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area is mostly affected by low volume traffic on Murray and Norton Roads, arterial traffic on
Central Avenue, Beau Pre Golf Course activities, aircraft traffic and periodic timber harvests. No
industrial noise affects the project site.

Central Avenue is located approximately 0.75 miles west of the project site. Eastbound traffic on
Norton Road typically turns south onto Beau Pre Drive to access the golf course, or north onto
Dow’s Prairie Road, rather than continuing into the residential area adjacent to the site.

Southerly portions of the project area have a Noise Impact Combining Zone (N) due to its
proximity to Murray Road. This ‘N’ designation applies to land uses that have a noise exposure
level of equal to, or in excess of, 60 dB CNEL. Development and construction requirements
pursuant to the ‘N’ combining zone would ensure that people residing or working within the
project area are not exposed to excessive noise levels from Murray Road vehicular traffic.
(Humboldt County 2002)

The project site’s west border is adjacent to, but outside, Arcata-Eureka Airport noise contours.
Land uses within these contours can expect to be exposed to noise consistent with airport
activities. The project site is adjacent to, but outside, a 60 CNEL contour, which according to the
Arcata-Eureka Airport Master Plan, is the maximum exterior noise level allowable for residential
or noise sensitive land uses (e.g. schools, hospitals, convalescent homes, etc.).

Regulatory Context

Humboldt County General Plan

The project site is located within McKinleyville and is subject to both the Humboldt County
General Plan (Framework Plan 1984) and the McKinleyville Community Plan (MCP 2002)
(Humboldt County 2002).

The Humboldt County General Plan-Framework (§3240)

Based o the California Noise Insulation Standards, the General Plan appendix contains noise
level contours for state highways, elected county roads, and county airports. These noises
contours and other available noise information are used with the noise compatibility matrix. This
matrix establishes requirements for project approval to ensure that new development is consistent
with the General Plan. Per the compatibility matrix within the Framework, residential single-
family homes have a maximum interior exposure L4, = 45. The ‘clearly acceptable’ and
‘normally acceptable’ range for outdoor exposure is Lg, < 45 to Ly = 55.

Residential structures that are located within an airport CNEL contour of 60 dB are required to
have an acoustical analysis to show that structures have been designed to limit interior noise to
allowable levels.

Fences, dense landscaping, berms and noise insulation can be used to mitigate the hazards of
excessive noise levels. Noise insulation standards have been developed by the State for
application to all new multi-family residential construction.
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McKinleyville Community Plan (§3242)

The MCP identifies roads and the Arcata-Eureka Airport as principal permanent noise sources.
Roads considered primary noise generators are Highway 101 and Central Avenue. Both of these
roads have high traffic volumes that are projected to increase.

Identified in MCP EIR noise contour maps, noise level projections for Highway 101, Central
Avenue and Murray Road show that by 2020 these areas will have a CNEL of 60. MCP policies
determine that it is “normally unacceptable” for residential uses to be exposed to a CNEL greater
than 55. If residences are constructed within noise contour greater than 55 CNEL, barriers must
be erected between the site and prominent noise sources to make the outdoor environment more
tolerable.

Environmental Protection Agency

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) identifies 45 Ly, indoors and 55 Lg, outdoors as
public health and welfare thresholds. A standard construction wood frame house reduces noise
transmission by about 15 dB. Since interior noise levels for residences are not to exceed 45 dB,
the maximum acceptable exterior noise level for residences is 60 dB without any additional
insulation needed. This would vary depending on the land use designation, adjacent uses,
distance to noise source, and intervening topography, vegetation, other buffers and barriers.

Significance Thresholds

For evaluating the impacts of noise from of the proposed project, an impact is considered to be
significant if it meets one of the following criteria.
If the project would:

e Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;

e Expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels;

e (Cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project;

e (ause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project;

e Expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels, if the
project is located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport; and if the project
would; and

e Expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels, if the
project is within the vicinity of a private airstrip.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Noise sources in McKinleyville are identified as traffic from U.S. 101, Central Avenue and the
Eureka-Arcata Airport. (Humboldt County 1984)

The proposed project would result in increased noise levels. Short-term noise impacts would
come from construction activities. The long-term noise impacts would come from day-to-day
residential activities (e.g. noise from vehicles and/or human activities).

