b. Alternmate 2, 12-foot Channel Depth. This alternate is the least

environmentally damaging of the structural alternatives. The plan would not
provide depth requirements for boats exceeding l0-foot drafts. The economic
activity of facilitles dependent upon the channel would diminish due to
restrictive depth. Minimal benefits from reduced damages would be gained.
Generally, planning objectives would not be satisfied. For those reasons,

alternate 2 was dropped from further consideration.
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Table 1

DISPLAY OF ALTERNATIVE PLAN EFFECTS, CHARLESTON CHANNEL, OREGON

Alternate 1

Alternate &
Limit Harbor Use to

No Variable 16~ to 17-foot Alterpnate 2 Alternate 3 Boats Under 50 Feet in
Action Plan Channel Depth 12-foot Channel Depthjl4-foot Channel Depth | Length (8-foot Drafts)
Dredging
Federal channels N/A est. 213,200 ¢,y. silt |est. 44,000 c.y silt |est. 114,000 c.y. silt None
egt. 12,200 c.y. rock [est. 400 c.y rock [est. 1,500 c.y. rock
Boat Basin (Non. Fed.) N/A Existing Existing Existing Existing
Total N/A est. 213,200 c.y. silt lest. 44,000 c.y silt lest. 114,000 c.y. silt None
est. 12,200 e.y. rock |est. 400 c.y rock jest. 1,500 c.y. rock
Permits required N/A Section 103 Ocean Same as alternate !} | Same as alternate 1 None
Disposal Permit Required
National Economic Development
Implementation costs:
Federall/ None $1,829,300 § 520,000 $ 857,000 None
Non-Federal 0 : 0 -0
Total $1,829,300 8 520,000 $ 857,000 None
Average Annual Benefit None $ 583,500 $ 357,700 4 487,500 N/A
Average Annual Coat None § 161,300 $ 54,000 § 82,000 N/A
Annual Net Benefit None § 422,200 § 303,700 $ 405,500 N/A
Benefit~to-Cost Ratie None 3.6:1 6.6:1 5.9:1 N/A
Land Requirement
Tidal, Intertidal or
Subtidal land dredged None 28 aerea subtidal Same as alternate 1| | Same as alternate 1 None
for total project (Exfsting channel) -
Environmental Quality
Water Qualit Temporary Increase
Dissolved Oxygen require- No during dredging—no long | Same as alternate 1 | Same as alternate | N/A
ment increase term impacts
Increased turbidity- Temporary increase
producing activity No during dredging-no long | Same as alternate ! | Same as alternate 1 No
term impacts
Temperature change No No No No No
Increased short-term Temporary slight )
fuel emisasions from No increase frowm dredging Same as alternate 1 | Same as alternate ! Yo
construction equipment equipment BT
Visual Impact Potential increase of
Increased commercial No boat activity. RNo sign-| Same as alternmate 1 | Same as alternate 1 |[Decrease in boat usage

boating activity '

iftcant impact since
channel and basin are
already heavily used.

of harbor.
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Action Plan

Table 1 (cont'd)

Alternate 1
Variable 16~ to 17-foot
Channel Depth

Alternate 2
12-foot Channel Depth

Alternate 3
l4~foot Channel Depth

Alternate &
Limit Harbor Use to
Boats Under 50 Feet in
Length {8-foot Drafts)

Social Well-Being

materiale

during dredging

Disruption of commercial Yes— some No Some boats may have Same as alternate 2 |Same as no sctiom plan.
enterprises in project area|boats and to relocate.
fishing
industry
would have
to relocate
Revenue to Port increases Neo Yes No Yes No
Land Use
Wetlands lost N/A No No No N/A
Disruption of land-water
interface " No No Some fish recelving Same as alternate 2 Same as alternate 2
statlons may have to
relocate
Congistent with all land N/A Yes Yes Yes Tes
use plang and policies
Plantg and Animals
Upland vegetatlon removed No Potentlal vegetation Same as alternate 1 | Same as alternate 1 N/A
loss on North Spit dis-
posal site
Benthic fauna lost Ho Temporary loss of ben— Same as alternate 1 |Same as alternative 1 No
thic organsims. No
increase over periodic
losses which occur
through malintenance
dredging.
Permanently dlsrupts fish No No No No No
habitat
¥nown rare and endangered Na No No No No
specles impacted
Energy Considerations ‘
Energy expenditure Existing Savinge expected due to {Less than alternate l|Lesg than alternate ] {Same as no action plan.
from delays{less delays and cross
and croas hauling
hauling
from other
parts
Energy Investment in None Temporary increase Same ag alternate 1 | Same as alternate 1 K/A




c. Alternate 3, l4-foot Channel Depth. This alternate satisfies draft

requirements of boats up to 12 feet which currently moor or call at
Charleston., There would be substantial benefits from reduced damages due to
groundings and lost fishing time. The potential of a l4-foot channel to meet
future demands is minimal, and economic growth of the Charleston fishing
industry would he reduced. Due to minimal environmentzl impact and potential

economic benefits, alternate 3 was studied further.

d. Alternate 4, Limit Harbor Use to Boats Under 50 feet in Length

(8-foot—draft). This alternate would have minimal implementation costs and be

the least environmentally damaging other than the no action plan. The alter-
nate has been designated the Environmental Quality Plan. The economic effect
would be detrimental to public and private facilities at Charleston. A

ma jority of the fishing boats moored at the basin would not meet the limiting
criteria, and would either suffer the economic losses due to groundings and
delays, or relocate. There exists no other small-boat basin or fueling and
icing facilities in the Coos Bay area. The fish processing industry at
Charleston would suffer significant economic loss and then be forced either to
endure the extra costs, relocate, or close. This plan would decrease rather
than improve social and economic potential of the area. For these reasons,

this plan was dropped from further consideration.

37. The Selected Plan. After comparative evaluation of various planning 7

objectives, technical criteria and economic aspects associated with each
alternative, alternate 1, variable 16-/17-foot channel depth was chosen. That
alternate satisfies planning objectives, has minimal environmental impacts,
and maximizes the national economic benefits. Annual benefits from a variable
16-/17-foot deep channel compared to a l4-foot deep channel exceeded addi-—
tional annual costs (see paragraph 68). Alternate 1 was therefore selected
over alternate 3. The variable 16~/17-foot deep channel is within the finan—
cial capability of, and has the support of the local sponsor, Port of Coos
Bay.
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PLAN OF IMPROVEMENT

38. Plan Description. The most feasible plan for providing access for com—

mercial fishing boats to the mooring basin and related facilities at
Charleston is dredging a variable 16- to 17-foot-deep channel along the aline-
ment of the presently authorized 10-foot—deep channel. Principal features of

the proposed plan are preseated below.

a. Dredge to a depth of minus 17 feet mllw (plus 2-foot overdepth) the
first 3,200 feet and minus 16 feet mllw {plus overdepth) the remaining 3,600 -
feet of the existing 150-foot-wide channel. The 180-foot—wide by 900~foot-
long turning basin and the 100-foot-wide by 400-foot—-long access channel (as
shown on plate 1) would also be dredged to —16 feet mllw. Blasting may be

required to remove the rock.

b. All materials excavated would be transported to, and disposed of
within the designated interim ocean disposal site or in the north spit dis-
posal site, as shown on figure 1. The ocean disposal site has interim
approval through issuance of the Federal Register paragraph 228.12, published

11 January 1977. The north spit site has received archeological clearance.

39. Plan Accomplishments. The authorized 10-foot-deep entrance channel is

inadequate to allow safe operation of boats with drafts greater than 8 feet.

Because of fishing industry economics and changing practices, fishermen are

operating larger boats than in the past in order to remain competitive.

Without the proposed improvements, over one—third of the commercial hoats

mooring at the basin, and even a larger proportion of transient vessels, would ) i
either ahsorb grounding and delay costs or land their catches elsewhere.

Larger, more productive, commercial boats would be forced to relocate and fish ],
out of other ports. The fish processing industry at Charleston would suffer
significant economic losses and likely be forced to relocate or close. A

variable minus 16- to 17-foot~deep channel would permit continued operation

and high economic use of the facilities at Charleston. The plan ﬁould provide

safe and convenient access for larger commercial boats thereby attracting them

to the area, substantially enhancing the local economy. Major benefits

resulting from the proposed plan are reduction of hull and hoat damages from
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groundings, and reduced costs to commercial fishermen and seafood processors

due to delays.

40, Effect of Plan on the Environment. Environmental effects of proposed

channel deepening are identified in the environmental assessment (see para-
graph 90). Recommendations in the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report
(exhibit 4) and Supplement (exhibit 8) were given full consideratiom.

Envirconmental impacts are summarized below.

a. Removal of 213,200 cubic yards of bottom material (primarily sand)
and 12,200 cubic yards of rock will temporarily displace benthic organisms.
Past periodic maintenance dredging will have prevented establishment of ma jor
benthic population; therefore, removal of this material would not signifi- -
cantly impact the benthic environment. Turbidity and vibrations produced

during excavation will have a temporary effect on organisms in the local area.

b. Disposal of dredged material would be at an approved interim ocean
disposal site or an alternate dredge disposal site on north spit (see figure
1). If the upland site is used, runoff would be controlled and the area would
be permitted to revegetate. Both disposal sites have undergone previous
disturbance by disposal of dredged material. Impacts on the environment are

considered minimal.

c. Water quality within the immediate wicinity would be temporarily
impaired during operation. Long term salinity, water quality, or flushing
characteristics of the South Slough would not be affected by chamel
deepening.

d. WNo known archeological or historical sites are within the proposed

dredging or disposal areas (see exhibit 7).

es Listed endangered species or their habitat would not be affected by
the proposed project (see exhibit 6).

41. Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands. The Federal project

Involves no effects to wetlands as defined in Section 7(c) of Executive Order
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11990.. Al1l dredging would be in a subtidal area. Dredged material would be
disposed of in an approved interim ocean disposal site, or an approved upland
site. The area to be dredged or the designated disposal sites do not meet the

requirements of being a wetland as defined by Executive Order 11990,

42, Executive Order 11988, Effects on the Flood Plain. The proposed project

would not detrimentally effect flow capacity of any river or bay. Disposal of
material in an ocean disposal site or on the north spit would not increase the
potential for future flood damages. The project would not alter the flood
plain nor effect flood heights. The surrounding area suitable for development
is nearly all developed at this time. Any new development attracted by the
project must comply with local flood plain regulations which meet minimun

requirements of the Natiomal Flood Insurance Program.

43." Water Quality. Physical analysis of sediments in the channel indicate

material is almost completely composed of grain sizes larger than silt
(figure 2). Volatile solid levels were below 1 percent. Research indicates
that most contaminates of concern adsorb to fine grain or organic materials
and that these substances are usually responsible for high suspended solids
levels. Given these factors, dredging and discharging the sediments in
Charleston Channel at either upland or ocean disposal sites should not cause
any significant impacts on water quality. The proximity of the project area
to the mouth of Coos Bﬁy and ocean indicate that considerable tidal flux will
occur. The exchange of water from the tide, plus the nonorganic character of
the dredged material indicate that little if any Impact to dissolved oxygen,
pH, temperature, or oxidation reduction potential would result from dredging

operations.

44. Harborline. According to 33 CFR, Part 209.155, no Federal money may be
spent for dredging shoreward of harborlines. Expansion of the small-boat
basin in 1981 reduced the turning basin area by approximately 4 acres. For
purpose of dredging, a boundary line was established beyond the expansion of
the mooring basin. No other harborlines or pierhead lines exist at

Charleston.
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45. Coastal Zone Management Consistency. The proposed plan is consistent

with Oregon State's Coastal Management Program and other applicable statewide
goals, and 1s provided for in the Draft Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan (see

environmental assessment section and exhibits 9, 10, 11 and 16).

46, Design. Criteria for channel depth design have been established in
"Design and Construction of Small Craft Harbors".! Vessel draft, squat, keel
clearance and wave height all enter into channel depth design. Survey of
moored boats at Charleston and estimates of transient vessels by fish packers,
Port officials and County extension agent place drafts of commercial fishing
vessels at 14 feet. To accommodate boats of this size, a channel depth of
17-feet was determined to be the minimum necesgsary to provide safe and con—
venient navigation in Charleston Channel for the first 3,200 feet and 16~feet
thereafter. The additional foot of depth in the entrance was needed to accom—
modate higher waves beyond the breakwater and minimum keel clearance over

rocky or hard bottoms. Overdepth for maintenance was established at 2 feet.

47. Hydrographic surveys and subsurface explorations were conducted to esti-
mate quantities and evaluate sedimentation rates. Water jet probes taken in
October 1981 (see plate 2) indicate an inferred rock layer of probable sand-
stone near the entrance of South Slough. Depth varies from 10 feet to over 40
feet mllw, in a 800-foot section of the Charleston Channel (see plate 1).

Side slopes in rock were assumed to be 4-V on l-H. Side slopes of the channel

in sedimentary material is 1-V on 3-H based on previous studies for this area.

48. Existing channel boundaries are adequate to service public and private
facilities. The location of fish-receiving stations and servicing docks at
the tip of the basin breakwater and upper reaches of the chanmnel north of the
Cape Arago highway bridge crossing require the existing alinement be

maintained. Relocation of those facilities was not considered.

4%, Disposal Sites. Disposal sites in the vicinity of Charleston Channel are

limited. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act recommendations were given
full consideration in selecting disposal sites. The following sites were

evaluated.
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a. Ocean Disposal Site. The location of the approved interim ocean

disposal site is shown on figure l. The site has undergone previcus disturb—
ance and impacts would be minimal (see Section 103 Evaluation). The USFW in
their Coordination Act Report determined this site to be the least environ-

mentally damaging.

b. North Spit Site. This site (figure 1) was used during the dredging

of Coos Bay main channel. The site has received archeclogical clearance and
biological assessment has determined impacts are minimal. USFW has recom—
mended the north spit site as an alternate site. The site, on Corps adminis-—
tered property, has been designated a disposal area in the Draft Coos Bay
Estuary Management Plan (see exhibit 16) and is consistent with Oregon's
Coastal Management Plan (see exhibit 10). Access and right-of-way would be

provided by the Port of Coos Bay.

50. Disposal sites at Barview State Wayside Park, and inwater disposal north
of the basin breakwater were evaluated and eliminated because of detrimental
environmental impacts and limited capacity. Disposal at the ocean or north

spit sites will be determined by contractor's choice.

51, Access and Right-of-Way. Access to the site is via the federally-

maintained channel in Coos Bay. Disposal site access, if not ocean disposal,
will be provided by the Port of Coos Bay. Landward access and provisions for

a contractor's staging area are the responsibility of the project sponsor.

52. Construction Schedule. Awarding of a contract for work described in this

report is presently scheduled for Fiscal Year 1983, Dredging would be limited
to the period 1 August to 15 January to protect juvenile fish within the
estuary. Blasting would be restricted to a period from 15 October to 31
December to protect anadromous fish runs. Blasting period extensions by the
contractor would require further coordination with Oregon Department of Fish
and Wildlife by the countractor (see exhibit 12). One working season will be
required to complete the work. Dredging would likely be accomplished by
hydraulic pipeline or clamshell dredge. Impacts associated with dredging are

discussed in the environmental assessment section.
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53. Operation and Maintenance. Maintenance of the proposed variable minus

16- to 17-foot-deep entrance and access channels and turning basin would be
accomplished by the Federal Government. Disposal of materials is presently
limited to the interim approved ocean disposal site (see figure 1). The esti-
mated annual 29,000 cubic yards of maintenance dredging is expected to con-
tinue to be disposed of at the ocean disposal site. Operation and maintenance
of the moorage area, plers, docks and boats, as well as shoreside and service
facilities would remain the responsibility of the local sponscor, Port of Coos

Bay.

