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INTRODUCTION 
At the request of Dr. Medhat Rofael, MBC Applied Environmental Sciences 

(MBC) conducted a biological assessment of his proposed Park Marina site at 16926 
Park Ave Huntington Harbour at Lot “B”, Tract 8047 (a sub-portion of which is Tract 
8040) at in the City of Huntington Beach, Orange County, California. This revision of 
the report dated 2 Dcember 2016 includes an update on the terrestrial, intertidal, and 
subtidal biological conditions of the site that was conducted on 15 June 2016 during 
a site visit is one of several revisions by MBC to the original biological assessment 
conducted in June 2000 (MBC 2000);  reassessment survey of in addition another
the site was conducted by Coastal Resources Management (CRM on 26 June 
2006), a truncated revision looking at only the terrestrial, and mudflat fauna and flora 
was conducted on 17 April 2012, The scope of this revision is limited to an 
assessment of existing biological values, emphasizing sensitive species and habitats 
with methodologies as described below.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Huntington Harbour is a highly developed residential/recreational marina in 

northwest Orange County near the Los Angeles county line. Navigation and tidal 
access to the harbor is through Anaheim Bay, about two miles up coast. The project 
site is about 1.6 kilometers southeast of the Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge and 
about 1.0 kilometer northwest of the Bolsa Chica wetland complex (Figure 1).  

Bay environs such as Huntington Harbour are environmentally sensitive 
habitats in southern California. Many species of marine life utilize this critical 
resource for nursery grounds, protection, and living space. However, anthropogenic 
disturbances of coastal bays and wetlands have resulted in a substantial reduction in 
this habitat. Therefore, resource agencies require that proponents of projects that 
may result in the potential disruption or displacement of the species that inhabit 
these areas complete a biological assessment of potential impacts. 

 The proposed project (Project) involves water recreational commercial 
construction at Lot “B”, Tract 8047 (and portions of Tract 8040), on Huntington 
Harbour, at the terminus of Park Avenue in the City of Huntington Beach (Figure 2). 
The construction plan will result in the grading of 6,179 ft2 (#5 Table1 ) of the project 
site. The flat, peninsular shaped parcel contains 168 feet of shoreline at the water’s 
edge. The shoreline is currently unprotected except for some loose rubble material 
and slopes towards the water at about a 2.6:1 ratio from an average top of slope 
elevation of +6ft mean sea level (MSL). The parcel is on the entrance to a small, 
enclosed basin at the terminus of a 200-foot-wide side channel, about 1,600 feet 
southwest of the main navigation channel of Huntington Harbour. Concrete 
bulkheads are common in Huntington Harbour and many of the lots surrounding the 
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project site have bulkhead protections, with the exception of the five lots fronting the 
small embayment to the southeast of the project site, which retain mudflat and partial 
rubble revetment. 

 

 

FIGURE 1.  LOCATION OF PARK AVENUE MARINA PROJECT 

Specific features of the proposed project. A 2-story high caretaker building is 
proposed to be constructed on the site. This building is permitted by and is 
consistent with building codes for Huntington Beach  

Although initially considered, no bulkhead is proposed for this site, but the site will be 
graded to increase the elevation at the edge of the bank and ensure runoff does not 
go to the harbor and to eliminate the previous grading for the launch ramp on the site 
the mudflat banks will not be graded but the last 6 to 9 ft from the bank will be 
terraced down to mudflat level to allow additional planting of salt marsh vegetation. 
There will not be a retaining wall constructed to shore the banks of the site, instead a 
small 3 ft high wall will be constructed set back from the bank 6 to 9 ft; the primary 
purpose of the wall will be to keep non-native ornamental vegetation from 
encroaching upon the salt marsh vegetation the design of this step down will be with 
concrete blocks or appropriate construction alternative that will produce the desired 
result with fill material that will be compacted behind them down to the mudflat level 
in one foot increments over the length of the setback from the current bank edge 
allowing more salt marsh habitat to be planted from the mudflat to the small wall  
A dock is proposed that will be 5ft wide by 66 ft long covering 330ft2 (#9 Table1) of 
open waterDock pilings will be necessary to anchor the dock in place. The pilings will 
be constructed of concrete 8 to 10 inches in diameter and the dock will require 6 
Installation pilings displacing between 2 and 3.5 ft2 of subtidal habitat (# 12 

Bolsa Chica 
Wetlands 

Seal Beach 
Wetlands Project 

Location 
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Table1)the deck of the dock will be composed of Fiber grate® molded 1" deep 
grating with a 3/4" x 4" rectangular mesh surface which provides a 62% open area. 
This exceeds the 60% minimum open area requirement set forth by the National 
Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the Pacific 
Northwest for marine decking material light transmittance. The open area is an 
important factor in protecting seagrass and other shallow marine habitats beneath 
docks. The dock will also require a gangway/walkway. the dimensions of the 
walkway will be 5 ft wide by 15 ft long (75ft2 )(#10, Table1) it too will be made of FRP 
Fiberglass reinforced plastic such as fiber grate which passes at least 62%of the light 
hitting it. And is approved by NMFS for over water coverage of eelgrass and other 
aquatic vegetation. 
  
This new project description provides additional intertidal and wetland habitat. Plants 
growing upon and near the decomposed asphalt launch ramp on the east side of the 
property will be removed prior to excavation of the ramp and replaced. As there is no 
bank in that area, while grading the lot, some of the graded dirt will be carefully 
deposited on the slope of the launch ramp to reform the bank. This area will be 
terraced to hold the sediment and will be replanted with native species from the 
surrounding area, care will be taken that none of the dirt reaches the lagoon. The 
terracing (Figure 3) will allow native salt marsh plants to form a transition from the 
Project to the intertidal zone.  Terracing material will be free of potentially hazardous 
materials for example (e.g.) Creosote soaked or pretreated lumber or pilings). 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 4.6



FIGURE 2. PROPOSED SITE PLAN FOR PREFERRED PROJECT, PARK AVE, HB. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Little published information exists on the biology of the backbay areas of 

Huntington Harbour. However, unpublished agency reports, along with published 
information on similar nearby habitats, were used to supplement our results. The 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife Natural Diversity Database (Database) 
(http://itbws01.dfw.ca.gov/whdab/cnddb.htm) lists 16 sensitive species that occur in 
the vicinity of the Project site, which includes Bolsa Chica wetlands and Seal Beach. 
These areas are considered Southern coastal salt marsh habitats and are listed as 
special status natural communities.  However, the habitat type at the Project site is 
not suitable for most of the species listed in the database. The California least tern is 
the only listed species that may occasionally appear near the site. One listed bird 
species (peregrine falcon), and the previously listed California brown pelican, do not 
appear in the database but are known to occur in the general vicinity of the Project 
location. Salt marsh bird’s beak, a listed plant species, is found in upper Newport 
Bay but not at this site or other nearby salt marsh habitats.  