Impact 4.8.1: Long-Term Noise Impacts

Impact Analysis: The traffic associated with Murray Road and Central Avenue is the primary
noise source of the project site. Currently, anticipated noise generation from the proposed project
would not exceed the maximum acceptable exterior noise level for residences of 60 dB and
would be within the EPA outdoor threshold of 55 L4, (equivalent to 55 CNEL).

In the future, portions of the site are expected to exceed the 55 CNEL noise standard for
residential land uses by year 2020 (MCP-Figure 8) due to the property’s proximity to, and traffic
increases on, Murray Road. When exterior noise levels elevate above the 55 CNEL noise
standard, structures shall be constructed with appropriate insulation so as to not exceed an
interior noise level of 45 dB (Humboldt County 2006).

Based on the MCP EIR noise projections, development along Murray Road must setback 80 feet
from the centerline of the nearest travel lane in order to be outside the of the 60 CNEL noise
contour.

As noise attenuates over distance, the setbacks identified above would ensure that noise would
be well within acceptable levels as identified in the Humboldt County General Framework Plan,
Figure 3-2. The depth of proposed lots on Murray Road is sufficient to meet setbacks and allow
for residential development.

Level of Impact Before Mitigation: Significant.

Mitigation Measure(s):

Mitigation Measure 4.8.1a: Require residences to be setback at least 80 feet from the centerline
of Murray Road with vegetated buffer. This setback is sufficient to attenuate noise levels for
residences located closest to the road. (Humboldt County 2006)

Level of Impact After Mitigation: Less-than-significant.

Impact 4.8.2: Short-term Noise Impacts

Impact Analysis: Short-term noise impacts are expected to result from typical on-site

construction and equipment/machinery operations. These operations are to be undertaken during
daylight business hours so as to avoid nighttime noise.
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Although few residences and a small portion of the golf course are adjacent to the site, adjacent
residents and patrons of Beau Pre Golf Course would likely hear construction noise; therefore, if
noise levels are above County standards for construction, the effects would be significant.

Level of Impact Before Mitigation: Significant.

Mitigation Measure(s):

Mitigation Measure 4.8.2a: Construction activities shall be restricted to the hours between 7:00
a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on
Saturdays.

Mitigation Measure 4.8.2b All proposed uses must comply with the noise standards identified in
Figure 3-2 of the Humboldt County General Plan.

Mitigation Measure 4.8.2c All mechanical equipment and vehicles shall be fitted with proper
functioning mufflers to mitigate construction noise.

Level of Impact After Mitigation: Less-than-significant.

Impact 4.8.3: Impacts from Airport Noise

Impact Analysis: A small portion of the project site is located within an airport land use plan;
however, the project site is adjacent to, not within, the 60 CNEL Noise Contour for the Arcata-
Eureka Airport. Residential uses are discouraged from being located within this contour
(Humboldt County 2005). As the entire project site is outside this contour and is not located
within the vicinity of a private airstrip, impacts from airport noise is not significant.

Level of Impact Before Mitigation: Less-than-significant.

Mitigation Measure(s): None required.
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4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality

This section presents an analysis of potential hydrology, drainage and water quality impacts of
the proposed Beau Pre Heights subdivision (proposed project or project site). The term “project
area’ is used to refer to the Norton Creek and Widow White watersheds from Central Avenue to
the west, to the ridgeline that divides McKinleyville and Fieldbrook forming the upper watershed
boundary to the east.

Hydrology analysis includes quantity and flow for both surface and ground water. The term
hydrology, when applied to proposed developments, generally refers to water flows within the
pre- and post-development drainage regime. Water draining from a given land area depends on a
number of factors including the rainfall, slope, infiltration and conveyance.

Site development can affect water quality, most often by removing permeable land cover and
replacing it with impervious surfaces. Over time, these surfaces collect pollutants and may

contribute to runoff contamination. This runoff can then be conveyed to natural and engineered
drainages, resulting in negative water quality impacts.