54. Aids to Navigation. Navigational aids presently exist on the east and

west sides of the channel and are considered adequate. The U.S. Coast Guard
has determined that no additional aids are necessary (personal commuﬁication,
27 January 1982),

ECONOMICS OF THE SELECTED PLAN

55, Methodology. The economic justification of the proposed channel deepen-
ing was determined by comparing estimated costs with estimated benefits
.accruing to the facilities served by the channel over an assumed 50-year
economic life at an interest rate of 7-5/8 percent. Benefits are reflected in
reduced commercial fishing hull damages and groundings, and reduced running

and manpower costs to commercial fisharmen and food processors.

COSTS

56. Estimated First Cost. The estimated first cost of deepeniﬁg the existing

Charleston Channel to minus 16 to 17 feet mllw is based on January 1982 prices

and is summarized in table 2.

57. Annual Maintenance. Annual maintenance has averaged 23,000 cubic yards.

An increase in dredging requirements of 6,000 cubic yards annually is esti-
mated to occur as a result of the variable minus 16- to 17-foot channel depth.

At $4.50 per cubic yard, the average annual maintenance cost is estimated at
$27,000.
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Table 2

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED FIRST COSTS AND PROJECT COSTS#*

Dredging 213,200 c.y. at $3.00/c.y.
Rock Removal 12,200 c.y. at $41,00/c.y.
Mobilization and Demobilization
Contingencies @ 15%
TOTAL CONTRACT PRICE

Engineering and Design @ 5%
Supervision and Administration @ 10%
TOTAL COST FOR CHANNEL DEEPENING

Rounded to

Less Cash Contribution** (Port of Coos Bay)
Net Federal Cost, Corps of Engineers
Study Costs, Corps of Engineers
TOTAL NET FEDERAL COST, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

Aids to Navigation, U.S. Coast Guard
TOTAL FEDERAL COST

Non—-Federal Cost¥##%

TOTAL FEDERAL FIRST COST

* Numbers rounded.
%%  See paragraph 70.
k%%  Subject to change depending upon choice of disposal site,
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639,600
500, 200
157,500
194,600
$1,491,900

74,600
149,200

$1,715,700
$1,716,000
0

1,716,000
113,300

$1,829, 300

—)
$1,829,300

5
$1,829,300



58. Estimated Annual Costs. Total annual costs for the proposed improvements

are estimated as follows (number rounded).

Table 3
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED ANNUAL COSTS

Corps of Engineers

Interest and amortization for 50 years @ 7-5/8%

($1,716,000) (.0782349) $134,250
Maintenance (6,000 c.y.) ($4.50/c.y.) 27,000
TOTAL ANNUAL COST TO CORPS OF ENGINEERS $161,250

Rounded to $161,300
TOTAL NON-FEDERAL ANNUAL COSTS 6]

TOTAL ANNUAL COST $161,300

BENEFITS

59. General. Analysis of benefits for proposed Charleston Channel improve-
ments are based upon a 50-year economic life, January 1982 price levels and a
7-5/8 percent interest rate. Benefits attributable to the project are reduced
delays to existing commercial fishing vessels and fish processors; and reduced
. vessel damage. Field data were obtained from interviews conducted during an
analysis of Charleston breakwater extension and groin structure in 1978. The

following data were verified and updated for this study.

60. Commercial fishing craft operating out of Charleston total approximately
415, plus an additional 15 charter boats. A total of 115 of the commercial
boats have lengths greater than 50-feet and drafﬁs exceeding ll-feet. About
40 of those boats are moored locally and 75 use the channel as transient
boats; to take on fuel and supplies, or to unload fish. A trend is developing
toward combination boats 40 to 60 feet in length which are equipped to harvest

several fisheries, and vessels 70 to 1207feet in length which are referred to
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as mid-water capacity boats. Those boats fish for high volume species in
depths 300 to 600 feet in the mid-water zone. Economics of the industry have
caused this trend. 1In order to compete successfully with other fishermen up
and down the coast, fishermen at Charleston are purchasing boats having drafts

approaching 15 feet.

61. The number of 60~ to 90-foot vessels have more than doubled since the
addition of the 70 berths in 1981, However, the efficlency and economy of the
larger vessels cannot be realized at Charleston because of the restrictive
channel depths. The Marine Extension Agent reported that in June 1981,
90~foot trawlers (with l4-foot loaded drafts), which had been fishing the
scallop beds off Coos Bay, were tying up at rented timber company docks in
Coos Bay due to channel depth and congestion in Charleston Channel. Table 4

shows vessel characteristics for the existing Charleston fleet.

62, Damage to shafts, propellers and hulls occur when large commercial ves-
sels drag or hit the chaannel bottom. On the average, 12 to 15 groundings a
month are reported during peak summer fishing months. Field data indicate
that medium—sized vessels are prone to more frequent and costly damage than
larger boats. This is due to a greater number of fishing trips per season by
medium-sized boats, less sophisticated depth finding equipment on smaller
vessels, and the tendency for larger vessels to offload at Empire or upper
Coos Bay when they are unable to work the tides. Table 5 shows average annual

vessel damage to hulls, shafts and propellers.

Table 5
VESSEL DAMAGE

No. of Average Damage for  Average Damage Total Damage
Boat Size Boats Shaft/Propeller for Hull for All Boats#*
Mediun 43 81,000 $900 $ 81,700
Medium/Large 44 800 700 66,000
Large 23 800 500 36,400

TOTAL  $184,100

* Assumes damage to shaft, propeller and hull once a season for all vessels.
Data was obtained from the local Harbormaster's office, individual boat
owners and marine repair facilities.
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63.. Time losses accrue to charter boats, commercial fishing boats and fish
processors when vessels are delayed by insufficient channel depthé. Deeper
draft commercial vessels, especially when loaded, must often wait for higﬁer
tides before navigating the channel., Losses accrue to these vessels in the
form of increased operating costs and lost fishing time. Table 6 depicts time

losses for commercial boats.

Table 6
DELAYS TO COMMERCIAL FISHING VESSELS
(Excluding Charters)

Direct Hourg Delay _

Hourly No. of per Season Total Cost

Size Type Cost* Boats per Boat** of Delays
Medium Bottom Fish $47.04 19 27 $24,132
(11-ft draft) Shrimper 47,56 24 24,5 27,965
TOTAL $52,097

Round to §52,100

Medium/Large Shrimper $59.20 il 27 $17,582
(13-ft draft) Bottom Fish 58.80 13 27 20,639
Combination 72,46 20 24 34,781

TOTAL $73,002

Round to $73,000

Large Trawlers $85.40 17 19 527,584
(15=-ft draft) Combination 87.60 11 21 20,236
TOTAL $47,820

Round to $47,800

* Dlicoat cocts ovcrr e frmowdd Tl tooantie 35oa

[ -SRI
T
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92

_ TABLE 4
CHARLESTON COMMERCIAL FISHING FLEET*

Avg. No. Trips per Total Wo.
‘ Number in Fleet Length of Season {1 trip=3 days) of Trips
Size Type Draft Length Local Transient Season (days) Local Transient by size
Medium
Bottomfisher 11! 40-60" 8 11
Shrimper 11t 46-60" 7 17
15 78 150 50 40 1,870
Medium/Large
Bottomfisher 13 60-70" 6 7
Shrimper 13! 60-751 4 7
Combination 13t to 63! 4 16
14 30 170 40 30 1,460
Large
Trawler 15" to &5’ 7 10
Combinatiom 15t to 85' & 7
11 17 130 50 30 1,060

* Data provided by Charleston Harbormaster, fish processors and individual fishermen.



64, Charter boats, like other medium-sized vessels incur time losses due to
insufficient channel depth and tide. This time loss translates into direct
loss of revenue when potential charter passengers are unwilling to wait 2 to 4
hours for the next possible fishing trip. Tourists in the area, will often,
on the spur of the moment, include a fishing trip in their wvacation plans, if
a charter is available. However, a potential delay of two or more hours makes
such a trip prohibitive. Information on charter operations was provided by
boat owners and by the harbormaster's office. 1t was estimated that substan-—
tial delays to the areas 15 charter boats occur on about 10 percent of their
trips. Charter boats average 5 to 7 trips a week during the 20-week season
(May through October). The individual fee for a charter boat trip ranges from
$25 to $30 and an estimated 2 persons per boat will forego the trip due to

excessive delay.

Charter time loss damages are calculated below:

15 Charter boats x 20 week season x 6 trips per week x .10 delay time
= 180 trips per season that incur delay

180 trips x loss of 2 passengers x $26 average loss of revenue per person
= 89,360 round to $9,000

65. Six processors and three receiving stations face additional operating
costs when waiting for commercial boats to navigate the channel. Processing
crews are often paid overtime rates while awalting the next offloading of
fish. Other expenses include extra handling and cross—hauling charges when
large-size vessels off-load at Empire or Upper Coos Bay. Employment for those
facilities varies from 350 to 600 persons during the peak season. Caleculation
of lost time to processors is dependent upon vessel size, frequency of trip
and tidal fluectuation. Medium~-sized boats £1ll faster, make more trips, and
thus, must frequently work the tides. Larger capacity vessels can time their
arrivals and departures with a bit more care. Table 7 lists added annual

costs incurred by processors.
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Table 7
DELAYS TO PROCESSORS
(Excluding Charters)

Added Cost to

No. of No. of Trips When Processor Total Added
Size Boats Problems Occur® Per Trip* Cost
Medium 43 1,100 $100 $110,000 -
Medium/Large b4 700 100 70,000
Large 23 150 250%* 37,500 .

TOTAL  $217,500

* Based on discussions with processors and boat operators.
*% Larger dollar figure due to extra cross=hauling and handling charges.

66. Total time lost by vessel size for -10 foot mllw channel is summerized in

table 8.

Table 8
ANNUAL DOLLAR DAMAGES - LOST TIME

Size Processors Commercial Boats Charter Boats Total
Medium $113,000 $52,100 $9,000 $171,100
Medium/Large 70,000 73,000 - 143,000
Large 37,500 47,800 —_— 85,300

TOTAL  $399,400

67. Benefits {reduced damages) for alternative channel depths were calculated
in correspondence with damage estimates for the existing 10-foot channel.

Time losses for each alternative are based on vessel draft, frequency of trip
by vessel size and tidal frequency curve. A 12-foot channel {(with a 2-foot
overdepth) would eliminate all damages to medium—sized boats (ll-foot drafts).
Vessel damages to medium/large and large boats would remain, while time losses
would be reduced. A l4—foot channel (with a 2=foot overdepth) would eliminate
all damages to medium and medium/large vessels. Large boats would experience
further reduction in time losses but vessel damages would remain. A minus

6= to 17-foot variable channel (with a 2-foot overdépth) would substantially
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eliminate vessel damage and time losses to all boats. Benefits for each chan-

nel alternative are listed in table 9.

Table 9
SUMMARY OF BENEFITS

(Average Annual Basis)

Time Loss
Damage to Commercial
Channel Damage to Hulls Fishermen, Charter Boats
Depth Shafts & Propellers and Food Processors Total Damages
12 $ 81,700 $276,000 _ $357,700
14 147,700 339,800 487,500
16 184,100 399,400 583,500

68. Benefit-to—-Cost Ratio. Annual benefits for the proposed variable minus

16~ to 17-foot-deep project are calculated to be $583,500 and annual costs are
estimated to be $161,300, The annual net benefits for this alternative are
$422,200 and the benefit-to—cost ratio is 3.6 to 1. Annual benefits for a
l4—foot—-deep channel are calculated to be $487,500, and annual costs are esti-
mated to be 582,000, The benefit~to—cost ratio of the l4-foot alternative is
5.9 to 1 with annual net benefits of $4053,500, Additional benefits for the
variable minus 16- to 17-foot—deep channel are calculated at $96,000 and
increase costs are $79,300, Incremental benefit-to-cost ratio of providing a
variable minus 16— to 17-foot-deep channel is 1.2 to l. Annual net benefits
are maximized at the 16— to 17-foot-deep channel. The ratios and benefits
indicate that Federal participation in the desired improvements is feasible
and the varilable minus 16— to 17-foot—deep channel is therefore the chosen

alternative,

DIVISION OF PLAN RESPONSIBILITIES

69. Federal participation is limited to construction and maintenance of the
general navigation facility of the proposed plan. The general navigation
facility here is defined as Charleston Channel, deepened to minus 17 feet mllw

for ‘the initial 3,200 feet and minus 16 feet mllw thereafter. Maintenance
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dredging of the moorage area; construction and maintenance of piers, floats,
docks and slips; construction and maintenance of shoreside facilities and
dikes to retain dredged material, if the upland disposal method is selected,
are the responsibility of local interests and are not eligible for Federal
participation. The cost apportionment is based on Federal legislation and

administration policies governing small navigation projects.

70. First Costs. Benefits to be realized by the project are totally
commercial. Therefore, the Federal Government would assume 100 percent of the
first cost of general navigation facilities up to $2 million, inecluding pre-—
authorization study costs. Non-Federal interests would not be required to
make a cash contribution, since no recreational or land enhancement benefits

would be realized from the proposed action.

71. Operation. Upon completion of construction, the Port of Coos Bay would
operate the Charleston Small Boat Basin under the guidelines set forth in this
report (see Non-Federal Responsibility Section) and in accordance with appli-

cable laws, regulations and established Federal policy.

72. Maintenance. The Federal Government would assume the cost of maintenance

of general navigation facilities and aids to navigation.

FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES

- 73, The estimated total cost of construction of general navigation facilities
including engineering and design, and supervision and inspection is
$1,716,000. As the proposed basin would benefit commercial interests only,
total construction costs of general navigation facilities would be borne by
the Federal Government. The total first cost does not include preauthoriza-
tion study cost which 1s currently estimated to be $113,300. The total is
less than the $2,000,000 limitation.

74. The Federal Government will design and prepare detailed plans and speci-
fications and will construct the general navigation facilities 1f the project

is authorized and funded.
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NON-FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES
75. Local interests would not be required to contribute funds for the general

navigation facilities. The local sponsor, Port of Coos Bay, has agreed to

provide items of local cooperation listed in exhibit 13,

LOCAL. COOPERATION AND AGENCY COORDINATION

76. Local Sponsorship. By letter dated 16 March 1982, signed by Mr. Bruce

Laird, Port of Coos Bay has agreed to furnish the items of local cooperation.
That letter is shown in exhibit 14 of this report.

77. Public Involvement. The public has been informed of the proposed project

plan by means of an informational brochure and map, which describes the intent
of the project, requests comments and states availability of the detailed
project report upon request. The draft detailed project report, environmental
assessment, and Section 103 evaluation have been distributed to agencies and
environmental groups as required by regulations, and to the general publie

upon request. News releases will be made as appropriate.

78. Agency Coordination. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report pre—

pared by USFW is included as exhibit 4. A subsequent letter from the USFW
dated 29 January 1982 (exhibit 8) supplements the Coordination Act Report.