Invertebrate Species. Polychaete worms, benthic crustaceans, and mollusks 
almost exclusively make up Anaheim and Sunset Bay infauna communities. Studies 
performed by MBC in Huntington Harbour have shown that the diversity and 
abundance of infauna decline with increasing distance from the harbor entrance 
(MBC, 1972, 1975). This is most likely due to the decrease in dissolved oxygen in 
the sediments in the inner harbor. Epifaunal species reported for Sunset Bay include 
sea slugs, bubble and horn snails, crabs and anemones. Noted fouling communities 
are dominated by bay mussels and also include sea squirts, slipper limpets, 
polychaete worms, barnacles, and sponges. The Intertidal and subtidal substrate 
consists of asphalt and other rubble unsuitable for a fouling community and therefore 
a robust fouling community is not currently present at the site. 

 Fish. Periodic fish inventories conducted in Anaheim Bay and Sunset 
Channel indicate that the fish community is representative of other embayments of 
southern California. Forty-one species representing 17 families have been recorded 
in Sunset Bay, including species of economic interest such as California Halibut, 
Diamond Turbot, Topsmelt, and Shiner Surfperch. Similar to the benthic community, 
fish diversity and abundance decrease with increasing distance into Huntington 
Harbour (MBC, 1972). 

 Birds. Due to the Project site’s close proximity to highly productive coastal 
wetland systems, moderate bird use is expected, especially during annual nesting 
periods. Gulls, terns and other common shorebirds are expected to visit the Project 
area regularly. LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA, 1990) conducted a bird survey and found 
shorebirds feeding in the vicinity of the Project site, including snowy egret (Egretta 
thula), ring-billed gull (Larus delawarensis), western gull (Larus occidentalis), and 
barn swallow (Hirundo rustica). LSA also noted brown pelican (Pelecanus 
occidentalis californicus), double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), short-
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billed dowitcher (Limnodromus griseus), Caspian tern (Sterna caspia), and elegant 
tern (Sterna elegans) flying overhead or near the Project area (LSA, 1990) there 
have also been observations of the great blue herron (Ardea herodias)and great 
Egret (Casmerodius albus) wading in the shallow waters surrounding the site. 

Plant Species.  In a biological site assessment conducted in 1990, five native 
salt marsh species and three non-native, weedy species were found to dominate the 
site (LSA 1990). Plants of the coastal salt marsh community grow along the upper 
reach of the coastal estuarine community where they receive only periodic 
inundation by seawater. The salt marsh community embodies several distinct 
components: pickleweed marsh, salt flat, saltwater channel, saltwater pond, and a 
disturbed component. The dominant native plant is common pickleweed (Salicornia 
bigelovii). Other common plants include five hook bassia (Bassia hyssopifolia), spear 
saltbush (Atriplex joaquiniana), saltgrass, and to a lesser extent, alkali health 
(Frankenia salina) and sea lavender (Limonium californicum). Areas of higher 
elevation may have been subjected to periodic disturbances and are often invaded 
by ruderal (or non-native weedy) species, the most dominant of which were two ice 
plant species. 

 Marine Mammals and Turtles. No marine mammals or turtles were 
observed during any of the surveys conducted in 2016 or earlier. Although it is 
possible that marine mammals such as sea lions (Zalophus californiensis) or harbor 
seals (Phoca vitulina) visit the vicinity, they would be resting or fishing near the 
docks. Several dolphins have been sighted in the reaches of the harbor, but it is 
unlikely they would be found in the back channels. If they were, they likely would be 
passing through. No turtles, reptiles or amphibians have been observed in the 
Project area; however, green sea turtles (Chelonia mydas) have been observed 
frequently in Alamitos Bay and the nearby San Gabriel River, so it is known that they 
occasionally visit Huntington Harbor, but they are not known to haul out at any 
location in Alamitos Bay or Huntington Harbour. 
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FIGURE 3. TERRACING PLAN FOR THE SEAWARD BANK AND DEPICTION OF ADJACENT DOCK 
MEASURING 5FT WIDE BY66 FT LONG COVERING 330FT2 OF OPEN WATER HABITAT. 

METHODS 
On 25 May 2012, MBC personnel performed field surveys to assess the 

biological characteristics of the proposed construction site and again conducted 
surveys of the intertidal/subtidal communities on 18 May and 15 June 2016 to 
determine if biological conditions had changed during the past two years since the 
last survey. The site had been previously surveyed by CRM (2006) on 3 and 13 April 
2006, and again by MBC on 1 June 2000, 25 May 2012. The major changes 
observed in the four years since the last survey were a minor reduction in 
pickleweed coverage and a very large increase in ice plant coverage. 

Terrestrial. Biologists surveyed the grounds within the proposed Project 
boundary using Global Positioning System electronics to exactly locate elements in 
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the Project area, and also examined those areas immediately adjacent to the Project 
site. Plant species were recorded, and habitat zones were mapped. Special attention 
was given to species of particular environmental concern such as Cordgrass 
(Spartina foliosa) and Salt-Marsh Bird’s Beak (Cordylanthus maritimus) neither of 
which occur in the project vicinity (although cord grass was reported growing nearby 
in the 2000 report in front of a neighboring building, a through search in June 2016 
noted that it is no longer found in the vicinity. Though no formal bird survey was 
conducted, birds and their activities occurring at the site observed during other 
investigations were also included in the site assessment.  