Environmental Setting
Hydrology and Drainage

Surface Water

The project site is located on gently sloping topography in northeast McKinleyville and is within
two of six identified McKinleyville watersheds, Norton and Widow White Creek (MCP 2002).
The Norton Creek watershed is located in the northeast portion of the project site (Figure 4.9-1).
It includes the area south of the Dow’s Prairie/Arcata-Eureka Airport and extends south to the
north fork of Widow White Creek. Waters from Norton Creek converge with Widow White
Creek. The Norton Creek watershed occupies approximately 1.6 square miles. (Humboldt
County 2003)

The Widow White Creek watershed encompasses the southwest portion of the project site. This
watershed is bordered by the Norton Creek watershed to the north, and Mill Creek watershed to
the south. Widow White Creek watershed extends west to the Pacific Ocean and east to the
ridgeline between McKinleyville and Fieldbrook. Flows from Widow White Creek empty into
the north end of the Mad River Estuary. The Widow White Creek watershed occupies
approximately 3.60 square miles (Humboldt County 2003).

The project site is comprised of approximately 79 acres of Norton Creek watershed and
approximately 117 acres of Widow White Creek watershed.

Norton Creek is a perennial Class | watercourse located approximately 100 feet northwest of the
project site. The site also contains two intermittent Class Il watercourses, four intermittent Class
111 watercourses, and five small wetlands totaling 1.51 acres (Spencer Engineering 2007).
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Surface water drainages flow west and northwest to Norton and Widow White Creeks located
off-site (SHN 2008).

Currently, the McKinleyville area averages 38 inches of rainfall per year. The project site is well
drained as much of the rainfall remains on-site, infiltrating to become ground watercourses. With
the exception of a single, relatively deep watercourse along the western edge of the project site,
the site is drained by a series of broad, low-gradient swales that flow intermittently following
peak rain events (SHN Consulting 2008). Eventually, water moving through the project area and
McKinleyville drains to Mad River.

Seasonal wetlands are present within the project site, totaling approximately 1.5 acres. Further
discussion on wetlands can be found in the *Biological Resources’ section of this EIR.

Groundwater

Due to landform, groundwater flows in this area from east to west. The McKinleyville area does
not utilize groundwater as the water source for the community. The project area is dependent
upon community water provided by the McKinleyville Community Services District (MCSD).

Flooding

Creeks and streams overflow banks when runoff from the watershed exceeds the capacity of the
stream channel. Flooding on McKinleyville’s small streams usually peak and recede quickly,
while floods on the larger streams may exceed flood stage for two days or more. McKinleyville
has retained many of the natural drainage swales which have historically accommodated water
runoff throughout the community. (Humboldt 2002)

The project area is not located in a flood plain and is characterized by small streams that do not
contribute to flood conditions.

Water Quality

Contaminants carried by site runoff derive from point and non-point sources. Point sources
include easily verifiable discharge points such as sewage treatment plants or industrial outfalls.
Non-point sources represent diffused contamination over wider areas, including agriculture and
urbanized lands.

Impurities in the local surface runoff have the potential to influence surface water quality in the
project area. Rainfall in the project area is intercepted by forest vegetation and infiltrates ground
cover. Runoff from surrounding land uses does not flow on-site.

Timber harvesting would occur prior to development to allow for roadways and other
improvements.
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Regulatory Context

The most significant requirements, for the purposes of this EIR, are requirements preventing
water quality degradation from “non-point sources”, which are sources of water pollution which
do not come from a defined “point source”.

Humboldt County General Plan

The project site is located in unincorporated Humboldt County and is subject to both the
Humboldt County General Plan (Framework Plan; 1984) and the McKinleyville Community
Plan (MCP; 2002). Hydrology and water quality General Plan goals and policies applicable to
the proposed project are listed in Table 4.9-1.

Table 4.9-1
Humboldt County General Plan Goals and Policies: Hydrology and Water Quality

Plan Policy # | Policy

Framework | 4235 (2) | Natural drainage ways shall be utilized where possible to convey
drainage flows consistent with streamside management policies in the
General Plan.

Framework | 4512 (2) | Regulate development that could pollute watershed areas as defined in
Section 3362.1

MCP 3310 (1) | Natural drainage courses, including intermittent streams, shall be
retained and protected from development which would impede the
natural drainage pattern, increase erosion or sedimentation, or have a
significant adverse effect on water quality or wildlife habitat.

MCP 3310 (2) | Maximum protection shall be given to the broad flood plains of Mill
Creek, Widow White Creek and Norton Creek. These areas act as
storage areas for peak flows, as well as providing capacity.

MCP 3310 (4) | Natural vegetation within and immediately adjacent to the bankfull
stream channel shall be maintained except for flood control and public
safety purposes.