The report and supplement were reviewed by National Marine Fisheries Service,
and also have concurrence from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, as
indicated in their letters dated 9 October 1981 and 26 January 1982 (exhibits
4 and 8). Modifications of several recommendations have been agreed to by
members of Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and USFW during a 9 February
1982 meeting. Corps letter dated 22 February 1982 listed these changes
(exhibit 12). The USFW confirmed these modifications in a letter dated 16
March 1982 shown as exhibit 15. All recommendations have been considered and
agreed to with some minor modifications. A letter of cultural resocurce clear-
ance approval for the upland disposal site on the north spit was received from
the Oregon State Historlc Preservation Office, dated 27 January 1977 (exhibit
7).
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79. Coordination with Federal, State, and local agencles and organizations
has also been achieved through issuance of an informational brochure and map,
and through release of this draft detailed project report which contains a
public notice for ocean disposal of dredged materials under provisions of the
Marine Protectlion Research Sanctuary Act of 1972 (Section 103) and an environ-—
mental assessment. Responses received during public review were given full
consideration. Letters from the USFW and Coos County Board of Commissioners
(exhibits 16 and 17) need no response. We have responded to the National
Marine Fisheries Service comments (exhibit 18) regarding dredging impacts on
dungeness crabs through revisions in the environmental assessment. Comments
by the Environmental Protection Agency (exhibit 19) were addressed by revi-—
sions in paragraphs 17, 52 and 53, and the environmental assessment. Exhibit

20 is the Governor's letter of support.

CONCLUSION

80. General. Studies made during preparation of this detailed project report
provide planning and design necessary to determine project feasibility, and
the writing of detailed plans and specifications for a contract to provide
navigation improvements in Charleston Channel. The proposed project would be
accomplished under authority contained in Section 107 of the 1960 River and
Harbor Act, as amended. The project would increase the authorized depth of
the existing entrance channel, turning basin, and access channel at Charleston

to a variable depth of wminus 16 to 17 feet nllw (see plate 1).

81. The proposed improvements are based on draft requirements of commercial
fishing boats which moor or call at Charleston. The proposed plan provides
safe and convenienﬁ channel clearances to accommodate the newer, larger boats
and future needs of commercial fishing vessels. The plan offers the best
balancing of economic, environmental, social well-being, and engineering

factors in view of stated objectives.

82. Alternmatives which would fulfill study objectives are limited, as the
proposed work is a modification of existing facilities which dictate .locations

of entrance and access channels. Other than the no action plan, alternatives
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were restricted to channel depth variations and boat size restrictions.
Channel depth alternatives studied were minus 12-, l4-, vafiable 16- to
17-foot depths. A fourth alternate considered maintaining the present basin
with no change, but limiting use to smaller boats. That alternate was evalu-
ated as a nonstructural alternative. Cost comparisons and relative impacts of

alternates evaluated are listed in table 1.

83. A biological assessment required by Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act has concluded the dredging and disposal activities will not effect the
listed endangered species or their habitat. A letter from USFS listed the
brown pelican and bald eagle as endangered species within the influence of the .
project. The State Historic Preservation Office reports that ﬁo cultural -
resources of National Register potential have been identified which are likely
to be impacted by the project. Public Law 89-665 and Executive Order 11593

have been complied with.

84, A Section 103 evaluation under the Marine Protection, Research and
Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (PL 92-532) was written describing the disposal of
dredged materials in the ocean. The evaluation found no significant adverse
effects to marine life, marine ecosystems, esthetics, recreation or economic

value.

85. The proposed project complies with Executive Order 11988 which directs
all agencies to provide Federal leadership by exemplary action in order to
reduce flood losses, and to recognize the significant values of flood plains,
and to consider public benefits that would be realized from restoring and
preserving flood plains. Materials dredged from general navigation facilities
would be disposed of in an approved ocean disposal site or upland site and

therefore, will not effect the flood plain.

86. Executive Order 11990, issued for the protection of wetlands, is complied

with. No wetlands will be affected by the Federal portion of the project.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

87. 1 recommend that the existing Federal project at Charleston Channel,
Oregon, be modified in accordance with the selected plan described in this
report. Modification would consist of deepening to -17 feet mllw the initial
3,200 feet and -16 feet mllw the remaining channel, turning basin and access
channel. The work would be accomplished in the existing Charleston Channel.
Federal cost of comstruction is estimated at $1,716,000. Annual Federal
maintenance costs are estimated at $27,000. The Port of Coos Bay has agreed

to sponsor the project.

88. This recommendation 1s made with the provision that the sponsor formally
provide, prior to commencement of construction, the following items of local

cooperation.

a. Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and
rights—-of-way necessary for construction and subsequent maintenance of the
project and for alds to navigation; including suitable spoil disposal areas
with any necessary retaining dikes, bulkheads, and embankments, therefor, or

the cost of such retainlng works.

b. Accomplish without cost to the United States alterations and relo-
cations as required in sewer, water supply, dralnage, and other utility
facilities.

¢« Hold and save the United States free from damages due to construc—
tion, operation and maintenance of the project, excepting damages due to the

fault or negligence of the United States or its contractors.

d. Continue to provide and maintain berthing areas, floats, pilers,
slips, and similar mooring facilities as needed for transient and local
vessels as well as necessary access roads, parking areas, and other needed

public~use shore facilities open and available to all on equal terms.

e. Continue to provide, maintain, and operate without cost to the United
States an adequate public landing or wharf with provisions for the sale of

motor fuel, lubricants, and potable water, open to all on equal terms.
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f+ Assume full responsibility for all project costs in excess of Federal
cost limitation of $2 million as provided in Section 107 of River and Harbor

Act of 1960, as amended, 33 U.S.C., Section 577.

g. Establish regulations prohibiting discharge of pollutants into the
waters of the improved channels by users thereof, which regulations shall be
in accordance with applicable laws or regulations of Federal, State and local

authorities responsible for pollution prevention and control.

89. 1In addition to the foregoing requirements listed in the Section 107

authority, the Port of Coos Bay must agree that it will:

a. Comply with the Department of Defense Directive under Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-352) (78 Stat. 241) and all require-—
ments imposed by or pursuant to the Directive (32 CFR Part 300, issued as
Department of Defense Directive 5500.11, 28 December 1964) to the end that no
person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, religion,
sex, national origin or age be excluded from participation in, be denied the
benefit of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program or
activity for which the sponsor receives Federal financial assistance from the

Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, in connection with this project.

b. Assure that it is legally constituted with full authority and capa-
bility to perform the terms of its agreements and to pay damages, if neces-—
sary, in the event of failure to perform. Section 221 of Public Law 91-611,
commonly referred to as the Flood Control Act of 1970, approved 31 Dacember

1970 is deemed controlling under this assurance,

c. Comply with Sections 210 and 305 of Public Law 91-646, approved

2 January 1971, entitled Uniform Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisition

Policies Act of 1970,
;"J i '?Zzit_d;ﬂl.&axh-‘
ROBERT L. FRIEDENWALD

Colonel, Corps of Engineers
-District Engineer

35



This page left intentionally blank

36



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

90. Introduction. This assessment addresses the environmental impacts of

deepening the entrance chaunnel for the commercial boat basin at Charleston,
Oregon. General informatfon about the Coos Bay estuary, as well as specific
information on the Charleston area, 1s contained in the final environmental
impact statement (EIS) entitled “"Channel Maintenance Dredging, Coos Bay,"
which was filed with the Council on Environmental Quality on 3 December 1976.
In addition to a description of the existing environment, this statement con—
tains discussions of environmental impacts associated with maintenance

dredging of the existing Charleston access chanmel.

91. Proposed Action and Alternatives.

a. Proposed Action. The proposed action is to deepen the Charleston

Channel to minus 17 feet mllw with a 2-foot maintenance overdepth cut for the
intial 3,200 feet and minus 16 feet mllw plus overdepth in the remainder of
the project. Disposal of an estimated 225,400 cubic yards of dredged material
would be at an approved interim ocean disposal site or upland site on north

spit (see figure 1).

b. Alternatives. Alternatives investipated included: dredging to a

depth of minus 12 and 14 feet mllw; restricting channel use to boats under 50
feet in length; inwater disposal adjacent to the breakwater at Charleston;
disposal at Barview Wayside; and no action. The inwater disposal and Barview
Wayside disposal sites have been eliminated from further study because of

social and environmental impacts and limited site capacity.

92. Affected Environment. The Charleston Channel, located in the Coos Bay

estuary, extends from the main navigation channel at river mile 2 for a
distance of about 6,800 feet to the Cape Arago highway bridge. = The existing
150-foot-wide éhannel is authorized to a depth of minus 10 fée& mllw with a
2-foot overdepth. Depth soundings in the chaﬁnel taken in November 1980 indi-
cate depths averaging minus 14 feet mllw along most of the length with several'

hlgher shoaled areas.
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93. The Charleston Channel extends through two estuarine subsystems—-marine
and slough—-as defined in the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife's
"Natural Resources of the Coos Bay Estuary.”? The marine subsystem is sub-
jected to strong currents and wave energies while the slough subsystem is
influenced more by tidal action and freshwater inflow. The area has been
modified extensively through channel dredging, construction of the breakwater
and boat basin, numerous docks, and cohstruction of the highway bridge.
Sediment sampling from various channel locations show that thé bottom mate—
rials are mostly sand with a very low percentage of volatile solids (see
figure 2). The channel and immediate areas are subtidal with eelgrass and
algal beds located near the east boundary of the channel in the vicinity of
the breakwater. Bilological surveys of the Charleston Channel area have been
conducted over the past several years by the Oregon Institutue of Marine
Biology and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. Aquatic species
identified on these studies include sculpin, pefch, herring, English sole,
flounder, sub-adult and juvenile dungeness crab, and shrimp..rAnadromous fish
species identified include chincok salmon, coho salmon, and steelhead.
Benthic specles inhabiting the Chafleston area include softshell, bentnose,
cbckle,'gaper, and piddock clams, and razor clams in the sand shoal north of
the breakwater. Other invertebrate species located in and near the Charleston
Channel include a variety of snalls, sponges, nudibranchs;rhydrozoans,

ctenophores, anemones, and tubelarians.

94, The Charleston area attracts many specles of waterfowl and shorebirds,
both resident and migratory; Birds observed using this portion of the estuary
included cormorant, common murre, gulls, scoters, loons, grebes, mallard, and
American wigeon. Shorebirds in the vicinity of the channel include dunlin,
sanderling, western sandpiper, killdeer, great egret, and great blue heroun.

Marine mammals frequenting the area include harbor seal and hafbor porpoise.

95. Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under Section 7(c)
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973tdetermined that brown pelican (Pelecanus

7 occidentalus) and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) utilize the estuary

near the proposed channel work. There are approximately 4,300 acres of the

South Slough which have been designated an estuarine sanctuary. .
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96. The proposed disposal sites are located in the ocean approximately

1.5 miles west of the Coos Bay entrance. These two sites have been approved
by the Environmental Protection Agenc& (EPA) for interim dredged material
disposal. The sites have been the subject of intensive physical and biologi-
cal studies inftiated by the Corps of Engineers and EPA. The interim results
of these studies indicate that the site has physical, chemical and biological
characteristics which are compatible with the proposed dredged material (see
attached Section 103 Evaluation).

97. The alternate upland disposal site is located on the north spit. This
site has been previously designated and approved for disposal in the Coos Bay
operation and maintenance dredging EIS. A cultural resource investigation was
conducted at that time and clearance was received from the State Historic
Preservation Office (see exhibit 7). Most of this site has been utilized for
dredged material disposal during the Coos Bay channel deepening in 1978. The
habitats represented in the disposal area are identifed as wet and dry hum—
mocks, coniferous forest, and dredged material. Vegetation of the hummock
areas includes beach silvertop, seashore lupine, beachgrasses, and coast
strawberry. Coniferous forest areas contain shore pine and Sitka spruce.
These habitats support various songbirds and raptors, as well as small mammalg
such as brush rabbit and deer mice. Snowy plover, a species of éoncern in

Oregon have been observed nesting on the existing disposal site.

98. Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action. Dredging a deeper channel

would remove the existing subtidal habitat at least for a short period of
time. Benthic organisms would be disturbed or temporarily lost and turbidity
levels would be increased during the dredging operation. Benthic organisms
would recolonize the area within a certain time period, but periodic mainte-
nance dredging may prevent reestablishment of anything but remnant popula-
tions. Thus, there may be a significant loss of gaper, cockle and piddock
clams in the channel area. Direct effects on fish are expected to be minimal
bécause they would probﬁbly avoid the dredging activity. Indiredtly, however,
the loss of benthic food organisms would impact fish, but the extent of the
impact cannot be determined. It is expected that there will be some juvenile
and sub—-adult duhgeness crab mortality caused by the dredging activity. The
extent of this impact would, in_part,rdepend upon the method of dredging. In
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general, hopper dredging has considerably greater impacts on crabs than clam—
shell or piﬁeline dredging. The method of dredging would most likely be
either by clamshell dredge or hydraulic pipeline. 1In addition, dredging would
occur during the winter when crab populations are generally low due to the

large inflow of fresh water from river runoff.

99. Dredging of the channel would not have any significant effects on wild-
life; nolse levels may cause some displacement of waterfowl, but this impact

is expected to be temporary.

100. Biological assessment for brown pelitaﬁ_and bald eagle was conducted
pursuant to Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. This assess-
ment determined that no adverse impacts are expected to occur for these

species due to the proposed action.

10l. Increases in turbidity levels during dredging may disturb or disrupt
Pacific herring spawning within the channel. It could also temporarily effect
angling within the channel vicinity. Channel deepening would lead to
increased boat traffic to and from the marina with possible adverse impacts on
water quality. Basically, however, the changes in water quality would be
short—-term and have no significant impact on aquatic resources. Turbidity
levels in the South Slough Estuarine Sanctuary are not e#pected to increase

significantly during activity in the chanmel.

102. TImpacts associated with ocean disposal include temporary loss of
benthie, crustacean, and molluscan shellfish communities, temporary disturb-
ance to pelagic species, and turbidity during disposal operations. Additional
discussion of ocean disposal impacts are included in the attached Section 103

report.

103. Disposal of dredged material on the north spit would result in the loss
of sowe vegetation in the immediate area of the disposal sites. This végeta-
tion consists primarily of beachgrasses, scotch broom, and shore pine. This
would result in some loss of habitat for songbirds, raptars, and small burrow-

ing animals.
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104, The dredging activity would be timed to minimize impacts to Pacific
herring, dungeness crab breeding periods, and benthic organisms., To protect
these resocurces the optimum time for inwater work would be from 1 August to 15
Jamuary. Any blasting activity, if required for rock removal, would be |

limited to 15 October to 31 December.

105. Dredging of the channel would possibly increase salinity in the channel
and lead to a change in the surrounding aquatic flora. Increased salinity
would mean extension of the range of the marine species but some less saline-—
tolerant species may be adversely impacted. Increased salinity would have a
stimulating effect on eelgrass production. However, any great Increases in
salinity (which is unlikely) could foster a decrease in salt marsh vegetation
along the shore. Salinity in the estuarine sanctuary is not expected to

change significantly.

106, Impacts of Alternatives: Dredging the channel to depths of minus 14

feet or minus 12 feet mllw with a 2-foot overdepth would have similar but
smaller impacts than the proposed plan. -Shallower depths would reduce the
usability of the Charleston Boat Basin by the larger commercial fishing

vessels.

107. Consultation Requirements.

a. Clean Water Act of 1977: WNo in-water fill pertaining to this Act is

proposed,

b. Clean Air Act of 1973, as amended: Gives the EPA authority to review

all project reports and proposals which would impact their responsibilities.