Subtidal/Intertidal Mudflats. A biologist-diver recognized by the National 
Marine Fisheries Services and the Department of Fish and Game as an eelgrass 
(Zostera marina) ecologist and Caulerpa taxifolia (Caulerpa) surveyor surveyed the 
entire intertidal and subtidal area of potential effect (APE) for the presence of 
eelgrass, algae (including the invasive species Caulerpa), fish, and invertebrates. He 
performed 26 line transects of 20 m each spaced at about three to four meter 
intervals (with visibility of about 1.5 to 2 m) radiating out from the intertidal through 
the subtidal area within the proposed Project boundary, and also examined those 
areas within 10 m immediately adjacent to the Project site recording fish and 
invertebrate observations. Special attention was given to species of particular 
environmental concern such as eelgrass and the potential presence of Caulerpa. All 
observed species were documented to the lowest taxonomic classification possible 
in the field. No eelgrass or Caulerpa was observed during this survey or has been 
observed during any of the numerous surveys already conducted. A survey for 
Caulerpa and eelgrass will again be required as a provision of any construction 
permit granted for the site. 

RESULTS 
On 17 April, 29 June 2012, and 15 June 2016. Surveys of the different 

habitats at the Park Avenue site were conducted with the following results: although 
the results of the surveys indicated minor impacts to several communities, the 
positive effects of the analysis indicate the project at this location would benefit the 
harbor from a biological frame of reference. There will be an increase in intertidal 
habitat including additional mudflat and subtidal portions and a large increase in 
saltmarsh vegetation other positive aspects include the removal of the asphalt 
launch ramp which continues to leach harmful chemicals into the harbor, the removal 
of non native species from the site. These positive benefits far outweigh the minor 
loss of openwater habitat compared to the harbor as a whole and the small loss of 
subtidal is amply mitigated by the removal of the launch ramp. 
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TABLE 1.  HABITAT TYPE, AREA, LOSS, GAINS AND NET IMPACT 

 Habitat type Area ft2 Loss Gains Mitigated 
Net impact 

 Intertidal/subtidal 
asphalt ramp 8by30 
ft #1 

240ft2 0 ft2 120ft2 +120ft2 

Subtidal#2 7144.6ft2 3.5ft2 120ft2  
 

+120ft2 

 Mudflat#3 7144.6ft2 3.5 ft2 272ft2 +259.25ft2 

Openwater#4 6937ft2 430.5ft2 0 -430.5ft2 

Terrestrial lotsize#5 6175ft2  0 0 0 

Native plants#6 1544ft2 1544 ft2  1544ft2 +1544ft2plant 
palate 
plantng 

 Nonnative plants 
removal#7 

5249ft2 5249 ft2 0 +5249 ft2 

 Asphalt launch 
ramp removal#8 

240ft2 02 240ft2 +240ft2 

Dock 
shadeSubtidal#9 

330ft2 330ft2 330ft2 0 translucent 
grating 

 Ramp 
shademudflat#10 

75ft2 75ft2 75ft2 0 translucent 
grating 

Pilings impact#!! 3.5ft2 0ft2 0 3.5ft2 

Iceplant#12 1138 ft2 1138ft2   

Native plants#13 263.5ft2 263.5ft2 243ft2 +243ft2 

Intertidal increase 
below bank#14 

635ft2 0 635ft2 +635ft2 

Subtidal from 
pilings#15 

3.5ft2  3.5ft2  -3.5ft2 

 Mudflat rubble #16 125ft2none 3.5ft2 0 +121.5 ft2 
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In May 2016, MBC personnel performed terrestrial and marine surveys to 
assess the site; the site had previously been assessed by CRM (2006) on 3 April 
and 13 April 2006, and the initial field survey by MBC (2000) on 1 June 2000.  

Terrestrial Survey. 

However, species that were relatively abundant in the June 2000 survey, 
including Jaumea (Jaumea carnosa), Alkali Heath (Frankenia salina), and notably 
Shore grass were less abundant in subsequent surveys. in total there were 10 native 
species on the site all observed in past surveys covering an area totaling 263.5ft2. all 
of these plant species will be salvaged and replanted on the banks and the lower 
intertidal (as appropriate to their marine tolerance) of the project site 

TABLE 2. NATIVE AND NON-NATIVE PLANTS OBSERVED IN 2016, 2012, 2006, AND 2000 WITH AREAL 
COVERAGES MEASURED OR ESTIMATED PER EACH NATIVE PLANT SPECIES IN 2016. 

Species 2016 2012 2006 2000 

Salicornia virginica pickleweed 48.5ft2 X x x 
Batis maritime saltwort 10ft2 X x x 
Limonium californicum sea lavender 25ft2 x x x 
Jaumea carnosa fleshy jaumea 10ft2 x x x 
Frankenia salina alkali heath 5ft2 x x x 
Distichlis spicata saltgrass 25ft2 x x x 
Monanthochloe littoralis shoregrass 1,000ft2 x x x 
Sueda esteroa estuary seablight 5ft2 x x x 
Malvella leprosa  alkalai mallow 10ft2 x x x 
Spartina foliosa calif cordgrass 0ft2 no no no 
Atriplex patula saltbush  no no no no 
Carpobrotus (Mesembryanthemum) 
chilensis common iceplant 188ft2 x x x 
Carpobrotus (Mesembryanthemum) 
edulis Hottentot fig 950ft2 x x x 

Hordeum murinum ssp. Murinum >5ft2 x x x 
Lolium perenne >5ft2 x x x 
Lolium multiflorum >5ft2 x x x 
Spergularia bocconei >5ft2 x x x 
Chenopodium strictum var. 
glaucophyllum >5ft2 x x x 