MCP 3310 The following erosion and sediment control measures shall be

(12) incorporated into development design and improvements: A)

Minimize soil exposure during the rainy season by proper timing of
grading and construction; B) Retain natural vegetation where feasible;
C) Vegetate and mulch denuded areas to protect them from winter
rains; D) Divert runoff from steep denuded slopes and critical areas
with barriers or ditches; E) Minimize length and steepness of slopes by
benching, terracing or constructing diversion structures; F) Trap
sediment-ladened runoff in basins to allow soil particles to settle out
before flows are released to receiving waters; G) Inspect sites
frequently to ensure control measures are working properly and correct
problems as needed. H) Allowance for the construction of public roads,
trails, and utilities, when properly mitigated.
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Humboldt County Code

Title 111, Division Il, Chapter 1: Humboldt County Grading, Excavation, Erosion, and
Sedimentation Control

Humboldt County passed an ordinance in 2002 that regulates grading and excavation activities. It
requires submission of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (for projects that would disturb
one acre or more), containing identified drainage features, erosion control measures, and an
inspection schedule, with the development application.

Title 111, Division Il Appendix Section 10: Drainage Facilities

Flood control and drainage facilities affording positive storm water disposal shall be designed
and provided by the subdivider. The subdivider shall construct any drainage facilities that may
be necessary to protect property within and affected by the subdivision.

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Basin Plan

Overseeing water quality in California involves the statewide regulatory agency, State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and a series of statewide water quality management plans,
or basin plans. Primary implementation of these statewide plans is largely delegated to regional
implementing boards, with the North Coast Regional Water Quality Board (NCRWQB) being
the regional board for McKinleyville.

The relevant Basin Plan for the project area is the “Water Quality Control Plan for the North
Coast Region.” The basic strategy adopted in this plan is to prohibit uses and activities which
would degrade “beneficial uses” designated for waters covered by the plan. This plan establishes
a number of policies regarding water quality objectives.

Comments were received from the NCRWQCB during the scoping process and have been
addressed.

Significance Thresholds

For evaluating the hydrology and water quality impacts of the proposed project, an impact is
considered to be significant if the project would:

e Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;

e Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted);
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e Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site;

e Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site;

e Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;

e Otherwise substantially degrade water quality;

e Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map;

e Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows;

e Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam;

e Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Potential impacts to hydrology, existing drainage patters and water quality were analyzed in the
Initial Study (Appendix B of this EIR), the McKinleyville Community Plan, the Humboldt
County General Plan and the Beau Pre Heights Subdivision Preliminary Drainage Analysis
(Drainage Study).

Impact 4.9.1: Hydrology and Drainage

Impact Analysis: The proposed project would direct runoff towards Norton and Widow White
Creek watersheds. The project works to maintain and use these natural drainages by
incorporating building setbacks to protect natural drainages, by ensuring that no natural
vegetation would be disturbed in the vicinity of Norton and Widow White Creeks and by
designing the project such that post-construction runoff would not exceed pre-construction
runoff. Site development would not increase downstream peak flows.

The proposed project would impact groundwater quality as the development would ultimately
increase impervious surfaces (streets, parking areas, buildings, etc.) and reduce pervious land for
groundwater recharge and infiltration. With mitigation, most of the runoff would infiltrate land
cover through bio-swales and rain gardens and would have a minor effect on the rate and flow of
groundwater on- and off-site. See the “Utilities and Public Services” section of this EIR for
further detail on planned drainage facilities.

The proposed project does not include any direct groundwater withdrawals; therefore, would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies. There are no known aquifers on-site, so the project
would not interfere with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net reduction in
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aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. The impact associated with the
loss of groundwater infiltration is considered less than significant.

Level of Impact Before Mitigation: Significant.
Mitigation Measure(s):

Mitigation Measure 4.9.1a: Because the proposed project will result in changes in absorption
rates, thereby changing infiltration and the rate and volume of surface runoff, the applicant shall
submit a Drainage Report to the Humboldt County Department of Public Works-Land Use
Division. The drainage report and proposed improvements shall incorporate the policies included
within Section 3310 of the McKinleyville Community Plan. All proposed drainage
improvements shall also be reviewed and approved by the Land Use Division.

Level of Impact After Mitigation: Less-than-significant.

Impact 4.9.2: Water Quality

Impact Analysis: The pollutants associated with site runoff are a primary factor in water quality
impacts. Construction and post-construction activities have the potential to affect water quality.
Because the runoff from the project site would directly discharge into surface waters, it may alter
surface water quality.