¢» Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended: The Oregon

Department of Land Conservation and Development has concurred with the Federal

Determination of Consistency for this project (see exhibits 9, 10 and 11).

d. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act: A Figsh and Wildlife Service

Coordination Act report was received for the project in October 1981
(exhibit 4). A supplement was prepared in January 1982 (exhibit 8).
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Concurrence with the final report was coordinated with other Federal and State
resource agencies, and they are in agreement with its conclusions and recom-
mendations (exhibits 12 and 15). All recommendations with minor modifications

were Incorporated into the proposed plan.

e Endangefed Species Act of 1973 as amended: The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service has been consulted and determined that brown pelicén
(Pelecanus occidentalis) and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) utilize the
estuary near the proposed channel work. A biological assesément was conducted
following this determination and found that these specles or their habitats
would not be adversely affected by the proposed action.

f. Marine Protection, Reseatrch and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as amended:

The attached Section 103 report has been prepared in compliance with the

requirements of this Aect.

g+ Cultural Resources Acts: A cultural resource Investigation of the

upland disposal sites on the north spit had been cornducted for the Coos Bay
maintenance dredging, and determined no cultural resources would be affected
by the disposal of dredged material. The State Historic Preservation Office
was consulted and agreed with the findings (see exhibit 7). Since the loca-
tion and dimensions of the alternative disposal sites on the north spit have
not changed, and no other earth disturbing activities are proposed, it was

determined that no additional cultural resource letter 1is required.

h. Executive Order 11988, Flood Plain Management, 24 May 1977: The
project will not significantly affect the flood height or velocity in Coos

Bay. The project is consistent with local flood plain regulations.

i. Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, 24 May 1977: The pro-

posed action would have no effect on wetlands as defined in Section 7(c) of

this Executive Order.

jo Analysis of Prime and Unique Farmlands, 30 August 1976: Not
applicable, '
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108. Coordination. This Environmental Assessment, along with a Section 103

Evaluation, was distributed by Public Notice on 15 July 1982 for a 30-day
review. The notice was distributed to all pertinent Federal, State, and local
agencies, news media, environmental groups, and interested public. Comments
received from the agencies indicate their approval of the work as proposed
(see exhibits 17, 18, 19 and 20). We have responded to the National Marine
Fisheries Service comments regarding dredging impacts on Dungeness crabs

through -text revision in the environmental impacts discussion.
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
CHARLESTON CHANNEL DEEPENING
C00S BAY, OREGON

The proposed action 1s to increase the existing Charleston Channel depth from
its authorized depth of minus 10 feet mllw to minus 17 feet nllw for the
initial 3,200 feet and minus 16 feet mllw for the remaining channel, turning
basin and access channel. I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment and
have determined that the proposed action will not significantly affect the
quality of the human environment and that an Environmental Impact Statement is
not required. : . :

g O c’-r‘ lq ? 2 ROBERT L. FRIEDENWALD

Colonel, Corps of Englneers
District Engineer

Date:
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SECTION 103 EVALUATION

109. Introduction. Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research, and

Sanctuaries Act of 1972 requires that all actions involving the transpottation
of dredged material with the intent to dispose of the material into ocean
waters be evaluated for environmental effects prior to making the disposal.
This evaluation assesses the effects of the discharge utilizing the criteria
set forth by the Environmental Protection Agency under the authority of
Section 102(a) of the Act.

110. Proposed Action. The proposed action subject to this 103 evaluation is

the transportation and disposal of 225,400 cubic yards of dredged material at
approved interim ocean disposal sites located offshore from the mouth of Coos
Bay (see figure 1). The dredged material would be removed from Charleston

Channel as part of the proposed channel deepening project,

111. Determination of Exclusion from Further Technical Evaluation. The

dredged material is composed predominantly of sand, as determined by site
sampling {see figure 2), and rock. The material is also located in a high
wave and current energy area of the bay and meets criteria set forth in para-
graph 227.13, subparts 1, 2, and 3 of the 1977 Federal Register and is
excluded from the need for further biological and chemical evaluation. The
proposed disposal sites are those interim sites approved by EPA. These sites
have been the subject of extensive studies conducted by the Corps of Engineers
and Environmental Protection Agenc’y.4 The results of these studies indicate
that the substrate of the disposal site is substantially the same as the pro-
posed dredged material.

112. An EIS which will address all of the approved interim ocean disposal

sites has been initiated under the direction of the Environmental Protection
Agency. The purpose of this EIS is to provide the basis for a decision on

permanent approval of the sites.

113. The Charleston Chamnel site is far removed from any known existing or

historical source of pollution. The only activities occurring in the
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Charleston Channel vicinity have been commercial and recreational fishing and
related activities. WNormal effluents from these activities are not expected
to be a significant source of pollutants. Based on the data obtained in the
previously referenced Oregon State University studies over the past 3 vears,

no dredged material monitoring efforts should be required.

114. Need for Ocean Dumping. Several alternative disposal sites were

investigated in addition to the ocean disposal sites. Only one of these
alternatives, the north spit upland location, proved to be environmentally and
econcmically feaéible. The noth spit site is one of the few potential upland
disposal sites remaining adjacent to Coos Bay. The continual maintenance
dredging of the Coos Bay main navigation channel will require either upland or
inwater disposals Sites such as those located on the north spit are important
to retain for future disposal, particularly where the dredging.activity occurs
in close proximity to the disposal site. In addition, the Charleston Channel
material meets the exclusion criteria for ocean disposal, whereas the condi-
tion of future maintenance.dredging material is not known. The Fish and
Wildlife Qoordinatioﬁ Act report has determined that ocean dispesal would have
legs harmful environmental effects than disposal on the north spit upland
site.

115. Impact of the Proposed Dumping on Esthetic, Recreational, and Economic

Values. The proposed ocean d13posa1 site is utilized for hoth commercial and
recreational fishing, and beaches in the vicinity of the site are utilized for
recreation during the summer months. The disposal sites have been used
extensively in the past with only short-term impacts on recreational fishing
and eéthetics. Past disposal activities have caused short-term turbidity and
dispersal of organisms at the disposal site, as well as temporary deposition
of rocky material on the beach. Similar effects are anticipated for the pro—
posed disposal. The proposed timing of the disposal (August to January) would
occur during the period of lowest recreational use. No known concentrations
of pathogenic organisms, toxic chemicals, persistent or biocaccumulative chemi-
cals, or any other constituents which might significantly affect marine
organisms of commercial or recreational value are present in the dredged

material. WNo effects on economic values for fishing, tourism, mineral
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exploitation, etc., related to the disposal site and vicinity, are antici-
pated. There are no known prohibited materials listed in paragraph 227.5 nor

constituents prohibited as other than trace contaminants listed in paragraph
227.6.

116. Impact of the Proposed Dumping on Other Uses of the Ocean. Except as

noted in paragragh 115, no impacts on known uses of the ocean are anticipated.

117. Findings. On the basis of the guldelines, the proposed ocean disposal
is determined to be acceptable.

pae:. 5 OCT. 1992 chﬂ

Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Commanding
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WORLD’'S EADING FOREST PRC

ort 0/ Cood ﬁay

POST OFFICE BOX 1226

October 25, 1976

Col. Harvey L. Armold, Jr.
District Engineer

Portland District

U.S5. Army Corps of Engineers
P. O. Box 2946

Portliand, Oregon 97208

UCTS PORT

TELEPHONE {503} 269.1131

COOS BAY, OREGON 97420

Dear Sir: Re: Charleston Channel Stabilization Project

Under your direction, the District staff is working on solving the prob-
lems of the Charleston harbor entrance. A separate hut corresponding
problem that we have is the subsidence of the jetty which provides the
rorthern protection for our Boat Basin. In several times past, proposals
have been introduced and considered for the construction of a new and more

substantial jetty to the north of the present one.

This would, of course,

solve the problem of the deterioration of the existing breakwater, with
the additional benefits of providing a new basin site for much needed

expansion. It would also seem possible that construction of a jetty at
this site could contribute €0 the stabilization of the chamnel entrance.

The current work involves gathering data for a mathematical model. At
this time, we would like to request that inclusion of a proposed new
northerly breakwater be incorporated into the model study in order that

we have the berefit of the resulting data.

If benefits to channel maintenance can be demonstrated, perhaps construc-

tion could be implemented under the 107 Program.

The additicnal benefits

outlined previously could make this a wvery viable, acceptable project.

SF:1h
J LARRY QUALMAM, Prendent C. E. LAPP, Secretary

ROBEAT YOUMKER, Vice President KENNETH L. LEWIS, Treosurer

WILBUR CRAIG, Commisssomer

Exhibit 1




WORLD'S EADING FOREST PRO YUCTS PORT

Ol‘f O/ Cood Z?ay TELEPHONE {503} 269-1131

POST OFFICE BOX 1226 COOS BAY, OREGON 97420

Cctober 26, 1976

Col. Harvey L. Arnold, Jr. .
District Engineer :

U.5. Army Corps of Engineer

Portland District -

P. Q. Box 2946

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Sir:

The Port of Coos Bay requests that the U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers
initiate a study under 107 authority to construct a breakwater approxi-
mately 600 feet north of and paralleling the existing breakwater at
the Charleston Boat Basin., This project could be tied to the mathe~
matical study now being done to predict current flows, and it oould
possibly be of great value in controlling the silting problem in the
Scuth Slough channel and the erosion on the banks of the east side

of the channel. Portions of the area between the breakwater would

be a good disposal area for the materials that have to be removed fram
the channel.

The purpose of the second breakwater would allow the Port of Coos Bay
to expand their moorage facilities at the Boat Basin to accamodate the
200 comercial boats now on the waiting list for moorage.

This letter is a supplement to the letter written by Mr. Steve Felkins
on October 25th Attached is a map of the area showing the proposed

expansion plans.
Yours truly,

Ernest S. Xnutson
Manager, Charleston Boat Basin

ESK:1lh

Attachment
1. LARRY QUALMAN, President C E LAPP, Secretary WHLBUR CRAIG. Tomovsuone:
ROBERT YOUMKER, Vice-Presicent KENNETH L. LEWIS, Treqsurer

Exhibit 2 5
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November 27, 1978

Mr. Gene Pospisil

Corps of Engineers

».0. Box 2946

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Gene:

In response to L.J. Stein's letter of 17 November 1978, I would
like to re-emphasize the Port of Coos Bay's interest in both a
15' authorized channel in Charleston, as well as additional
moorage either to the south of the existing basin or to the
north.

Whether existing moorage is expanded or not, the need for a
deeper authorized channel (15' ML¥) is becoming more and more
apparent. Larger vessels with draft much in excess of the 10°
now available are rapidly replacing smaller shallow-drait
vessels. Since the major share of the processing facilities
depend on the Charleston channel, effect on the local economy
can be expected to increase as the vessels' draft increases.

The expansion of the moorage facility to the south is now fac-
ing a serious challenge. The permit to do this expansion has
been denied by state and federal agencies (letter enclosed)
but there are plans to appeal this denial. It would not be
proper to ask the Corps of Engineers to proceed on this pro-
ject, but the Port of Coos Bay would like the project to re-
main under consideration until all appeals have been heard.

If the appeals are denied, the Port will notify the Corps of
Engineers.

Exhibit 3




Mr. Gene Pospisil
Page Two
November 27, 1978

In closing, I would like to stress that the possible denial
of the moorage expansion should not slow the 15! authorized
channel depth project. The Port of Coos Bay will assist in
any way possible to facilitate this proposal.

Sincerely,

/ 1
£ff F., Kaspar

Operations Manager
JFK/ea

encl.



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

CHARLESTON CHANNEL NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENT

COOS BAY, OREGON

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report

October 1981

REGION ONE
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Area Office - Olympia
2625 Parkmont Lane S.W.
01ympia, Washington 98502

October 30, 1981

Cotonel Terence J. Connell, District Engineer
Portland District, Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 2946

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Colonel Connell:

This is the Fish and Wildlife Service's detailed report on the
effects that deepening and realigning the navigation channel at
Charleston, Coos Bay, Coos County, Oregon will have on fish and
wildlife resources of the project area. It has been prepared in
accordance with Section 2(b) of the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et
seq.), and 1is consistent with the intent of the National
Fnvironmental Policy Act. The project s authorized wunder
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960, as amended.
This report is intended for inclusion with your Detajled Project
Report.

This report has been coordinated with and has the concurrence of
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife as indicated in the
attached 1letter dated October 9, 1981 from James B. Haas.
Information provided in this report was also developed in
cooperation with the National Marine Fisheries Service which is
in general agreement with its contents.

This report does not constitute the review comments of the
Department of the Interior on the environmental assessment being
prepared for this project by your agency. 1t should also be
noted that the proposed project may be subject to permits over
which this Department has review responsibilities. Accordingly,
gur comments do not preclude an additional and separate
evaluation by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, pursuant to the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661, et seqg.), if
eventual project development requires a permit from the U.S.
Coast Guard and/or the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army (Sections 9
and 10 of the River and Harbor Act of 1899 and Section 404 of
P.L.-92-500). A1l such permits are subject to separate review by
the Service under existing statutes, executive order, memorandum



of agreement and other authorities. In review of permit
applications, the Fish and Wildlife Service may concur, with or
without stipulations, or object to the proposed work, depending
on specific construction practices which may impact fish and
wildlife resources.

Qur analysis of project impacts 1is based on: {1) project
information and engineering data provided by you prior to August
20, 1981; (2) an appraisal of existing resources; and (3) a
projection of future conditions using current information and
techniques. The analysis contained in this report will not
remain valid if modifications are made in the described project
plan, if the resource base is altered, or if anticipated future
conditions differ significantly from that assumed during the
preparation of this report.

The ©plans evaluated include: (1) deepening the existing
navigation and access channel to either -13 or -15 feet with a
2-foot overdepth; and (2) realignment of the navigation channel
and dredging to the same depths. Dredged material will amount to
94,000 cubic yards, 181,000 cubic yards, 85,000 cubic yards, and
175,000 cubic yards for the four alternatives., Several sites are
being considered for disposal including the North Spit, Barview
State Wayside Park, approved ocean sites, and an area adjacent to
the breakwater at Charleston boat basin.

To minimize the potential adverse effects of this proposed
project, the Fish and Wildlife Service recommends that:

1. Dredging activities be 1limited to the period between
September 15 and January 15, This work should be
coordinated with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.

2. The channel be dredged to -13 feet with a 2-foot overdepth
to minimize possible adverse effects on aquatic flora,
clams, Pacific herring, and Dungeness crab.

3. Dredged material be disposed of at an approved ocean site
or, as an alternative, at designated sites on the North Spit
or at Barview State Wayside.

4. No dredged material be placed in the intertidal zone.

5. Any upland disposal sites be permitted to revegetate, where
practical, with vegetation similar to that 1in close
proximity to these sites; i.e., Scotch broom, beachgrass,
shore pines, etc. :



Please notify wus of your proposed actions regarding our
recommendations. We would also appreciate notification of any
changes or refinements in project plans so that we may make any
necessary revisions to this report.

Sincerely vours,
(3 N

Area Manager



CHARLESTON CHANNEL NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENT

Coos Bay, Oregon

October 1981
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PREFACE

This is a detailed report of the impacts on fish and wildlife
resources of deepening and realigning the Charleston navigation
channel at Coos Bay. The proposed navigation improvements are
being studied by your agency at the request of the Port of Coos
Bay under the authority of Section 107 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1960. The findings presented in this report are based on
available data, field investigations, and on a project 1ife of 50
years.

DESCRIPTION OF AREA

Coos Bay, 1in which the proposed project 1lies, is Tlocated
approximately 230 miles south of the mouth of the Columbia River
on the Oregon coast (Figure 1). It is a complex system of
sloughs and tributaries covering a 605 square mile drainage area,
Coos Bay is estimated to have 12,380 surface acres evenly divided
between tidelands and submerged lands. Mean tidal range for the
bay is 7.0 feet at the entrance and 7.3 feet at the City of Coos
Bay. The bay is considered to be well mixed except during the
month of November when it §s considered only partially mixed.
Sediments from the entrance to approximately river mile (RM) 12
consist primarily of fine sand. One of the known areas of
sediment deposition is at the entrance to the Charleston Channel.