Chenopodiaceae (Bassia ?) >5ft2 x x x 
Parapholis incurva >5ft2 x x x 
Melilotus indica >5ft2 x x x 
Trifolium sp. >5ft2 x x x 
Sonchus oleraceus >5ft2 x x x 
Fescue arundinacea >5ft2 no no no 
Malva micaensis >5ft2 no no no 
Malva parviflora >5ft2 no no no 
Mesebyanthemum crystallinum >5ft2 X no No 
XErodium sp. >5ft2 no no no 
Rumex crispus >5ft2 no no no 
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Species 2016 2012 2006 2000 

Taraxacum officinale >5ft2 no no no 
Mesebyanthemum nodiflorum >5ft2 no no no 
Myoporum laetum >5ft2 no x no 
*-native species 

 

Although covering over 1000 ft2 in 2016, shoregrass (Monanthochloe littoralis), was 
not mentioned in the 1990 report. By the 2012 survey, six species observed in June 
2000 were not present in 2012, while an additional 10 species not observed during 
the 2000 survey were present. No rare or endangered plants such as Salt Marsh 
Bird’s Beak were found during any of the surveys of the area. Of the native species 
shoregrass covered by far the greatest area it was found in many locations on the 
property intertwined with other native species. it is a common hardy turf like grass 
that forms mats in the summer in areas previously where salinity has encroached, it 
is ubiquitous in all coastal areas of the harbor. The next most common native 
species was pickleweed, it is a succulent, halophyte (salt tolerant) flowering plants in 
the family Amaranthaceae that grows in salt marshes, the remainder of the native 
species were entwined with the shoregrass and pickleweed communities 

Subtidal/Intertidal Mudflats Survey. Thirteen animal and two plant species 
(15 species) were recorded during the subtidal survey in 2012. There were 12 
species recorded in 2000, and 13 in 2006. The core group of species was also 
present in 2006 and in 2000. The differences were in the presence of fish and the 
observation of more cryptic or relatively uncommon individuals, and the inclusion of  

TABLE 3. INVERTEBRATES, FISH, AND ALGAE OBSERVED IN 2016 2012, 2006, AND 2000. 

Species Common Name 2016 2012 2006 2000 

Cerithidea californica California Horn Snail x x x x 

Mytilus galloprovincialis Bay Mussel x x x x 

Chione sp Venus Clams x x no* x 

Bulla gouldiana Gould’s Bubble Snail x x x no* 

Tagelus sp Jackknife Clam x x no* x 

Aplysia californicus California Sea Hare x x no* x 

Lepidigobius lepidus Bay Goby x x x x 

Acanthogobius flavimanus Yellowfin Goby no* no* no* x 

Ulva spp. Sea Lettuce x x x x 

Pachygrapsis crassipes Purple Shorecrab x x x x 

Hemigraphsis oregoniensis Yellow Shorecrab x x x x 

Uca crenulata Fiddler Crab x x x x 

Pachycerianthus fimbriatus Parchment Tube Worm x x x no* 

Navanax inermis Tectibranch sea slug x x x no* 

Atherinops affinis Top Smelt x x x no* 
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Species Common Name 2016 2012 2006 2000 

Urobatis halleri Round Stingray x no* x no* 

Paralabrax nebulifer Barred Sandbass x x no* no* 

Sargassum muticum Brown Algae x x x x 

*no = not observed   

lower phylogenetic species such as sponges and hydroids (which, while present, 
were not recorded in 2000 or 2012 due to biological bias towards species of higher 
biological significance. The Yellowfin Goby (Acanthogobius flavimanus), a large 
predatory fish, was not observed in 2016 or in any previous survey since 2000; 
instead, numerous small Bay Goby (Lepidius lepidus) were common in the shallow 
subtidal. Mollusks were the most abundant macrofaunal group of animals. Bivalve 
feeding siphons of Venus clam (Chione sp.) and Jackknife clam (Tagelus sp.) were 
seen emerging from the substrate. Gould’s Bubble Snail (Bulla gouldiana) was 
present subtidally, and California Horn Snail (Cerithidea californica) was abundant at 
the water-land interface. Several California Sea Hare (Aplysia californica) and their 
egg masses were also observed attached to the muddy substrate. Mussels (Mytilus 
galloprovincialis) were common in the intertidal, but were apparently not observed in 
the 2000 survey. Lined Shore Crab (Pachygrapsus crassipes) and Yellow Shore 
Crab (Hemigrapsus oregonensis) were abundant along the shoreline. Two species 
of the algal genus, Ulva and one species of Enteromorpha sp. were observed in 
2000 and 2006, but as all species of Enteromorpha were synonymized with Ulva 
after the 2006 survey, only the taxon Ulva spp was reported in 2012, although the 
two  morphological distinct taxon previously recorded were present. No eelgrass 
(Zostera marina) nor was the invasive alga Caulerpa taxifolia noted anywhere in the 
vicinity of the site during any of the four separate surveys. All of these invertebrate 
species as well as the algal species are common in the Huntington Harbor intertidal 
and subtidal communities. No rare or endangered invertebrates, fish, plants, or algae 
were found during any of the four surveys of the intertidal and subtidal area of the 
Project. 

Avian Survey. In 2016 only the great blue heron (ardea herodius) was 
observed on the project site, it was on top of the bank observing the intertidal area, 
while in 2006 four marine bird species, a snowy egret Egretta thula, least sandpipers 
(Calidris minutilla), an American coot (Fulica amerciana), and a mallard duck (Anas 
platyrhynchos) were observed either wading in the intertidal or swimming in the 
shallow subtidal. No marine birds were observed in 2000, and none was recorded in 
2006. Three non-marine bird species were observed in the 2000 survey: mourning 
dove (Zenaida macroura), cliff swallow (Petrochelidon pyrrhonota), and house finch 
(Carpodacus mexicanus). The mourning doves were foraging in the grassy areas, 
and the cliff swallows were landing in the intertidal where they collected mud for nest 
building. California least terns (Sterna antillarum browni) were not observed at the 
site during the previous surveys or during the April and June 2012 or during the May 
and June 2016 surveys. 
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Turtles and Marine Mammals. No reptiles (turtles), amphibians, or marine 
mammals were observed in 2016 or during any of the other two surveys in 2012, or 
2006 (CRM 2006 and MBC 2000, 2012, 2016). 