During construction, sediment from erosion and grading activities, oil and grease from
equipment and vehicles, fertilizers and herbicides all have the potential to contribute to surface
and groundwater pollution.

Post- construction water quality impacts are directly related to the allowed site uses and
pollutants associated with stormwater runoff from those allowed uses. As the project proposes
residential use, the pollutant levels would be low. On-site stormwater facilities (bio-swales and
rain gardens) would be used to remove pollutants through sedimentation and filtration.

It is anticipated that individual owners may clear timber on lots for residences, roadways, and
other permitted uses. Extensive clearing may affect runoff rates and increase sedimentation.

There are no proposed uses which could be considered a point source pollutant, meaning a direct
discharge of any source (e.g. treatment plant, heavy manufacturing, etc.).

The project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.
Level of Impact Before Mitigation: Significant.

Mitigation Measure(s): See ‘Utilities and Public Services’ section on Impact 4.5.3: Drainage
Impacts (Runoff/Stormwater) of this EIR and Mitigation Measures 4.5.3.a through 4.5.3.h.

Level of Impact After Mitigation: Less-than-significant.
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Impact 4.9.3: Flooding

Impact Analysis: The proposed project is not currently in a floodplain, nor would the project
contribute to flooding on- or off-site following construction. The MCP states that “development
shall only be allowed in such a manner that downstream peak flows would not be increased.” To
manage stormwater runoff that may have otherwise contributed to flooding, the project is
conditioned with mitigation to address this policy.

Level of Impact Before Mitigation: Significant.

Mitigation Measure(s): ‘Utilities and Public Services’ section on Impact 4.5.3: Drainage
Impacts (Runoff/Stormwater) in this EIR and Mitigation Measures 4.5.3.a through 4.5.3.h.

Level of Impact After Mitigation: Less-than-significant.
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4.10 Agricultural and Timber Resources

This section presents an analysis of potential impacts to timber and agricultural resources
resulting from the proposed Beau Pre Heights subdivision (proposed projector project site).

Environmental Setting

The Beau Pre Heights project site encompasses 197.3 acres of tree and scrub covered hillsides
and ridge. The project site is in the unincorporated McKinleyville area of Humboldt County,
California; it is bounded on the north by Norton Road, on the south by Murray Road, and on the
east by the Beau Pre Golf Course. Rural agricultural properties lie north of Norton Road, and
timberlands lie south of Murray Road and immediately east of the project site.

Several logging skid roads bisect the project site as a result of previous timber harvesting
activities. Prior logging activity has resulted in vegetation that is predominantly scrub
undergrowth with scattered pockets of second growth alder, Sitka spruce and Douglas fir. The
site extends across a relatively flat ridge top surrounded by moderate to steep slopes ranging
from 2% to 17%. Elevations on the project site range from 255 feet in the southwest corner to
492 feet in the southeast corner; the proposed water tanks would sit at an elevation of 570 feet
(Humboldt County 2006).

Regulatory Context

The project site is located within the portion of unincorporated Humboldt County covered by
both the Humboldt County Framework Plan (Humboldt County 1984) and the McKinleyville
Community Plan (MCP) (Humboldt County 2002). The MCP identifies the project site as being
outside the designated Urban Development Boundary of McKinleyville but within the
community’s Urban Expansion Boundary. The Urban Expansion Boundary includes areas that
are considered rural in nature and where development is limited, but which are within the
McKinleyville Community Services District (MCSD) water and sewer service areas.

The McKinleyville area contains several parcels zoned for timber and agricultural production;
these parcels are afforded protective measures by local land use laws only if they are currently in
production.

The project site is currently designated by the MCP as Agriculture Suburban (AS) and zoned as
Agriculture General with Building Site Airport, Noise and Wetland/Riparian Habitat combining
zones (AG-B7(0.50)-AP-N-WR). The AS designation permits single family residences, cottage
industries, educational and religious activities, and agriculture, with residential density of one
dwelling unit per 2%z acres. The AG zoning is applied to areas in which agriculture is the
predominant use and rural residential uses (one-family dwellings, farm dwellings, rooming and
boarding houses, manufactured homes) are secondary. Currently, no agricultural production
occurs on the project site or within one mile of the site.
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The proposed offsite water storage tanks would be installed on land that is currently designated
and zoned Timber Production (T land use designation and TPZ zoning). The MCP restricts
development on timber lands, but allows limited non-timber land uses considered by the County
to be compatible with timber production. MCP §2721.2(D) permits development and
maintenance of gas, electricity, water or communication transmission facilities (as consistent
with §2514.2) so long as the activities do not significantly interfere with the timber production
uses for which the land is zoned.