The Corps of Engineers maintains a dredged ship channel from the
mouth of Coos Bay to RM 17. At the entrance bar, the channel is
45 feet deep and 700 feet wide, decreasing to 35 feet deep and
300 feet wide at RM 1. Shallower depths are maintained in
several other channels within the bay, including the Charleston
Channel in South Slough which connects to the main ship channel
in the bay. This portion of the Federal project presently
consists of: 1) a turning basin 180 feet by 900 feet located east
of the Charleston boat basin, 2) an access channel 100 feet by
400 feet to a fish unloading dock, 3) a channel 10 feet deep by
150 feet wide from deep water in Coos Bay to the Charleston
highway bridge, 4) a breakwater at the northern end of the boat
basin, and 5) a bulkhead along the western edge of the basin.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is to increase the depth in the navigation
channel and access channel at Charleston (Figure 1) to either -13
or ~15 feet mean lower low water (MLLW) with a 2-foot overdepth,
Realignment of the channel approximately 50 feet east of the
present channel is also being considered in order to take
advantage of a possible self-maintaining channel. Initial
dredging for the -13 foot depth will amount to 33,000 cubic yards,
plus 61,400 cubic yards for the 2-foot overdepth cut. Dredging
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to -15 feet MLLW would amount to 94,400 cubic yards plus 86,300
cubic yards for the 2-foot overdepth. Annual maintenance
dredging would be 3,800 and 5,200 cubic yards for -13 feet and
-15 feet, respectively. <Estimates of dredging quantities for the
channel realignment amount to 85,200 cubic yards at the -13 foot
depth and 174,500 cubic yards at the -15 foot depth.

Several disposal sites are being considered. Among these are
upland disposal at designated sites on either the North Spit or
at Barview State Wayside Park {see Figure 1); ocean disposal; and
jnwater disposal on the sand shoal near the basin breakwater.

ECOLOGICAL EVALUATION

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Vegetation

The algal flora of Coos Bay is similar to that of most other
Oregon coast estuaries. The greatest variety of algal species is
found near the mouth of the estuary in areas where moderate wave
action allows for attachment to hard substrates. In-bay, algae
is found attached to rock outcroppings and pilings. Ulva and
Fucus are some of the more common attached algae in the channel
area and appear to stratify according to substrate type. Ulva is
generally found on sandstone-clay substrate at mean tide and
Fucus on exposed rock within the splash zone. Diatoms are
prevalent throughout the bay and range from strictly marine
species near the mouth of the estuary to more brackish-water
species in-bay. This same continuum occurs along the main ship
channel. Chaetoceros, Skeletonema, and Thalassiosira predominate
in the lower bay.

Coos Bay contains large stands of seagrasses, including eelgrass
( Zostera marina) and ditchgrass { Ruppia sp.). Eelgrass s
associated with 1lower intertidal and shallow subtidal flats,
including those adjoining the Charleston Channel. Approximately
1,400 acres of tideflats in Coos Bay are covered by eelgrass.
Within the Tower bay it occurs as almost pure stands, but it is
mixed with ditchgrass in the upper bay.

There are approximately 2,700 acres of tidal marshes in the Coos
Bay Estuary. They are located primarily in the many sloughs and
inlets adjoining the bay proper, and vary from low silt to
bulrush and sedge types. Fringe marshes have developed along the
shoreline of the main channel near Empire, and extend down
channel to the vicinity of the Charleston Channel.

Vegetation at the proposed dredge spoil disposal sites on the
North Spit consists primarily of European beachgrass { Ammophila



arenaria), scotch broom (Cytiscus scoparius), shorepine (Pinus
contorta ), mixed grasses, and low scattered shrubs. This
vegetation is common in the hummocks and deflation plain east of
the foredune. Vegetation at the proposed disposal site at
Barview State Wayside is a mixture of beachgrass, Scotch broom,
and alder (Alnus sp.). A small salt marsh is located scuth of
the designated disposal site.

Aquatic

Coos Bay can be divided into three main subsystems based on
sediments, habitat, tidal influence, and geographic location.
These subsystems are designated marine, bay (lower and upper),
and riverine-slough. Charleston boat basin and the -navigation
and access channels to this facility all lie within the marine
subsystem (mouth to RM 2.5), Sixty-six species of fish are known
to inhabit the estuary, with the greatest variety of species
found in the marine and lower bay (RM 2.5 to RM 9) subsystems.
Fall chinook (Oncorhyncus tshawytscha) and coho salmon {0 .
kisutch), as well as steelhead (Salmo gairdneri) and cutthroat
trout (S. clarki) are found throughout the Coos Bay system. Chum
salmon (0. keta) are present but in limited numbers. Coos Bay
also supports a Tlarge population of striped bass (Morone
saxatilis). These fish move upriver from May through July to
spawn, but return to the bay to feed. They tend to seek out the
deeper waters, including the channels, and are thought to remain
in the bay year round. Other species found in the bay area,
including the Charleston Channel area, are Pacific herring
(lupea harengus pallasi), American shad (Alosa sapidissima),
pile perch (Rhacochilus vacca), starry fliounder

(Platichthys stellatus), and striped seaperch (Embiotoca
lateralis). Pacific herring spawn in the Charleston Channel from
February to April.

The ocean sport fishery for salmon is very popular, with
approximately 24,000 coho and 1,100 chinook caught offshore 1in
1978. Striped bass are also sought extensively by sport
fishermen. This species is taken throughout the estuary at all
times of the year. Shad are fished commercially in Coos Bay from
April 20 to June 21. Average annual commercial catch of shad for
the period 1973-1977 was 19,310 pounds, The sport fishery for
shad takes place in the South Coos and Millicoma Rivers during
the same time period.

There are many invertebrate species associated with the various
substrates found in Coos Bay. Studies have shown that the
infauna of the ship channel in the lower bay is more diverse than
that in the upper portion of the bay. Corophium, an invertebrate
species of dietary importance to juvenile salmonids, is present
in South Slough, into which a portion of the Charleston Channel
extends.



Coos Bay supports large populations of clams. Gaper { Tresus
capax }, cockle ( Clinocardium nputtali ), butter ¢ Saxidomis
giganteus ), and littleneck (Protothaca staminea) clams can be
found within and adjacent to the Charleston Channel. A small
population of bodega clams ( Tellina bodegensis ) inhabits the
western side of the Channel. Softshell (Mya arenaria), macoma,
gaper, littleneck, <cockle, and butter clams are especially
prevalent in the area known as "Coastal Acres" located south of
and adjacent to the boat basin. Tideflats along the North Spit
are also major habitat for gaper clams. On the northern side of
the boat basin breakwater 1is a Jlarge sand shoal area. The
eastern tip of this area contains the only population of razor
clams {Siliqua patula) within the project boundaries. Cockle and
butter clams are also present, but not in the same magnitude as
razor clams.

Recreational clamming occurs in each of the above areas with the
North Spit tideflats producing the greatest recreational harvest
of gaper clams. The "Coastal Acres" site s a particularly
popular harvest area for cockle clams while the sand shoal near
the boat basin is heavily utilized for recreational harvest1ng of
razor clams.

Dungeness {Cancer magister) and red rock crabs (Cancer productus)
are found subtidally throughout Coos Bay. These crabs generally
prefer sandy or muddy bottom types and are found in the Ulva or
eelgrass beds associated with the Charleston Channel. Dungeness
crabs breed in the area of the channel between the submerged
jetty and the Charleston bridge (Figure 1). Other crab species,
including the purple shore crab ( Hemigrapsus nudus ) and the
square-shelled rock crab ( Pachygrapsus sp.) are found in rock
crevices within the high tide zone.

Dungeness crab are fished both recreationally and commercially in
Coos Bay. Most of the recreational crab fishing activity occurs
in the lower bay; however, crabbing s also popular from the
docks within the boat basin. Dungeness crab account for
approximately 77 percent of the recreational crab catch, Red
rock crab make up the balance of the catch. Of the total Oregon
commercial catch of Dungeness crab in 1977, approximately 58
percent was taken from Coos Bay.

Other invertebrate species located in and near the Charleston
Channel include a variety of snails, sponges, nudibranchs,
hydrozoans, ctenophores, anemones, and tubelarians. These
species serve as important 1inks in the marine food chain.

A variety of waterfowl and coastal birds frequent
the Coos Bay area. These birds depend on the estuary for
resting, feeding, nesting, and/or wintering habitat. Coastal-



birds and waterfowl associated with the lower bay and channel
include the pelagic cormorant (Phalacrocorax pelagicus), common
murre ( Uria aalge ), mew gulT { Larus canus }, surf scoter
( Melanitta perspicillata }, common Toon { Gavia immer ), coot
(fulica americana), mallard {Anas platyrhynchos), western grebe
(Bechmophorus occidentalis), bufflehead {Bucephala albeola), and
American wigeon ( Anas americana). These birds feed on fish,
invertebrates, and/or marine seaweeds and algae.

Marine mammals frequent the marine and lower bay subsystems of
the estuary. Harbor seals (Phoca vitulina) and harbor porpoises
( Phocaena phocaena) are resident species utilizing the estuary
for feeding. Harbor seals have been observed using the lower
{southern) end of the North Spit as a pupping area. Nonresident
marine mammals utilizing the lower bay on an infrequent basis
include the California sea lion {Zalophus californicus), Stellar
sea lion (Eumetopias jubata), grey whale (Eschrichtius glaucus),
and killer whale (Orcinus orca).

Terrestrial

Shorebirds and marsh birds present in the project area include
the dunlin ( Calidris alpina )}, sanderling (C. alba), western
sandpiper ( C. mauri), killdeer (Charadrius vociferus ), common
egret {Casmerodius albus), and great blue heron {Ardea herodias).
They are common along the intertidal shore and in the marshes
within the lower bay. These species feed on fish, invertebrates,
and/or detrital matter at the edge of the tide.

Snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus), a species of concern in
Oregon, is a resident of the marine and lower bay area and can be
found nesting on the North Spit.

Several raptors are associated with the marine, lower bay, and
riverine areas of the estuary. The marsh hawk (Circus cyaneus)
is a resident of the bay area, while the red-tailed hawk (Buteo
jamajcensis ) is present during fall, winter, and spring. The
bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is alsc a resident species.
These birds feed on fish, other birds, amphibians, and small
mammals (primarily rodents) associated with the coastal
shorelands.

Raccoon {Procyon lotor), muskrat (Ondatra zibethica), fox {(Vulpes
fulva ), mink { Mustela visonr }, bobcat { Lynx rufus }, deer
{0docoileus hemionus columbianus), and skunk {Mephitis mephitis)
utiTize the salt marshes for feeding and cover. Small rodents
suchhas shrews and mice are associated with log debris in the
marshes.

Wildlife use of the North Spit is extensive. Over 200 species of
birds, 80 species of mammals, 12 species of amphibians, and 3



species of reptiles depend on the spit's various habitat types.
Typical species found on the spit include sooty shearwater
( Puffinus griseus )}, great blue heron, western gull ( Larus
occidentalis), myrtle warbler (Dendroica coronata), black-tailed
deer, brush rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani), deer mouse {(Peromyscus
manijculatus), Pacific tree frog (Hyla regilla), and common garter
snake (Thamnophis sirtalis).

Endangered and Threatened Species

Endangered and threatened species associated with the estuary
include the brown pelican {Pelicanus occidentalis californicus)
and the bald eagle. The brown pelican (endangered) is present
during the Tlate summer and fall, primarily in the intertidal
areas along the North Spit. The bald eagle (threatened)} inhabits
the estuary proper and the North Spit throughout the year,
primarily for resting and feeding purposes.

FUTURE WITHOUT PROJECT

Veqgetation

Sedimentation is woccurring at the mouth of the Charleston
Channel. This could lead to a buildup of land along the Channel
shoreline with concomitant increases in eelgrass beds and fringe
marsh expansion into the tideflats.

The vegetation on the southern end of the North Spit will
continue to change with fluctuations in the foredune, and
expansion of the east and west sides of the deflation plain. The
wet hummock areas may eventually merge into early successional
deflation plain habitat, This would mean successional changes
from European beachgrass, beach silvertip (Glehnia leiocarpa),
and beach knotweed (Polygonum paronychia) to beachgrasses, rushes
(Juncus sp.), sedge (Carex sp.), willow (Salix hookeriana), and
shore pine.

The dredge spoil areas will probably increase in size as dredging
activity continues in the bay. Little change in vegetation will
occur, but there will be an increase in sand, sediments, and
shell fragments on the spit. It is possible that the dredge
spoil sites will begin to extend into adjacent hummock or
plantation zone areas. The plantation zone areas are comprised
primarily of stabilizing vegetation such as Scotch broom,
European beachgrass, and shore pine. A decrease in this
vegetation will lead to destabilization of the foredune and
problems with sand scouring and/or sand encroachment into other
vegetational habitats.



Vegetation at the Barview State Wayside site will vremain
relatively undisturbed since this site has been designated in the
Coos Bay Estuary Plan as an emergency site only, and will
probably not receive much use as a disposal site.

Aquatic

With expansion of marsh vegetation into the tideflats, there will
be some loss of shellfish habitat and a subsequent reduction in
the number of gaper, macoma, and softshell clams. Sedimentation
of the channel and reduction in intertidal flats will also mean
the loss of breeding habitat for the Dungeness crab. Increased
density of eelgrass beds, however, will provide for additional
Pacific herring spawning habitat. The sand shoal near the
breakwater at the boat basin will fluctuate with seasonal runoff,
but will probably increase in size thus providing for additional
razor clam habitat. Overall, these impacts reflect an exchange
of productivity between trophic levels with little effect on the
total productivity of the estuary.

Terrestrial

Increased marsh habitat near the Charleston Channel will provide
for increases in furbearer and small mammal populations with
corresponding increases in a food source for raptors. Shorebird
and wading bird populations will be reduced due to lack of
intertidal feeding areas. Black brant (Branta nigricans) habitat
will increase with the increase in eelgrass beds.

Changes in vegetation types on the North Spit will Tead to
corresponding changes in wildlife use of the spit. An increase
in dredge spoil material may attract more snowy plover to the
area. Transition from hummock-associated vegetation to deflation
plain vegetation will mean an increase in habitat more suitable
to waterfowl, shorebirds, and wading birds. Such habitat will
provide feeding, nesting, and cover for birds as well as for
several furbearers and amphibious species.

Endangered and Threatened Species

Since the bald eagle frequents almost all habitat types on the
North Spit, the long-term effects of changes from one habitat
type to another will not be significant, However, overall
reduction of habitat types via future industrial expansion on the
North Spit and/or shoreline development around the bay could
adversely effect bald eagle use of the area. Brown pelicans
flock at the southern tip of the North Spit and utilize the north
jetty rocks for roosting. Continued dredged material deposition
in this area from other dredging projects could have an effect on
brown pelican use of the spit, but it is not known how serious an
effect this would be.



FUTURE WITH PROJECT

Vegetation

Dredging of the channel will possibly increase salinity in the
channel and lead to a change in the surrounding aquatic flora.
Increased salinity will mean extension of the range of the marine
species but some less saline-tolerant species may be adversely
impacted. Increased salinity will have a stimulating effect on
eelgrass production. However, any great increases in salinity
(which is unlikely) could foster a decrease 1in salt marsh
vegetation along the shore.