DISCUSSION 
The observed subtidal and intertidal flora and fauna appear to be typical of 

southern California embayments. The observations of species present made in the 
April and June 2012 and 2016 surveys agree with past surveys of the Huntington 
Harbour area (MBC 1972, 1975, 2000, 2012, 2016, CRM 2006)., There would be a 
very small loss of infauna due to placement of the piles for the dock and incidental to 
the removal of the launch ramp, but infaunal organisms would rapidly recolonize the 
area and observed epibiota would move during construction. None of the species 
noted are locally impoverished and, therefore, surrounding populations would 
reclaim the area after construction is completed. While eelgrass is known to occur in 
the harbor area, no eelgrass has been observed growing in or near the Project site 
during surveys spanning 12 years. No other animal or plant species of environmental 
concern was observed subtidally. Thus, the Project is not expected to have any 
lasting effects on the intertidal or subtidal communities. 

 Only one marine bird species was observed in the Project area in the 2016 
survey, though many species are known to use the harbor area for feeding and 
nesting. The close proximity of Huntington Harbour to other environmentally 
sensitive habitats such as Bolsa Chica and the Seal Beach wetlands suggests that 
some of these marine species have and will continue to use the site for forage or 
roosting. This is expected to be minor and the Project as proposed would not 
noticeably impact their ability to utilize the area. The species of primary concern is 
the California least tern. It is a migratory water-associated bird present in the harbor 
from April to October each year. They feed in the shallow water areas on small fish. 
It is likely that this tern may at times feed in the area as the site is relatively close to 
nesting areas in nearby Bolsa Chica and Seal Beach. However, the importance of 
this area to tern foraging is negligible as there are sufficient foraging areas closer to 
the existing colonies. 

The intertidal plant species, notably Pickleweed and Saltwort (Batis), 
comprise a large portion of the relatively steep bank and intertidal area. Although 
these plants are abundant in the Huntington Harbour area, they none-the-less 
provide an important habitat desirable to preserve (Table 1). Terracing the banks as 
proposed would increase the area of the subtidal and allow additional area for the 
placement of other native saltwater tolerant species at the site. There are other 
benefits to the proposed Project including the removal of several non-native species 
in the area. These species, such as the Hottentot Fig (covering , could and should 
be removed from the site allowing additional area for native species. 

IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
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The observed subtidal flora and fauna are typical of southern California 
embayments. The observations made in the June 2000, April 2006 (CRM), and April 
and June 2012 and2016 surveys agree with past surveys of the Huntington Harbour 
area and the Project area (MBC 1972, 1975, 2000, 2012, 2016, CRM 2006). The 
conclusions in both the 2000 and 2006 and 2012 surveys regarding potential 
environmental effects remain valid for the 2016 survey. MBC in 2000 estimated that 
approximately 282 ft2 of native vegetation would be impacted by the Project, the 
2006 survey by CRM estimated a slightly smaller impact of 236 ft2, while the 2012 
survey (because of favorable design changes) placed the impact at only 50 ft2 (the 
area under the ramp from shore to the dock) with ongoing design changes proposing 
using materials that transmit light, that impact is estimated to have no negative effect 
on the project site habitat values so no loss of habitat is expected. 

Potential for shading impacts on the intertidal and subtidal this concern 
is for the potential shade from a 2-story high caretaker building that would be 
constructed on the site, any shadow from this building would be on unvegetated soft 
bottom or saltmarsh a small portion of the time depending on time of day and time of 
year. The construction and operation of the building at the Park Ave site will not 
result in substantial, adverse impacts to fish and invertebrates. Concerns about 
impacts due to shading from construction have been raised in recent years. These 
concerns have been general in nature (i.e., reduction in primary productivity, 
reduction in diversity and abundance, etc. However, there are no known studies or 
examples that quantify (or describe) biological effects of shade in southern 
California. 

While it is intuitive that a reduction in available sunlight will reduce primary 
productivity (photosynthesis), there is no evidence that this cascades to measurable 
impacts on higher trophic communities such as fish and invertebrates, likely due to 
the relatively small parcels of water affected by shade from building projects in 
southern California as a whole. Recent studies in Los Angeles and Long Beach 
Harbors indicate some higher abundance, biomass, and species richness on a piling 
subjected to shade compared to unshaded riprap communities, therefore the 
expected impact due to shading is reduced to zero  

 
Shading impacts due to structures floating on open water  the dock and the 
gangway would potentially shade openwater habitat and could affect eelgrass beds if 
present; however, the walkway and the deck of the dock will be composed of Fiber 
grate® molded 1" deep grating with a 3/4" x 4" rectangular mesh surface provides a 
62% open area. This exceeds the 60% minimum open area requirement set forth by 
the National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  

Concerns about the composition of the epifauna and infaunal organisms below the 
dock which floats with depth to the bottom about 2 to6 ft below the floating dock 
which depending on tidal level are present on or in a substrate of unconsolidated silt 
clay There is no mitigation proposed for these impacts because  there is no eelgrass 
present nor has any been observed during the past 12 years of monitoring. The 
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placement of six dock pilings will impact a very small amount of bottom sediment 
and result in disruption to less than 3ft2 of substrate and the use of the appropriate 
deck material will result in no loss if eelgrass was to appear in the area. Therefore 
net impact from shading of the open water is expected to be zero 

 

Fish and Invertebrate Subtidal Survey. There would be a very small loss of 
subtidal habitat (2 to 3.5ft2) and a small loss of infauna organisms due to the 
placement of 6 dock pier pilings which each cover an area of less than 1 ft2, Motile 
epibiota (invertebrates and fish) would move out of the area temporarily during 
construction. All of the species noted or known to be in the harbor are common bay 
residents and none are locally impoverished. The minorimpact of the dock pilings is 
amply mitigated by the removal of 125ft2 of rubble in the intertidal 

Eelgrass and Algae Subtidal Survey. While eelgrass is known to occur in 
the harbor area, no eelgrass was noted during the survey at or near the Project site 
during the 2000, 2006 (CRM) 2012) or 2016 surveys of the site. No other animal or 
plant species of environmental concern was observed subtidally. Thus, the Project is 
not expected to have any lasting effects on the subtidal algal, plant, or faunal 
communities. 