Because the MCP only affords protection to lands which are currently used for agricultural or
timber production, the County encourages Planned Unit Development to cluster subdivisions
within and beyond the Urban Expansion Area (MCP 82505.4) as a means of preserving open
space and agricultural lands. Clustered development would be consistent with the MCP goals for
preserving open space and sensitive elements.

Significance Thresholds
Impacts to agricultural and timber resources would be significant if the proposed project would:

e Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland) to non-agricultural use (The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program in
the California Resources Agency, Department of Conservation maintains detailed maps
of these and other farmland categories.)

o Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

« Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature,
could individually or cumulatively result in loss of Farmland to non-agricultural use?

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Timber and agricultural resource impacts were analyzed in the Initial Study prepared for the
proposed project and found not to be significant. For the Initial Study, maps produced by the
California Resources Agency Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program were consulted to
determine agriculturally-sensitive areas. The MCP and Humboldt County zoning maps were
also used to determine current land uses and potential land use conflicts.

Impact 4.10.1: Conversion of Farm or Timberland to other uses.

Impact Analysis: The proposed project would convert the 1.0-acres off-site water tank site,
which is currently zoned TPZ, to a non-timber use. However, in accordance with MCP
82721.2(D), the development falls within the allowable uses of the timber lands on which the
proposed water tanks would be located.

There is not currently agricultural production at the project site, agricultural production is not a
predominant activity on the surrounding parcels, and land use and zoning designations anticipate
residential development on these parcels. The project site does not contain Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.
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This project site has been historically used for timber production. Timber lands, directly east of
the project site have the potential to impact, and be impacted by, the project site. Roads
providing access to the project site (Murray Rd.) are also used by logging trucks to access timber
surrounding the project site. These logging activities would have an impact on the residents of
the proposed project. To mitigate potential impacts, the project proposes a 100-foot buffer for
areas adjacent to commercial timber lands. As the timber or agricultural land conversion impact
iIs minimal, impacts resulting from the proposed project are expected to be less than significant.

Level of Impact Before Mitigation: Less-than-significant.
Mitigation Measure(s): None required.

Impact 4.10.2: Conflicts with either Agricultural/Timber zoning or
Williamson Act contracts.

Impact Analysis: The project site does not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson Act contract.

The project site is zoned Agriculture General (AG), a zone that is applied to areas in which
agriculture is the predominant use and rural residential uses are secondary. The site is designated
as Agriculture Suburban (AS) by the MCP; this allows a maximum of one dwelling unit per 2%
acres, which equates to a maximum of 79 dwelling units on the 197.3-acre property. The
proposed project must conform to County density by designating three of the 81 lots for non-
residential use. The proposed project has no Williamson Act contract.

The proposed offsite water storage tanks would be installed on land that is currently zoned
Timber Production (TPZ). MCP §2721.2(D) includes construction and maintenance of water
facilities as an allowable use on timber lands, but requires that the development does not
significantly interfere with the timber production. The proposed development is not expected to
substantially interfere with timber production activities because it would be confined to a 1.0
acre parcel and would require only periodic maintenance. The water tanks would be located near
to where a cellular communications tower is currently placed. It is possible that maintenance
activities could temporarily interfere with timber harvesting activities, however, the impact is
expected to be minimal.

Level of Impact Before Mitigation: No impact.

Mitigation Measure(s): None required.
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4.11 Geology and Soils

This section presents an analysis of potential impacts relating to geology and soil resources
associated with the proposed Beau Pre Heights subdivision (proposed project). This section is
based, in part, on the Geotechnical Investigations prepared for the project. The Geotechnical
Investigations are included as Appendices H1 through H2 of this EIR).

Environmental Setting

The Beau Pre Heights project site (project site) is in the unincorporated McKinleyville area of
Humboldt County, California. The project site encompasses 197.3 acres of tree and brush
covered hillsides and ridgetop, situated on the ridge that divides McKinleyville from Fieldbrook.
It is bounded on the north by Norton Road, on the south by Murray Road, and on the east by the
Beau Pre Golf Course.