Disposal of dredged material on the North Spit will result in the
loss of some vegetation in the immediate area of the spoil sites.
This vegetation consists primarily of beachgrasses, Scotch broom,
and shore pine which help to stabilize the dune. Encroachment of
dredged material into this habitat may accelerate its
deterioration. Disposal at the Barview State Wayside site will
mean loss of some stabitizing vegetation and possible
encroachment into the marsh south of the disposal site.

Aquatic

The dredging and/or realignment of the boat channel will disturb
and displace benthic organisms and temporarily increase turbidity
levels. Benthic organisms will recolonize the area within a
certain time period, but periodic maintenance dredging may
prevent reestablishtment of anything but remnant populations.
Thus, there may be a significant loss of gaper and cockle clams
in the channel area, Direct effects on fish are expected to be
minimal because they will probably avoid the dredging activity.
Indirectly, however, the 1loss of benthic food organisms wil)
jmpact fish, but to what extent cannot be determined.

Dredging of the channel will not have any significant effects on
wildlife; noise levels may cause some displacement of waterfowl,
but this impact is expected to be temporary.

Increases 1in turbidity levels during dredging may disturb or
disrupt Pacific herring spawning within the channel. It could
also temporarily affect angling within the channel vicinity.
Channel deepening will lead to increased boat traffic to and from
the marina with possible adverse impacts on water quality.
Basically, bhowever,” the changes in water quality will be of
short-term nature and have no significant 1impact on aquatic
resources. .

Disposal of dredged material will impact various fish and
invertebrate species, depending on the site chosen. Intertidal



disposal will mean the loss of important benthic, crustacean and
molluscan shellfish communities which contribute to the overall
productivity of the estuary. Specifically, disposal on the sand
shoal near the marina breakwater will mean the loss of nereid
worms, polychaetes, crab larvae, amphipods, and flatfish larvae.
However, because these organisms are not particularly prevalent
due to the "shifting sand" nature of this area, disposal impacts
on the productivity of the estuary would not be great. The major
impact of disposal on the sand shoal would be the loss of the
razor clam populations on its eastern edge. Since this area
contains the largest population of razor clams within Coos Bay,
its loss would be significant, both to the estuary as a whole,
and to the recreational fishery for these clams.

Impacts associated with ocean disposal are similar to those
listed for Jintertidal disposal but of 1less severity; i.e.,
benthic communities on the ocean floor are not as diverse as 1in
the bay. Shellfish communities would not be significantly
effected by ocean disposal.

Terrestrial

Terrestrial resources will not be impacted wunless dredged
materials are disposed of on an upland site, Disposal on the
North Spit in other than designated areas will mean loss of bird
nesting habitat, loss of cover and resting habitat, and loss of
burrowing habitat for small mammals. In addition, a feeding area
and food supply for raptors will be adversely impacted. Disposal
at designated sites will cause loss of some vegetation, but may
actually attract snowy plover. Disposal at the Barview State
Wayside will mean loss of habitat for small mammals and raptors,
Encroachment into the marsh adjacent to the disposal site will
cause loss of shorebird and wading bird feeding areas.

Endangered and Threatened Species

An official 1ist of endangered and threatened Species potentially
affected by this project is attached as 1is a memorandum
describing construction agency responsibilities with regard to
these species. For information on possible project impacts on
these species relating to requirements under the Endangered
Species Act of 1873, please contact the Endangered Species Team
Leader, Fish and Wildlife Service, 2625 Parkmount Lane, Olympia,
Washington 98502.

DISCUSSION

Channel dredging and disposal of the dredged material will have
varying effects on aquatic and terrestrial resources ranging from
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temporary displacement of waterfowl to long-term damage to clam
beds, and possible damage to the dune habitat on the North Spit.
To minimize such impacts, a number of considerations must be
incorporated into the project design.

To protect Pacific herring, Dungness crab breeding periods, and
benthic organisms, the dredging activity must be timed to prevent
or lessen impacts on these resocurces. The preferred time period
for this work 1is September 15 to January 15, The Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife should be consulted prior to
implementation of this portion of the project.

The actual depth of the existing channel, as well as that of the
realigned portion of the channel, should be selected so as to
minimize effects on channel organisms. The less the magnitude of
dredging, the less effect on algae, clams, crabs, and fish.

Dredged material disposal site selection must be accomplished
with care, since disposal has the greatest potential to
negatively 1impact fish and wildlife resources. 0f the three
options for disposal, ocean disposal would have the least impact
on fish and wildlife resources, followed by upland disposal (at
designated sites). In-water disposal at the site north of the
Charleston breakwater would not be an acceptable alternative and
would be opposed by the Service because of the loss of benthic
organisms, particularly the razor clam population.

Natural revegetation of upland disposal sites on the spit should

be permitted to stabilize the site and provide for some habitat
for wildlife.

RECOMMENDATIONS

To minimize adverse effects of the proposed project on fish and
wildlife resources, it is recommended that:

1. Dredging activities be limited to the period between
September 15 and January 15. This work should be
coordinated with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wiidlife.

2. The channel be dredged to -13 feet with a 2-foot overdepth
to minimize possible adverse effects on aquatic flora,
clams, Pacific herring, and Dungeness crab.

3. Dredged material be disposed of at an approved ocean site
or, as an alternative, at designated sites on the North Spit
or at Barview State Wayside.

4, No dredged material be placed in the intertidal zone.

11



Any upland disposal sites be permitted to revegetate, where
practical, with vegetation similar to that in close
proximity to these sites; i.e., Scotch broom, beachgrass,

shore pines, etc.

12
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LISTED AND PROPOSED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED
SPECIES AND CANDIDATE SPECIES THAT MAY OCCUR
WITHIN THE AREA OF THE PROPOSED
CHARLESTON CHANNEL PROJECT
CO0S COUNTY, OREGON
NUMBER #1-3-81-SP-225

LISTED

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)
Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californianus)

PROPOSED

None

CANDIDATE

None



FEDERAL AGENCIES' REQUIREMENTS UNDER SECTION 7(c)

Biological Assessments

This process is initiated by a Federal agency in requesting a list of proposed
and listed endangered, and threatened species that may be within the area of a
construction project. The purpose of the assessment is to identify any pro-
posed and/or listed species which are/is likely to be affected by a construc-
tion project. MWhen present in the project area, proposed species are included
on the 1ist even though they do not have legal protectien under the Act. Their
inclusion recognizes that they may be 1isted at anytime and have the portent
to cause delays or modifications to the proposed action. In light of this, we
reconmend that those species be inciuded in the biological assessment. The
assessment should be completed within 180 days after initiation of the
assessment (or within such a time period as is mutually agreed to by our two
agencies). The assessment should begin within 90 days after receipt of the
species 1ist or a new 1ist should be requested. No irreversible commitment of
resources is to be made during the biological assessment process which would
result in violation of your requirement under Section 7{a) of the Act.
Planning, design, and administrative actions may be taken by your agency;
however, no construction may begin.

Your agency should conduct an on-site inspection of the area to be affected by
the proposal which may include & detailed survey of the area to determine if
the species 1is present and whether suitable habitat exists for either expand-
ing the existing population or for potential reintroduction of the species.
Review Titerature and scientific data to determine species distribution, hab-
itat needs, and other biological requirements. Interview experts including
those within Fish and Wiidiife Service, Rational Marine Fisheries Service,
State conservation departments, universities and others who may have data not
yet published in scientific literature. Review and analyze the effects of the
proposal on the species in terms of individuals and populations, including
consideration of cumulative effects of the proposal on the species and its _
habitat. Analyze alternative actions that may provide conservation measures.
At the conclusion of the assessment as described above, the Federal agency
shall prepare a report documenting the results of the biological assessment.
The report shall also include a discussion of study methods used, any problems
encountered, and other relevant information. The report should be forwarded
to this office with a request for formal consultation if you have concluded
that the project may affect a Tisted species.

1/ "Construction Project" means any major Federal Action which significantly
- affects the qua’” 'y of the human enviromment designed primarily to result
in the building or erection of man-made structures such as dams,
buildings, roads, pipelines, channels, and the like. This includes
Federal actions such as permits, grants, licenses, or other forms of
Federal authorization or approval which may result in construction.
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Department of Fish and Wildlife

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
VITOR ATIvEN 506 S.W. MILL STREET, P.O. BOX 3503, PORTLAND, OREGON 97208

GOVERNOR

'October 9, 1981

Mr. Joseph Blum, Manager
Olympia Area Office

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2526 Parkmonit Lane

0lympia, Washington 98502

Dear Mr. Blum:

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has completed
the final draft review of your agency's Fish and
Witd1life Coordination Act Report on the effects that
deepening the navigation channel at Charleston, Coos
Bay, Oregon will have on fish and wildlife resources.

Our Department concurs with the report's identification
of expected environmental impacts associated with the
project and supports the reports' recommendations.

Thank you for the opportunity to review your report.
If we could be of further help, please call.

Sincerely,

e - W"ﬁ) /AW

es B, Haas, Chief
vironmental Management Section

SwW



Exhibit 5

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Area Office
2625 Parkmont Lane, 5. W.
Olympia, Washington 98502

December 2, 1981
Refer to:

Mr. Patrick J. Keough

Chief, Planning Branch

Portland District, Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 2946

portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. Keough:

This is in response to your letter, dated November
20, 1981, for information on listed and proposed
endangered and threatened species which may be
present within the area of the proposed projects
listed below:

1. Charleston Channel Improvement Project,
Coos Bay, Oregon

2. Holt Bank Protection Project, Marion
County, Oregon

3. Serres-May Bank Protection Project,
Clackamas County, Oregon

4, Leino/Nelson Bank Protection Project,
Columbia County, Oregon.

Your request and this response are made pursuant
to Section 7{(c) of the Endangered Species Act of
1973, 16 u.S.C. 1531, et seq.

To the best of our present knowledge, there are no
listed or proposed species occurring within the
area of the Holt Bank Protection Project, Marion
County, Oregon, or the Serres-May Bank Protection
Project, Clackamas County, Oregon. Should a spe-
cies become officially jisted or proposed before
completion of your project, you will be required
to reevaluate your agency's responsibilities under
the Act.



1 have attached a list of endangered and threat-
ened spectes (Attachment A) that may pe present in
the area of the proposed Charleston Channel Im-
provement Project, Coos Bay, Oregon, and the
Leino/Nelson Bank Protection Project, Columbia
County, Oregon. These tists fulfill the require-
ment of the Fish and Wildlife Service under Sec-
tion 7{c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973,
16 ©.S.C. 1531, et seq. Your Endangered Species

Act requirementis are outlined in Attachment B.

Should your biological assessment determine that a
listed species is likely to be affected (adversely
or peneficially) by the project, your agency
should request formal Section 7 consultation
through this office. Even if your biological as-
sessment shows 2 "no effect" situation, we would
appreciate receiving a copy of your assessment for
our information.

1f you have any additional questions regarding
your responsibilities under the Act, please con-
tact Mr. Jim Bottorff, Endangered Species Team
teader, (206) 753-9440, FTS 434-9440, at the fol-
lowing address:

y. S. Fish and Wwild1ife Service
Endangered Species Team

2625 Parkmont Lane, S. W.
Qlympia, wWashington 98502.

Your dinterest 1in endangered species 1is appre-
ciated.

Sincerely,

Joseph R. Blum
Area Manager

Attachments



LISTED AND PROPOSED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED
SPECIES AND CANDIDATE SPECIES THAT MAY OCCUR
WITHIN THE AREA OF THE PROPOSED CHARLESTON CHANNEL
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT, COOS BAY, OREGON
1-3-82-5P-67

LISTED:

Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis)
Bald Eagle (Haljaeetus leucocephalus)

PROPOSED:

None.

CANDIDATE:

None.

Attachment A



Charleston Channel Improvement Project

Biological Assessment - Brown Pelican and Bald Eagle

Pursuant to Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, 16 U.S.C.
1513, et seq., a biological assessment for brown pelicans (Pelecanus occidentalis)
and bald eagles (Hallaeetus leucophalus) was conducted for the Charleston Channel
Improvement Project.

Information concerning the general distribution and period of occurrence for
brown pelicans along the Oregon Coast was presented previously in the biological
assessment developed for the Siuslaw River Jetty Extension Project. Alan McGie,
ODFW (personal communication 1982), who has conducted almost daily birding trips
at Charleston for several years, indicated that brown pelicans forage in the
channel entrance and also loaf on rocks just inside the north jetty and on islands
‘adjacent to the North Spit. Period of occurrence generally coincided with that
reported in the Siuslaw biological assessment. Maximum numbers observed at Coos
Bay were approximately 100 birds in September.

No adverse impact to brown pelicans is expected although the dredging period
(15 September - 15 January) coincides in part with expected brown pelican occur-
rence in the project vicinity. Should hydraulic dredging be used, some avoidance
in the immediate area of the pipeline by brown pelicans may occur. This avoid-
ance would not pose an adverse enegetic drain, nor would it preclude brown pelicans
from more than a minor portion of the available habitat.

Bald eagles are also present in the Coos Bay area although they are considered
rare in the immediate project vicinity (Alan McGie, ODFW, personal communication
1982). McGie observed bald eagles generally around Coos Head." Months of occur-
rence were April, May, August, October, November, and December. Typically, only
one bird was sighted frequenting the area each time. Ruth Jacobs (U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers) has recorded bald eagles on the North Spit only three times during
her avian censusing (personal communication 1982). Roseann Deering only observed
bald eagles on Coos Bay KNorth Spit three times during her assessment of bald eagle
use there. Bob Anthony (Orepon Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit, OSU, personal
communication 1982) reported that three bald eagle territories are known in Coos
County. Two territories are approximately 16 and 30 km north of the project; one
territory is approximately 15 km south of the project. These territories have
contained active nests, except the southern territory during 1980, each year with
varying degrees of success in fledging young.

No adverse impact is expected to occur for bald eagles relative to project
activity. Their occurrence in the project vicinity is sporadic in nature, hence
project activities should not exclude bald eagles from an important location for
foraging or other activities. Nesting territories are sufficiently removed from
the project such that no project related impact will occur.
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Department or Transportation

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

ROBERT W. STRAUB Parks and Recreation Branch

SOVERNOR

— 525 TRADE STREET S.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310

January 27, 1977

Mr. L.J. Stein, Chief
Engineering Division

US Army Corps of Engineers
PO Box 2946

Portland, OR 97208

Dear Mr. Stein:

Thank you for your letter of January 17 and the additional
reports and map.

After consultation with archeologists Ron Stubbs, John
Fagan and Edward Long, and the clarification of the boundary
limits of disposal site 30a, this office can offer the fol-
lowing comments. '

We now feel that if the boundary lines in figure 8B are
the actual limits of dredge spoils deposition, then no harm
should come to the archeologic sites identified by Prof.
Stubbs. The Coos Bay Channel Maintenance Dredging should
therefore have no effect on cultural resources and is in
compliance with Public Law 89-665, Executive Order 11593
and N.E.P.A.

_Sincerely,

) -
2ol Bl fundiey —

“~-Paul B. Hartwig
Historic Preservation Coordinator

EL:ko

Exhibit 7



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Area Office - Olympia
2625 Parkmont Lane
Olympia, Washington 98502

January 29, 1982

Colonel Terence J. Connell, District Engineer
Portland District, Corps of Engineers

P.0. Box 2946

Portiand, Oregon 97208

Dear Colonel Connell: .