Avian Survey. Although no marine bird species were observed in the Project 
area in the 2000 survey, one species of marine bird was observed during a site visit 
in 2016 and four species were observed in 2012. Many species of marine birds are 
known to use the harbor area for feeding and nesting. The close proximity of 
Huntington Harbour to other environmentally sensitive habitats such as Bolsa Chica 
suggests that some of these marine species have used and will continue to use the 
site for forage or roosting. This use is expected to be minor and the Project as 
proposed would not noticeably impact their ability to utilize the area. The species of 
primary concern is the California least tern, a migratory water-associated bird 
present in the harbor from April to October each year. They feed in the shallow water 
areas on small fish. It is likely that this tern may at times feed in the area, as the site 
is relatively close to nesting areas in nearby Bolsa Chica and Seal Beach Wildlife 
Refuge (Figure 1). However, the importance of this area to least tern foraging is 
negligible as there are sufficient foraging areas closer to the existing colonies 

Terrrestrial and Salt Marsh Plant Survey. The intertidal salt marsh plant 
species, noticeably pickleweed and saltwort, comprise a portion of the relatively 
steep bank and intertidal area. Although these plants are abundant in the Huntington 
Harbour area, they none-the-less provide an important habitat desirable to preserve. 
The Project plan calls for these species to be preserved and enhanced 

MITIGATION 
The Project as proposed would have little or no impact on the marine or 

terrestrial habitats at the Project site. 
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Fish and Invertebrate Subtidal Mitigation. The actual loss of soft bottom 
habitat would be negligible. The banks of the site are littered with broken concrete 
and other construction rubble and there is a decomposed asphalt launch ramp on 
the site perpendicular to the bank and extending through the intertidal and into the 
subtidal area (Appendix A). The removal of the rubble covering about 125 ft2and 
asphalt ramp covering about 240 ft2 (#1Table1)will allow more and higher quality soft 
bottom habitat and intertidal habitat and improve water quality by removing a source 
of petroleum leaching into the waterway. 

Eelgrass Mitigation. No mitigation is necessary for eelgrass as none exists 
in or near the Project area. However, the site will be surveyed again for eelgrass and 
Caulerpa at least 60 days prior to construction and reports prepared and sent to the 
National Marine Fisheries Service, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
the Army Corps of Engineers, and other interested resource agencies. The potential 
for eelgrass at this site appears to be rather low as none has been observed at or 
near this site during numerous surveys of the area spanning over a decade. 

Avian Mitigation. The construction on the site will have little or no effect 
upon the avian populations of Huntington Harbour. Removal of the rubble and debris 
and the asphalt launch ramp will allow more fish to forage in the area which may 
provide a slight benefit overall for avian foragers and provide additional habitat for 
the small gobies that inhabit the intertidal. . The importance of this area to California 
least tern foraging is negligible as there are sufficient foraging areas closer to the 
existing colonies. There will be a small loss of open water habitat due to the 
presence of the dock (325 ft2)(#9Table1); however, recontouring the banks and 
terracing the slope to the water’s edge will result in an increase in the intertidal area 
of 168 linear feet by 1.5 ft or 252 ft2 of additional intertidal area and removing the 
rubble 125ft2 and degraded asphalt launch ramp will increase the usable subtidal 
area by 120 ft2, and intertidal area by 250ft2 also. Together these two mitigation 
items total 497 ft2 (#14,Table1)  of additional intertidal area and 120ft2 (#2,Table1) of 
subtidal area and will more than mitigate for the minor loss of open water by 
providing foraging area not previously available. Therefore no further mitigation 
would be necessary for the impacts to avian resources. 

Terrestrial and Salt Marsh Plant Mitigation. Approximately 85% of the site 
5,249ft2is covered by vegetation (Appendix A, Photos 7 and 10); however, less than 
25% (1544ft2)of the site contained native species and all of those were on the banks 
with the exception of several native Sea lavender plants which will be salvaged prior 
to construction. Loss of terrestrial habitat on the bulk of the Project site would be 
negligible and no mitigation is necessary for that terrestrial habitat as most of that 
area is covered by two non-native plant species of iceplant (hottentot fig and 
crystalline ice plant (covering approximately 65% (4014ft2) of the site both species 
are non-native species desirable to remove. 

The only important impact is the potential loss of salt marsh vegetation 
habitat on the banks. Although small in area, the loss of this salt marsh vegetation 
would add to the already great loss of wetland habitat in the Huntington Harbour 
area and will be mitigated by replacement in-kind. 
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Mitigation Measure 1. Most of the bank, with the exception of a portion 
shadowed by the access ramp, will be left undisturbed. The area at the top of the 
bank will be graded higher to reduce the potential for freshwater flow to the harbor 
and thereby the grading will create additional habitat area. Another mitigation 
measure would be the removal of the existing degraded asphalt launch ramp on the 
southeast side of the site (Photos 1 and 2 in Appendix A), that will result in benefits 
to the water quality of the area as well as providing additional space for native plant 
species.  To mitigate for any potential loss from the shadowing effect of the dock and 
access ramp fiber Crete will be used for planking which allows at least 62% light 
transmission to the area beneath the planking and is approved for such use by 
National Marine Fisheries Service The degraded launch ramp area would be 
terraced to give the water-land interface a more natural appearance using graded 
sediments which would be a good substrate for the new bank. A biologist would 
oversee the removal and care of desirable species and their replacement as soon as 
the bank has stabilized.  

