DRAFT
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
PORT OF LEWISTON DOCK EXPANSION AND STORAGE AREA
DEVELOPMENT

The Walla Walla District Corps of Engineers (Corps) proposes to approve use of Corpsowned property by the Port of Lewiston (Port) for expansion of their existing dock and development
of a graveled storage area at the existing Port facilities in Lewiston, Idaho. These facilities are
located on the right (north) bank of the Clearwater River at River Mile 1.5 at the upstream end of
the reservoir formed by the Corps’ Lower Granite Dam. This reservoir is part of the
Columbia/Snake Inland Waterway that provides for inland waterborne navigation between the
Pacific Ocean and Lewiston. The Corps constructed a flood protection levee along the shore as part
of the dam project and owns a variable width strip of land along the levee. The Port has an
easement from the Corps to use a portion of the land and levee for port and industrial purposes.
Under the terms of the easement, the Port must obtain Corps approval before making modifications
to the property. Because the Port’s proposed project includes modification to an existing Corps
structure (the levee), the Corps must also review the Port’s project under 33 USC 408 (Section 408).
The Environmental Assessment addresses potential effects associated with proposed action and any
reasonable alternatives.
The purpose of the proposed action is to provide the Port with additional dock space for more
efficient handling of cargo and to increase the storage area available for cargo and equipment. This
may enable the Port to remain competitive with other modes of freight transportation and to
continue to meet its responsibilities as a generator of local economic activity.
The EA considered six alternatives: (1) No Action; (2) Dock Expansion and Storage Area
Development (Proposed Action); (3) Improve Productivity at the Existing Dock (No-Build); (4)
Add an Additional Berth; (5) Relocate the dock; and (6) Relocate the dock. The Corps identified
screening criteria to determine which alternatives to consider further. The only alternative that met
the criteria was the Proposed Action, therefore it was the only alternative ( in addition to the No
Actin alternative) carried forward for additional analysis.
The Corps identified alternative 2 as its proposed action/preferred alternative. Under this
alternative, the Port would expand the existing dock facility and develop 2.1 acres of storage area.
Expansion of the dock facility would consist of relocating the cellular sheet pile mooring dolphin
located just downstream of the existing dock, extending the sheet pile bulkhead that forms the dock,
installing tiebacks and deadmen, backfilling the dock area to grade, regrading the adjacent yard and
installing a new storm draining system, paving, and installing the fender and barge handling
systems. Storage area development would consist of grading to level the area and placement of a
12-inch thick gravel layer. No other improvements would be needed.
The proposed dock expansion and storage area development would have environmental
effects in several resource areas, although none of them would be considered significant. Water
quality effects would be minimal. There would be a short term increase in turbidity when the sheet

pile was being installed, however, the plume would be small and should dissipate rapidly. Once the
piling is in place, it would act as a coffer dam that would contain any turbidity generated by the
placement of fill material. Installation of a new oil/water separator would improve the quality of
storm water runoff from the site.
The proposed action would have an adverse effect on several fish species listed as threatened
under the Endangered Species Act or their critical habitat. The Port has committed to implementing
conservation measures to reduce the magnitude of the effects such as performing the work during
the summer, using a vibratory hammer to install sheet pile, and utilizing best management practices
to reduce potential release of toxins into the river.
The proposed action may have positive effects on socioeconomics and transporation. The Port
would be able to improve its efficiency in handling cargo, which could reduce time and costs and
may help make the Port more competitive with other ports and transportation modes. However, this
would not necessarily result in any increase in the number of barges, the amount of cargo, or the use
of the Port as a transportation hub as usage is largely based on the state of the economy and on
unknown market forces.
Impacts of the dock expansion on the terrestrial environment, aquatic environment, cultural
resources would be minimal. The project location has been heavily affected by commercial and
industrial development and is already devoid of shoreline vegetation. The proposed storage area is
a dredged material disposal site and supports a sparse cover of non-native weeds. The dock
expansion would result in the loss of about 0.12 acreas of open water habitat, but this would not
significantly reduce the amount of aquatic habitat in the lower Clearwater River. Both the dock
expansion and the development of the gravel storage area would occur entirely on land that has
been used for upland disposal of dredged material, therefore there would be no potential to affect
archaeological sites. The in-water portion of the dock expansion would not be located near any
known archaeological sites.
The Corps selected alternative 2 because it would improve the Port’s efficiency in handling
cargo with minimal environmental effects and would be only a minor modification to the levee.
The technical, environmental, and social aspects of the dock expansion and storage area
development were evaluated in the project EA. Coordination with Federal and state agencies,
Indian tribes, and interested public was accomplished through two public comment period and a
public hearing. Based on the information provided by the public and in the EA, I find that
approving the Port’s request to expand their dock and develop the storage area would not result in
significant environmental impacts and that an environmental impact statement is not required.
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