This is a supplement to the Fish and Wildlife Service's detailed report
dated October 1981 on the proposed navigation channel improvements at
Charleston, Coos Bay, Coos County, Oregon. It has been prepared in
accordance with Section 2(b) of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
(48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.}, and is consistent
with the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act. The project
is authorized under Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960, as
amended. This report is intended for dnclusion with your Detailed
Project Report.

This report has been coordinated with and has the concurrence of the
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife as indicated in the attached
letter dated January 26, 1982 from James B. Haas. Information provided
in this report was also developed in cooperation with the National
Marine Fisheries Service which is 1in general agreement with its
contents.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Changes in the proposed project involve the deepening of the navigation
channel and access channel to either -14 or -16 feet mean lower Tow
water (MLLW) with a 2-foot overdepth as opposed to the -13 to -15 feet
MLLW originally indicated in our report. Blasting of certain portions
of the channel is also being considered to remove rock which will be
encountered at the lower depth. Your agency has also requested that the
beginning of the dredging period specified in the Coordination Act
Report be changed from September 15 to August 1. This extension is
requested to allow for ocean disposal of the dredged material.

rxhibit 8



ECOLOGICAL EVALUATION

EXISTING CONDITIONS

These conditions are as described in the Coordination Act Report
FUTURE WITHOUT PROJECT

Conditions will remain as described.

FUTURE WITH PROJECT

Vegetation

Deepening the channel to -16 feet MLLW wild increase the chances for
greater salt intrusion into the channel. This increase, in turn, will
mean greater damage to saline intolerant marsh vegetation, although
eelgrass beds are expected to react favorably to such changes in the
regime.

Aquatic

Deepening the Charleston:® Channel an additional foot will not have
considerably greater impacts to fish and wildlife resources than those
already noted 1in our report. However, blasting associated with the
dredging will negatively affect aquatic species. Gaper, cockle, butter,
and littleneck clams are found within and adjacent to the channel.
Since blasting will affect a larger area than dredging alone, a greater
number of clams will be destroyed or displaced. The same is also true
for Dungeness and redrock crab which inhabit the channel area. Fish
located at the blasting site will be killed or injured. However, the
majority of the fish species utilizing the channel will not be affected.
Coastal birds and waterfowl may be disturbed by the blasting, but will
not suffer any permanent damage.

Extending the dredging period time frame will expose more species to
dredging impacts. Generally, fish and crab are more abundant in the
channel area during the late summer than in the fall. Therefore,
extending the time frame for dredging by beginning on August 1 rather
than September 15 will have a greater effect on these species. However,
this effect will not be significant over the long temm.

DISCUSSION

0f the three changes in project design, the blasting of the navigation
channel will have the greatest impact on fish and wildlife resources.
It is important then that if blasting occurs, it be timed to coincide
with the period when fewest species are present in the channel. This



would be between November 1 and December 31. With regard to extending
the dredging period and the additional deepening of the channel, it is
jmportant that measures be taken to minimize dredging impacts. One
method of accomplishing this is to utilize the least disruptive dredging
operation so as to lessen turbidity and other physical disruptions,
particularly during the extended time period. Use of a hopper dredge
would help to minimize damage to fish and inveriebrates in the channel
area,

RECOMMENDATIONS

To minimize adverse effects of the proposed project on fish and wildlife
resources, it is recommended that:

1. Any blasting associated with the dredging be limited to the period
November 1 to December 31.

2. Dredging activities be limited only to the period between August 1
and January 15. This work should be coordinated with the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife.

3. Dredging be accomplished with a hopper dredge in order to minimize
impacts on fish and wildlife resources.

Please notify us of your proposed actions regarding our recommendations.
We would appreciate notification of any changes or refinements in
project plans so that we may make any necessary revisions to this
report.

Sincerely yours,

Attachment



VICTOR ATIYEM
QOVERNOR

Department of Fish and Wildl/ife

506 S.W. MILL STREET, P.C. BOX 3503, PORTLAND, OREGON 97208

January 26, 1982

Mr. Joseph Blum, Manager
Olymnia Area Office

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2526 Parkmont Lane

Olympia, Washington 98502

Dear Mr. Blum:

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has completed review
of the draft supplement review of your agency's Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act Report on the effects that additional deepening
of the navigation channel at Charleston, Coos Bay, Oregon will
have on fish and wildlife resources.

Qur Department concurs with the report's identification of
expected environmental impacts -associated with the project and
supports the reports' recommendations. However, before we can
support the proposed project we must review additional information
that justifies the need for the requested channel modification.

Thank you for the opportunity to review your report. If we could
be of further help, please call.

Sincerely,

“James B. Haas, Chief

Environmental Management Section

JBH:sjw

BS-PFO JAN27 1982



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

PORTLAND DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. O. BOX 2746

PORTLAND. CREGON 97208

NPPEN-PL-AE , 28 April 1982

Mr. Jemes Ross, Director

Oregon Department of Land
Conservation and Development

1175 Court Street X.E.

Salem, OR 97310

Dear Mr. Ross:

The Portland District is conducting a study, at the request of the Port of Coos
Bay, Oregon, to improve the Charleston channel. The proposed action would con-
sist of deepening the mavigation channel frow its authorized 10-foot depth to
minus 16 feet, mean lower low water, with a 2-foot overdepth.

We have reviewad our proposed plan in relation to the Btate's land use requirements
and have determiped that it is consistent to the maximumsextent practicable with
Oregon's Coastal Management Program. A detailed description of the proposed plan
and a list of each statevide planning goal with our corresponding comsiatency
statement are inclosed. We request your review and statement of concurrence with
these findings.

1f you have any questions regarding our determination, please contact David
Ponganis, of my staff, at 221-6465.

Sincerely,
2 Incls ' PATRICK J. KEOUGH
ag stated Acting Chief, Engineering Division

Exhibit 9



PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Charleston channel is part of the Coos Bay navigation project. The channel serves
the Charleston small-boat basin, and several private fish receiving and packing
facilities. The Port of Coos Bay operates and maintains the basin with a current

capacity of 500 boats.

Changing commercial fishing practices, and the economy and efficiency of larger
boats have created a trend toward larger, deeper draft vessels. The Corps proposed
project is in response to this developed trend. Primcipal features of the proposal

are presented below,

a. The existing 150-foot-wide by 6,800—f00t—10ng channel, 180-foot-wide by
900-foot-long turning basin, and the 100-foot-wide by 400-foot-long access channel
would be dredged to a depth of minus 16 feet mllw; existing authorized depth is
10 feet mllw (see figure 1). Near the channel entrance, 5,400 cubic yards of rock

would be removed. Blasting may be required to remove the rock.

b. The channel and turning basin would be dredged an extra 2 feet for overdepth.
The dredging would likely be accomplished by clam shell or pipeline dredge. The
proposed operation would occur between 1 August and 15 Januvary, and any blasting

would be limited to 15 October to 31 December to avoid or lessen impacts to

aquatic organisms.

c. All materials excavated would be transported to, and disposed of within

the designated interim ocean disposal site or in the upland north spit disposal

site, as shown on figure 1.



CONSISTENCY WITH OREGON'S STATEWIDE
PLANNING GOALS AND GUIDELINES

Oregon Statewide Goals

Consistency Statement

10.

11.

Citizen involvement

Planning process

Agricultural lands
Forest lands
Open spaces, scenic and

historic areas, and natural
resources

Air, water, land resources
quality

Areas subject to natural
disasters and hazards

Recreational needs

- Economy of the State

Housing

Public facilities

Citizen input will be received through the
Environmental Assessment public review process.

The action is being coordinated with local, State,
and Federal agencies, and is compatible with the
Draft Coos Bay Estuary Plan.

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

No known historic features would be impacted by the
proposed action. Scenic quality would be only
slightly altered during the dredging operations. If
the dredged material is disposed of on the designated
north spit disposal site, some minor impacts on
natural resources would occur. These impacts could
result in the loss of vegetation, such as beachgrass,
shore pine, and scotch broom, and loss of assoclated
habitat for songbirds and small burrowing mammals.
Snowy plover, a listed species of concern in Oregon,
utilizes the existing dredged material site for
nesting. The disposal of material on the site would
not occur during the nesting season and could enhance
the long-term potential for snowy plover habitat.

The proposed action would cause a temporary increase
in air, water, and noise pollution during construction.
Water quality would be slightly reduced due to
increased marine traffic.

The proposed action would not affect areas subject to
natural disasters and hazards.

The proposed action would slightly increase recrea-
tional boating and fishing opportunities in Coos Bay.

The proposed action would stimulate additional
commercial fishing activity.

A minor increase in housing demand would be
anticipated.

The proposed action would not place additional demands
on public facilities and services. Existing water,
sewer, police and fire protection, and transportation

systems would adequately accommodate the additional
commércial fishing activity and related development.



CONSISTENCY WITH OREGON'S STATEWIDE
PLANNING GOALS AND GUIDELINES

(Continued)

Oregon Statewide Goals

Consistency Statement

12, Transportation

13. Energy conservation

14, Urbanization

15. Willamette River Greenway

16. Estuarine resources

17. Coastal shorelands

18. Beaches and dunes

19. Ocean resources

The proposed action would improve marine
transpertation to Charleston. No signifi-
cant impacts to land transportation systems
are anticipated.

Providing additional channel depth at
Charleston would reduce the need for off-
loading at locations more distant from the
bay entrance.

The proposed action is located within an
existing urban development area with service
facilities capable of handling additional
development,

Not applicable.

The proposed action is compatible with existing
estuary classification and the designated
management unit in the Draft Estuary Plan.
The action would meet the criteria specified
in the goal: (1) the chamnnel requires an
estuarine location; (2) a public need is
demonstrated by the project objective, which
protects existing uses of the estuary; (3)
no alternative upland locations exist; and,
(4) adverse impacts would be minimized as
much as feasible.

The propesed action provides for water-
dependent uses of the shoreline.

The alternative north spit disposal site
contains areas of stabilized hummocks along
with previously disposed dredged material.
This is a designated upland disposal site
(Coos Bay 0&M Dredging EIS, Aug 76) and use
of the site for dredged material disposal is
compatible with the requirements of this goal.

The preferred dredged material disposal site
1s the interim EPA-approved ocean disposal
site located off the Coos Bay entrance. The
paterial to be dredged from the channel meets

the exclusion criteria for ocean disposal and
would not detract from the use of the

[



CONSISTENCY WITH OREGON'S STATEWIDE
PLANNING GOALS AND GUIDELINES

(Continued)

Oregon Statewide Goals

Consistency Statement

Continental shelf for fishing, navigation,
or recreation, or from the long-term
protection of renewable resources.




Department of Land Conservation and Development

VICTOR ATIYEH 1175 COURT STREET N.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310 PHONE (503) 378-4926

GOVERNGR

May 10, 1982

‘Robert P. Flanagan, Chief

Engineering Division

Portland District, Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 2946

Portland, OR 97208

Dear Mr. Flanagan:

The Department has reviewed The Corps feasibility study for channel
improvement in the Charleston Channel. The analysis of consistency with
Oregon's Coastal Management Program that was included with the project
description is correct in stating the proposal supports an existing
permitted use which is consistent with-a development management unit
designation in the Coos Bay Estuary.

We therefore concur with the Corps determination that this project as
described is consistent with the Statewide Planning Goals. Provided that
it is ultimately carried out in a manner consistent with any relevant
state statutes (i.e., the State Fill and Removal Law and DEQ water
quality standards), the proposal would alsc be consistent with Oregon's
Coastal Management Program.

Thank you for coordinating the development of this proposal with us.
Jeff Michel of my staff is available to help with any future questions
you might have. He can be reached at 378-5052.

Sincerely,

TN . ";_
< Jx&v —-—x\x nﬁé
James F. Ross -

Director

JFR: M:af
9587A/5B

ce: Earl Johnson, DSL
Glen Carter, DEQ
Glen Hale, Coastal Field Office

Exhibit .0



Department of Land Conservation and Developmert

VICTOR ATIYEH

QOVEROR 1175 COURT STREET N.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310-0590 PHONE (503) 378-4926

August 30, 1982

Dave Ponganis

Portland District Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 2946

Portland, OR 97208

Dear Dave:

The Department of Land Conservation and Development has reviewed the
July 1982 Draft Detailed Project Report and Environmental Assessment
for Charleston Channel Improvements in Coos Bay, Oregon. We note
that since our previous correspondence of May 10 the project
description has been modified to increase the proposed channel depth
from minus 16 feet MLLW to minus 17 feet MLLW for the initial

3,200 feet of the channel.

The Depariment has reviewed the Draft Detailed Project Report and
Environmental Assessment, and finds that the project, as modified,
is consistent with Oregon's Coastal Management Program. Our
determination of consistency was based, in part, on the following
information contained in the Draft Project Report and Environmental
Assessment:

1. The discussion on the need for the proposed project on pages 3,
19, 24 and 25;

5. The discussion on the impacts of dredging and dredged material
disposal contained in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act Report and supplement (Appendix, Exhibits 4 and 8);

3. The biological assessment for endangered species (Appendix,
Exhibit G);

4. The Section 103 evaluation of ocean disposal of dredged material
on pages 38-40 of the document text; and

5. - The Statements of Consistency with Oregon's Statewide Planning
Goals and Guidelines contained in the Appendix.

Exhibit 11



Dave Ponganis 2= Rugust 27, 1982

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft Detailed
Project Report and Environmental Assessment. If you have any
questions on the Department's response, please contact Gail McEwen
of my staff at 378-5052.

-Sincerely,
__‘—--(9 I .AAS ‘./
\/ James F. Ross
~.____Director
JFR:GM: af
1071B/3B

cc: Marg Akers



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

PORTLAND DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. 0. BOX 2946

PORTLAND, OREGON 97208

22 Fabruary 1932

Mr. Joseph R. Blum, Area Manager
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane S.W.

Olympia, WA 98502

Dear Mr., Blum:

This is in response to the 29 January 1982 supplement to the T.S. Fish and
Wildlife Coordinstion Act Report on proposed deepening of Charleston Channel,
Coos Bay, Oregon. Except for some minor modifications, recommendations wade
in the supplement and 30 Octebar 1981 report have all been fucorporated into
our planning. Revisions to the recommendations were agreed to by members of
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife (ODFW) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
during our 9 February 1982 meeting.

As stated in our 9 December 1981 letter, dredping activities will be limited
to a period of 1 August to 15 January. Agreements reached at-gpbove cited
weeting are: (a) dredging will mot be restricted to any one method: (2)

Any extension to the revised blasting time period of 15 October to 31 Deceuber
will be eoordinated with ODFW and the contractor will be required to obtain =
pernit from ODFW.

The supplement was prepared duve to a revision in the proposed alternatives.
Three of the recommendations 4n the 30 October 1981 report still pertain and
have beeu incorporated into the proposed project. Disposal will be limited
to an approved ocean disposal site or upland site on the North Spit. Ko
paterial will be placed in the intertidal rone and the upland site, 1f util-
izad, will be permitted to revegetate. :

We appreciste the comments and ecoordination provided by the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service. Plesse contact David Fonganis st (503) 221-6465 or FIS
423-6465 for any questions you have regarding the proposed project.

Sincerely,

PATRICK J. KEOCUGH
Chief, Planning Branch

Exhibit 12
Exhibit 12




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
PORTLAND DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. O. BOX 2948
PORTLAND., OREGON 97208

2 wmeR i0cd

Mr. Jeff Kaspar
Port of Coos Bay
P.0. Box 1226

Coos Bay, OR 97420

Dear Mr. Xaspar:

We are finalizimp for review the dreft copy of the Corps Detailed Project Report
ou the channel despening in the Charleston Channel as authoriszed in Sectiem 107

of the 1960 Rivers and Harbors Act, as smended. Federal participation would comn-
sist of deepening the sxisting 1.3-mile channel to provide depths of 16 feet.