Mitigation Measure 2. An important consideration is the amount of area on 
the banks that is currently occupied by non-native plant species. Approximately 25 to 
30% of the banks are unvegetated or covered by non-native species (Photos 3 and 
8, Appendix A). A benefit to the Project would include the removal of invasive, non-
native species, such as the Hottentot Fig (currently covering (1000ft2), providing 
additional area for native species. Pickleweed and a palette of other native species 
harvested from the existing marsh or purchased from a native plant nursery would 
be transplanted to the barren areas.  

Alternative Mitigation. A close look at the banks on the property reveals 
they are steep and undercut in many areas (Photos 8 and 9 in Appendix A). 
Although we propose to leave them undisturbed if that is preferred by the city and 
resource agencies, it would be more desirable from a biological perspective to 
terrace the bank area  down to the water’s edge. This would provide a more natural 
transition from the property to the water’s edge and increase the available habitat 
area of the banks for the proposed Project. None of the species found at the site are 
particularly fragile, and all would respond well to a well orchestrated transplant 
program at the site. The terracing would be accomplished with materials conducive 
to promoting the transplant. This would also increase the area of the subtidal and 
provide additional area for the installation of other native salt marsh species at the 
site. The removal of the concrete rubble will more than compensate for any reduction 
in use of the intertidal during construction activities by providing habitat of greater 
environmental value. 

Calculation of Loss of Habitat and Replacement. The loss of salt marsh 
habitat due to construction shading(access ramp) is approximately 75 ft2 

(#10,Table1). However, since the project will use fiber Crete planking the actual loss 
is 0. The net construction loss is 0 ft2. 

Calculation of Loss of Open Water Habitat. The loss of open water habitat 
due to construction of a dock is approximately 330 ft2 (#9, Table 1) The net 
construction loss is 330 ft2. 
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Calculation of Gains in Open Water Habitat. The net gain from the 
proposed mitigation avenues such as removing the asphalt launch ramp and 
terracing the bank in that area results in a gain of 8 ft by 30 ft (because of the 
increased slope) of 240 ft2. The net mitigation gain is 240 ft2 of open water 
previously unusable along with removal of the rubble (125ft2) totals365ft2. 
Resulting in a net unmitigated loss of zero 

Calculation of Gains in Salt Marsh Habitat.  The net gain from removing 
the asphalt ramp and terracing the banks equals an increase of about 168 ft by 1.50 
ft2 and120ft2 from removing the launch ramp from the bank. The combined two 
mitigation factors results in a net mitigation gain of Salt Marsh Habitat of 363ft2. 

Calculation of Gain in Intertidal Habitat. Terracing of the banks would 
result in a gain of at least 1.5 feet of Intertidal Habitat by 168 linear feet of shoreline 
this calculates to an increase of 252 ft2 of Intertidal Habitat/Openwater Habitat 
and allows the creation of still more Salt Marsh Habitat. 

There is a minor loss of subtidal soft bottom habitat amounting to less 
than3 ft 2 from the installation of six piles to keep the dock in place, overall 
loss of soft bottom habitat split equally between the intertidal and subtidal 
portions of the site. 

• The overall loss is 75 ft2 of Salt Marsh Habitat that is amply 
mitigated by a minimum creation of Salt Marsh Habitat of 150 ft2. 

• There is a loss of 330 ft2 of open water habitat which is amply 
mitigated by the creation of 363 ft2 of previously unusable open 
water habitat by removal of the asphalt launch ramp (which continues 
to leach petroleum products into the bay) and by removal of the rubble 
covering an additional 125ft2 .of intertidal area 

• Additional intertidal habitat is created by the terracing of the banks 
resulting in the intertidal area increasing by 1.5 ft along the entire 
water front of 168 ft which equates to an increase in intertidal area 
of 272 ft2.  

• In total there is an increase of 635 ft2 which more than offsets the 
loss of 330 ft2 of open water habitat and loss of 3 ft2 of intertidal, 
subtidal habitat from the pier pilings. 

In addition to the aforementioned mitigation, the Project will observe all 
standard site related Best Management Practices including berming the construction 
site to prevent water and sediment from discharging to the bay and restricting 
operations if marine mammals or turtles are sighted nearby. 

With careful construction supervised by a wetland ecologist, the site would 
result in a more desirable wetland transitional habitat.  

 

CONCLUSION 
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The Project as proposed would have little or no impact upon the marine or 
terrestrial habitats at the Project site. The loss of some of the subtidal soft bottom 
habitat would be mitigated by removal of the eroded and degraded launch ramp at 
the site. Losses of the terrestrial habitat on the top portion of the bank at the site 
would be negligible as most of that habitat is covered by non-native species which 
are desirable to remove. Loss of habitat on the banks, although small in area, would 
add to the already huge loss of wetland habitat in the Huntington Harbour area. It 
would be desirable and practical to replace this habitat after the banks are terrraced 
for the proposed Project. A biologist would oversee the removal and care of 
desirable species on site until it is feasible to replant into the terraced bank areas. 
desirable substrate for the transplant and increase intertidal habitat. Another 
potential benefit of the Project would be to remove the degraded asphalt launch 
ramp that exists at the site. Part of the area of the bank and intertidal area is covered 
with asphalt (See photos No. 5 and 6). The removal of this would have a benefit on 
the water quality of the area as well as provide additional space for native species to 
be cultivated. Although the overall loss of habitat is insignificant, careful construction 
on the site could result in a more desirable wetland transitional habitat.  

Responses to comments received from the Department of Fish and Wildlife 
on July 3, 2015 are attached in Appendix B. 
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APPENDIX A 

Photos of Park Ave Site April 2012 
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Photo 1. Ice Plant and Salt Grass Looking towards PCH, April 17, 2012 . 

 

Photo 2. Degraded Asphalt Launch Ramp and Debris April 17, 2012 . 
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Photo 3. Jaumea, Sea Lavender, and Ice Plant Northeast, April 17, 2012 . 

 

Photo 4. Ice Plant and Rocky Rubble in intertidal, April 17, 2012 
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Photo 5. Pickleweed, Green Alga Ulva in Intertidal, April 17, 2012 . 