Our studies, to date, indicate project feasibility and we hope to complete and
distribute review copies sometime this spring. The Port of Coos Bay will be

given the opportunity to review the report prior to submittal for approval. The
totsl cost for providing s 16-foot chamnel is currently estimated to be $1,287,000.

Before we can complete our report, bhowever, therse are some sponsor commitments
which must be secured and included in our report. The first of those require—
ments 1s a copy of the document or state statute under which the Port of Coos Bay
lagally operates, and a copy of the Port’s financial statement for the past two
(2) years. The second is s letter of intent from the Port Commissionars agree-
ing to sponsor ths proposed project and to provide the {tems of locil cooperation.
Even though the boat basin at Charleston is in existence and presently providing
many of thess requirements, assurancas of tbese items must be included within our
study report. The required items are as follows:

s. Assume full responsibility for all project costs in excess of Yederal
cost 1imitation of $2 million as provided in Section 112 of Public law 91-611,
spproved 31 December 1970, as smended, by Pudlic Law 94-587, approved 22 Octobder

1976.

b. Provide, msintain, and operate without cost to the United States an
sdequate public landing or wharf with provisions for the sale of motor fuel,
lubricants, and potable water, open to all on equal terms.

. e« Provide without cost to the United States all vecessary lands, ecase-
ments, and rights—of-way necessary for construction and subsequent maintenance
of the project and for afd to mavigatiom, including suitable spoil disposal
areas with any necessary tataining Hikes, bulkhesds, and embankments therefor,
or the cost of such retsining works.

d. Bold and save the United States free from damages due to constructionm,

operation, and maintenance of the project, sxcepting damages dve to the fault or
negligence of the United States or its contractors.

Exhibit .3



RPPEN-PL~AR
Mr. Jeff Kaspar

e. Accomplish without cozt to the United States alterations and
relocations as required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and othar utility
-facilities.

®  Nhn o.

f. Provide and maintsin barthing areas, floats, plers, slips, and similar
acoring facilities as needed for transient amd local vassels as well as neces-
sary access roads, parking areas, and other needed public~use shors facilities
open and aviilabls to all om equal terms.

8. Establish regulations prohidbiting discharge of pollutants into tha
waters of the improved channels by users thereof, which regulations sball de in
accordance with appliicable laws or regulations of Federal, State, and local
suthorities responsible for pellution prevention and contrel.

In addition te the foregoimg requiressents listed in the Section 107 suthoriry,
the Port of Coos Bay must agres that 1t will:

a. Cowply with the Department of Defense Directive under Title VI of the
Civil Rights Aet of 1964 (Public Law 83-352) (78 Stat. 241) and all require-
mants imposed by or pursuaat to the Directive (32 CFR Part 300, issued as
Deapartwent of Defensa Directive 53500.11, 28 December 1964) to the end that no
persoz in the United States shall, om the grounds of race, color, religion,
sex, natienal origin or age of between 40 and 65 years be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benafit of, or be otherwise subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity for vhich tha sponsor raceives
Tederal financial assistance from the Corps of Engineers, Departmemt of the
Army, in comnection with this project.

b. Assure that it {s legally constitutdd with full suthority and
capability to perform the terms of its agreemants and to pay damages, if
necessary, ia the event of failure to perform. Section 221 of Public Lew
91-4611, commonly raferred to as the Flood Control Act of 1970, spproved
31 December 1970 is deemed controlling under this assurance.

¢. Comply with sections 210 and 305 of Public Law 91-646, approved
2 Japuary 1971, entitled Uniform Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970.

Due to our scheduling proc&dﬁru ws would sppreciste a response at your
sarliest possible convenience. If you hava any questions, plesse contact
Mr. David Pomganis, (503) 221-6465.

Sincerely,

TERENCE J. CONNELL
Colonel, Corps of Eangineers
District Enginear
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March 16, 1582

Colonel Terence J. Connell
District Engineer

U.S. Corps of Engineers
P.0O. Box 2946

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Coclonel Connell:

This letter is to indicate the Port of Coos Bay Commission's intent
to sponsor the Charleston Channel deepening project to provide a 16'
channel for 1.3 miles as proposed by the U.S. Corps of Engineers
Section 107 study.

Because of the advantages to be offered the local fishing industry

by the deepening project, the Port of Coos Bay is anxious to assure
the U.S. Corps of Engineers of our willingness to provide the re-
guirements of a local project sponsor. Items "aA" through "G", and
additional items a, b, and c¢ (Corps letter of 3/2/82) will be accept-
able.

A unanimous vote of support by the Port of Coos Bay Commission at
their regular meeting on March 9, 1982 for this project further
substantiates the committment to the project.

Please contact Port staff if any other information is necessary.
We appreciate the opportunity to work with the Corps on such a

project.

Sincerely,

Bruce Laird, President
BAL:JFK/ea Port of Coos Bay Commission
enclosures

cc: Charleston Fishing Companies
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Division of Ecological Services
= Portland Field Office

Reference: ES 727 N. E. 24th Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232

March 16, 19882

Colonel Terence J. Connell, District Engineer
Portland District, Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 2946

Portiand, Oregon 97208

Dear Colonel Connell: 5
We received your agency's February 22, 1982 letter signed by
Mr. Cooper regarding modifications to dredging recommenda-
tions contained in our supplemental report on the Charleston
Channe) Navigation Improvemments Project. These modifica-
tions were discussed at an interagency meeting on February
9, 1982 and have been accurately summarized in Mr. Cooper's
letter. As stated in the letter, these revisions were made
with the consent of the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife and the Service.

We appreciate your agency's effortis in resolving the
dredging issue as well as your positive response to the
remaining recommendations contained in our report. By way
of a copy of this letter and your agency's letter ‘of
February 22, we are notifying recipients of our supplemental
report of the changes affecting our original dredging
recommendations.

If there should be any additional changes in the project,
please notify us so that we may make any necessary comments.,

Sincerely yours,

cc: )<W4ﬁ(7ﬂ%’wfwﬂ&

CE, Division Engineer ssell D. Peterson
EPA Field Supervisor
NMFS :
ODFW

ARD-E

ES, DC

AM Olympia

Pub. Affairs
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
_ Division of Ecological Services
' Portland Field Office
Reference: ES 727 N.E. 24th Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232
August 18, 1982
Colonel R.L. Friedenwald, District Engineer
Portland District, Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 2946
Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Colonel Friedenwald

We have reviewed the draft Detailed Project Report and Enviromental
Assessment on the Charleston Channel Improvements dated July, 1982.
The report accurately reflects the information and recommendations
contained in our Coordination Act reports on the project and we,

therefore, have no objections to the proposed work.

Sincerely yours,

D e

Russell D. Peterson
Field Supervisor
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County of Coos

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
C00S COUNTY COURTHOUSE
COQUILLE, OREGON 97423
Phone: 396-3121

Ed "Doc'" Stevenson
Jack L. Beebe, S8r.
R.A. "Bob" Emmett

August 3, 1982

District Engineer
Department of the Army
- Portland District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2946
| Portland, OR 97208

Re: Draft project report and Environmental
Assessment, Charleston Channel Improvement

Dear Sir:

The Coos County Board of Commissioners has examined the
project report and environmental assessment for the Charleston
Channel Improvement. We would like to submit the following
comments:

1) Deepening of the authorized channel is provided for in
the Draft Coos Bay Estvary Management Plan. It is

- recognized that the current depth is insufficient and
causes serious problems for larger fishing vessels.

2) The proposed dredged material disposal sites (North
Spit and ocean disposal) are both designated in the Plan,
and will have no significant environmental impacts.

3) It appears that environmental impacts will be relatively
minor, and no greater than for periodic maintenance
dredging of the same area.

4) We are therefore satisfied that there will be no signifi-
cant impacts and that no Environmental Impact Statement
is required.

We welcome this project as a much needed improvement to the
! Charleston area which will remove some of the impediments to a
revival of the local fishing industry.

Sincerely,
COCS COUNTY BQARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Chairman -«

ST T
V7, L
LRt 2 ire

e Exhibit 17



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

ENVIRONMENTAL & TECHNICAL SERVICES DIVISION
847 NE 19th-AVENUE, SUITE 350

PORTLAND, QREGON 97232

{503} 230-5400

August 18, 1982 F/NWR5:CRB

Colonel Robert L. Friedenwald
District Engineer, Portland District
Corps of Engineers

P.0. Box 2946 .

Portland, Oregon 97208

Re: Charleston Channel Improvements, Coos Bay, Oregon ~ Draft Detailed
Project Report and Environmental Assessment

Dear Colonel Friedenwald:

We have reviewed the above referenced draft report and environmental assessment
prepared for the proposed navigation improvements to the Charleston Channel, Coos
Bay, Oregon.

Development of a plan for the proposed work has been closely coordinated with
pertinent fish and wildlife agencies throughout the planning process. The
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has participated in this coordination
process through review of previously provided information and attendance at
meetings to discuss the proposed project.

Based on our review of the above referenced reports we have no particular comments
on the informat;on presented. However, we would like to note that a recent study
(Stevens, 1981)° conducted for the Seattle District, Corps of Engineers in Grays
Harbor, Washington by the Washington Department of Fisheries, revealed that
significant numbers of Dungeness crabs were often entrained by suction-type dredges.
Information presented in the environmental assessment indicates considerable usage
of the project area by Dungeness crabs and also red rock crabs. The Seattle
District is continuing to provide research money to i{nvestigate ¢rab mortalities
associated with navigational dredging in Grays Harbor. 1t would appear that the
existing information as well as future research developed by the Seattle District
on entrainment of Dungeness crabs by suction dredges would be of interest to

the Portland District.

Although to our knowledge population levels of Dungeness crabs in the Charleston
Channel area have not been accurately surveyed, the general feeling is that
numbers are quite high on a seasonal basis. The Portland District at present,
proposes to schedule the channel! dredging at a time which avoids the period of
active breeding in the area by Dungeness crabs. We support this timing
restriction, but at the same time are concerned about the numbers of Dungeness
crabs in the area“during the period when dredging would occur. If population
levels are high during this period and the results of the studies conducted in
Grays Harbor are applicable to the Coos Bay Estuary, considerable numbers of

1 Stevens, Bradley G. 1981. Grays Harbor Navigation Study, Maintenance Dredging
Dredging-Related Mortality of Dungeness Crabs Associated with Four Dredges
operating in Grays Harbor, Washington. Washington Dept. of Fisheries, U.S Army = .
Corps of Engineers Contract #DACW 67-79-C-0045 poT,

Exhibit 18




2
crabs could be entrained and thus lost to the local fishery.

In view of the above we recommend that the Portland District evaluate this potential
adverse impact prior to conducting the work. If this proves an infeasible task

we would suggest that some type of monitoring program be implemented to determine
relative entrainment rates during the dredging operations. Should entrainment

rates be high, as revealed by the monitoring program, we would suggest that work be
stopped to consider potential methods to reduce entrainment mortality. Members

of my staff are available to discuss this matter if additional information is
required.

Sincerely yours,

Dale R. Evans
Division Chief

cc: Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Division of State Lands
Fish and Wildlife Service, ES, Portland
Environmental Protection Agency



- ' U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
SO0 REGION X

2 % 1200 STXTH AVENUE
g M % SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 28101
z <
%;’)- “\5
4L prone”
ior  M/S 423 AUG 17 1882

Colonel Terence J. Connell

District Engineer, Portland District
Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 2946

Portland, Oregon 97208

Subject: Charleston Channel Improvements
Draft Detailed Project Report and Environmental Assessment,
July 1982

Dear Colonel Connell:

We gppreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft project report and
environmental assessment for Charleston Channel Improvements, in Coos Bay,
Oregon.

As addressed by the report, the purpose is to discuss the feasibility of
deepening the Federal navigation channel providing access to the boat
basin and waterfront industries at Charleston. Investigated were a no
action pian and four alternatives, including: alternative 1, variable
16/17 foot channel depths; alternative 2, 12-foot channel depth; alter-
native 3, 14-foot channel depth; and alternative 4, 1imit harbor use to
boats under 50 feet in length {8-foot drafts).

The following topics are suggested for further consideration in the final
detailed project report and environmental assessment:

1) Pages 2 and 6 of the draft report state that the upper reaches of
the South Slough are designated as a National Marine 3Sanctuary.
We are informed that approximately 4,300 acres of the Socuth
Slough were designated in 1975 as a National Estuarine
Sanctuary. A National Marine Sanctuary is administered solely by
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) of the
Department of Commerce. In contrast, a National Estuarine
Sanctuary is designated under the auspices of the Coastal Zone
Management Act, and is the responsibility of the state after con-
sultation with NOAA. The final report on Charleston Channel
improvements might include a more detailed discussion of
poterftial adverse impacts to the sanctuary, and the State's
estuarine sanctuary management plan.
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3)

Concerning the disposal options discussed in the draft report,
EPA supports the Section 103 evaluation required by the Marine
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act, and concurs with the
Corps and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service conclusion that ocean
disposal of the dredged material is a feasible and acceptable
alternative. The final report should also consider future dis-
posal sites for the continuing maintenance dredging needs of the
channel. It is 1ikely that the North Spit location may not be
able to contain this material. Therefore, future maintenance
dredging estimates should be discussed along with locating upland
disposal sites.

Further discussion is needed on the type of vessel available for
the dredging operation, alternative dredging methods, and the
associated impacts of each.

If you would 1ike to discuss our comments, please contact Mr. Dick Thiel,
Chief of Region 10's Environmental Evaluation Branch, at (206) 442-1728 or
(FTS) 399

1728.




VICTOR ATIYEH -
GOVERNOR

OCFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
STATE CAPITOL
SALEM, OREGON 87310

September 29, 1982

District Engineer
Corps of Engineers
U. S, Army - '
Portland District
P.0. Box 2946

Portland, OR $7208

Att: J. F. Beckly, Chief
Navigation Division

Ref: PN NPPPL-AP
Coos Bay - Charleston Channel Improvements

Dear Sir:

The natural resource agencies have completed their review of the above
referenced project. I approve the Draft Detailed Project Report and
Environmental Assessment, as modified, for the Charleston Small Boat
Basin proposed channel improvements in Coos Bay, Oregon.

The Department of Land Conservation and Development finds the project
consistent with Oregon's Coastal Management Program. On September 27,
1982, the Department of Environmental Quality certified there was
reasonable assurance that the project, as described, would not violate
applicable water quality standards.

Singerel

Governor
VA:gh

cc: Department of Environmental Quality
Department of Fish and Wildiife
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
National Marine Fisheries Service
Division of State Lands
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VICTORA ATIYEH
GOVE PO

Department of Environmental Quality

502 S.W. 5th AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207

MREMt

September 27, 1982

birector

Division of State Lands
1445 State St.

Salem, OR 97310

subject: U. S. Army Corps of Engineers PN No. NPPPL-AP; reference to
Portland District, Corps of Engineers, Charleston Channel
Improvements {Draft Detailed Project Report and Environmental
Assessment) in Coos Bay, Coos County, Oregon.

Dear Sir:

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality hereby certifies that
the project listed above will comply with the applicable provisions

of Title 33, United States Code, Sections 1311, 1312, 1316 and 1317,
i.e., there is reasonable assurance that it will not violate applicable

water guality standards.
Sincerely,
Glen D. Carter :

Water Quality Anadyst
Planning Section
Water Quality Division

GPC:pn

cc: U. S. EPA, Oregon Cperations
regon Department of Fish & wildlife
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