 

Photo 6. Intertidal Area showing Seaward Slope with rubble in intertidal and 
hottentot fig in foreground, April 17, 2012 . 
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Photo 7.Site Entrance, Salt Grass in Foreground and Ice Plant Looking North, April 
17, 2012 

 

Photo 8. Bank with rubble, Jaumea and Iceplant, April 17, 2012 . 
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Photo 9. Undercut Bank with Ice Plant, Royal Palms in Background, April 17, 2012 

 

Photo 10. Weedy Property Boundary with Ice Plant, Royal Palms in Background, 
April 17, 2012 
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APPENDIX B 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE ON THE 

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
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On Wednesday MAY 27, 2015, the Huntington Beach Environmental Assessment 
Committee approved the processing of a mitigated negative declaration for the Park 
Avenue Marina Project. The City’s action was then circulated for public comment. A 
response to comments letter was prepared by the applicant and provided to the City on 
February 16, 2016. Recommendations by Fish and Wildlife were to provide further 
responses to comments received from the Department of Fish and on 3 July 2015 in 
that letter they asked that the following items at a minimum be included in a revised 
biological impact assessment for the project. This should include a comprehensive 
wetland and shading impact assessment: 

1. Provide a wetland delineation map and a habitat loss/gain tabulation and 
summary table reflecting the net losses of wetland, wetland plants, mudflats and 
all other native habitats affected by the project proposal.  Include offsets in the 
summary table showing compensation used to offset the impacted area of each 
habitat. Done in text above 

2. Given the amount of pickle weed that was observed at the time of the site visit, 
we recommend that areas of wetland losses and shading be re-surveyed to 
update the actual conditions at this point in time.  Pickle weed areas to be 
replanted should be recalculated and presented in a table format.  Other species 
of native wetland plants should be included in the impacts assessment for re-
planting. This has been completed for this revision . This is important with 
respect to demonstrating that impacts are being fully mitigated below a level of 
significance all affected native plants will be salvaged and replanted to the banks 
of the project site consisting of every species feasible on the habitat palette. 

3. The shading impacts on water and wetland substrates including over water 
coverage of dock and gangway was either not assessed for some elements or 
not fully described and discussed for others.  A comprehensive assessment of 
overwater structure shading impacts with appropriate mitigation measures should 
be included.  No mitigation measures are warranted or proposed as the 
structures will be comprised of products which transmit light negating any 
potential shading impacts.  

4. There were discrepancies and data gaps in the project description and proposed 
mitigation areas in the MND that need to be rectified, including an explanation for 
not providing a revision or complete update.  There are many inconsistencies 
between the 2012 survey assessment and the MND that caused 
confusion.  Therefore, revision should be provided to rectify this matter to ensure 
data it is clear and consistent throughout the environmental  description on top of 
the proposed site  and 15 to 20 ft from the edge of the bank a plant palate was 
produced  the surrounding outer edge of the site was colonized by hottentot fig 
iceplant covering approximately 88 m2 (947ft2)within the site there is also 
approximately 92.92 m2(1000ft2) of hottentot fig iceplant; in addition a patch of 
shoregrass was also found on the site covering 93 m2     (1000ft2) and a barren 
patch covering 29 m2 (312ft2). There was no pickleweed at the top of the bank 
but 4.5m2 (48.42ft2)of pickleweed was found on the bank For example, clarify 
mitigation in the MND for pickleweed (25 feet in MND verses 2013 site 
assessment report indicates 50 square feet) There is no discrepancy, the patch 
simply grew larger in the interim between reports.  It was slightly smaller during 
this survey.  
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5. The elements of the project that would cause significant impacts were not 
adequately detailed in order for the Department to evaluate the adequacy of the 
impact assessments.  The assessment should be divided in two parts to address 
terrestrial and marine resources.  done  

6. The purpose of project elements should be clearly stated as to why these 
elements are necessary for small boats, kayaks etc. that don’t need to be docked 
in water permanently.  They need to be on a secure storage location such as the 
dock to deter theft and more importantly to reduce potential damage to the 
intertidal and saltmarsh habitat from dragging the canoes and kayaks  across 
and trampling the mudflats Explain necessity for the dredging none planned in 
this revision, piles are necessary to keep dock in place and from being a hazard 
to navigation if not anchored securely, dock area (330 square feet to be formed 
out of fibercrete eliminating shading), The project description does not provide 
adequate details on construction design proposed for terracing, dredging, pile 
and pile driving, docks, gangway and retaining wall. For example: done below 

• Fully describe the dredge proposal such as the area, volume, before and 
after depths, mapping, diagrams etc. there will be no dredging on site in 
this revision. 

• Describe the number (6) and type of piles(concrete 8 in dia) building 
materials proposed for piles. and other structures will incorporate 
fiberglass grating as it is translucent.  . 

• Shading area of water or mudflat should be fully described no shading in 
this revision   

• Docks and gangway would use transparent materials such as fibercrete 
to avoid shading impacts and allow light to pass through to mudflats. 
done 

• The intertidal slope will be designed to mimic the natural slopes without a 
concrete bulkhead or rocks.   

• If fill is necessary, then it will be matched to the natural sediments and 
functions and will not cause erosion. 

• Native sediments to be placed will be clean and will not bury or smoother native 
plants or invertebrates within the mudflats.  Concerns about shading due to 
shading from construction have been raised in recent years. These concerns 
have been general in nature (i.e., reduction in primary productivity, reduction in 
diversity and abundance, etc. However, there are no known studies or examples 
that quantify (or describe) biological effects of shade in southern California. 

While it is intuitive that a reduction in available sunlight will reduce primary 
productivity (photosynthesis), there is no evidence that this cascades to measurable 
impacts on higher trophic communities such as fish and invertebrates, likely due to 
the relatively small parcels of water affected by shade from building projects in 
southern California as a whole. Recent studies in Los Angeles and Long Beach 
Harbors indicate some higher abundance, biomass, and species richness on a piling 
subjected to shade compared to unshaded riprap.communities There is little chance 
the 2 story building would pose any additional impact to the barren unvegetated bay 
bottom on the infaunal or epifauna unvegetated bay bottom such as mudflats . 
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