Geologic and Seismic Setting

The project site is located on a gently sloping marine terrace composed of sediments that were
deposited at sea-level and then subsequently uplifted to the site’s current elevation. The terrace
deposits on the site display a high degree of variability, indicating a range of depositional
processes and environments. The sediments generally consist of near-shore marine deposits and
wind- and water-deposited terrestrial sediments; sediment composition includes pebbly
conglomerates, sandstones, and silts, with some portions of the site containing more finely-
grained clay silts (SHN 2008a, 2008b).

Northwestern California is the most seismically active region in the continental U.S. The project
site lies within the Mad River fault zone and is located in an area with multiple nearby seismic
sources. Only one moderate earthquake is presumed to have originated in the Mad River fault
zone, but all the faults within the zone are considered active and capable of generating moderate-
to large-magnitude earthquakes (SHN 2008a).

The project site is associated with the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (EFZ) because the
edge of the McKinleyville Fault EFZ crosses the southwest corner of the site. The State
Geologist (Chief of the Division of Mines and Geology) is required to designate EFZs along
known active faults in the State, the location and extent of which are based on published and
unpublished data and aerial photograph interpretations. The edge of an EFZ is delineated
approximately 500 feet away from major active faults and 200 to 300 feet from well-defined
minor faults.

Topography and Soils

The main project site extends across a relatively flat ridge top surrounded by moderate to steep
slopes ranging from 2-17 percent (Humboldt County 2006). The proposed water tanks would be
constructed on a ridge near the top of a knob on which a cellular communication tower currently
sits (SHN 2008b). Elevations on the project site range from 255 feet in the southwest corner to
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492 feet in the southeast corner (Humboldt County 2006); the proposed water tanks would sit at
an elevation of 570 feet (Humboldt County 2007).

Soils on the project site vary considerably in content, thickness, and extent. Most of the site is
covered by up to two feet of soft, compressible topsoil, which has been stripped away in several
locations as a result of previous and current excavations. Up to three and a half feet of un-
engineered fill was observed in exploratory test pits; the fill contains finer-grained soils and less
sand than the native soil. Native soils below the topsoil and fill consist of medium-density sands
with minor amounts of clay; soils with higher clay content are found in upland areas along the
eastern border of the project site and in the proposed water tank location. Soils at the main
project site have a low expansion potential (i.e., tendency to change volume as soil moisture
content changes); at the water tank site, soils have a moderate expansion potential due to the
slightly higher clay content. The soils are assessed as possessing a moderate to high strength and
low compressibility for the range of anticipated loads.

Groundwater levels vary considerably across the project site. Levels were assessed based on the
presence of mottled soils or standing water during the leachfield analysis. Depths of mottled
soils ranged from 2 feet to greater than 10 feet (SHN 2008c). Field observations for this analysis
were conducted in the late summer/early fall, when water levels in the region are at their lowest.
The Geotechnical Investigation states that a moderately high groundwater level was found at one
isolated location, and suggests that wetland areas scattered throughout the site are expected to
have high groundwater conditions (SHN 2008a).

Regulatory Context

In 1972, the Alquist-Priolo Geologic Hazard Act was signed into law, becoming effective in
March 1973. The primary purpose of the law is to prohibit construction of structures for human
occupancy across active faults reducing hazards associated with potential fault rupture. The
California Division of Mines and Geology classifies faults as “active” if there is evidence of fault
movement during the Holocene time (within the last 11,000 years).

The project site is located within the portion of unincorporated Humboldt County covered by
both the Humboldt County Framework Plan (Humboldt County 1984) and the McKinleyville
Community Plan (MCP) (Humboldt County 2002). The Framework Plan (83292) provides
requirements for preparing a geotechnical report to identify geologic risks and related
recommendations prior to initiating any development. The MCP (83211) references state
earthquake hazard determinations, in particular, the Alquist-Priolo Act (California PRC § 2621 et
seq.) which establishes EFZs along well defined faults. As per the Framework Plan and the
MCP, all projects proposing structures intended for human occupancy within an EFZ require
special studies to determine potential geologic hazards and considerations for mitigating the risks
resulting from exposure to such hazards.

Significance Thresholds

Impacts associated with geologic hazards and soil resources are considered significant if the
proposed project would:

DEIR, July 2010 4.11-2 Section 4.11: Geology & Soils



County of Humboldt Beau Pre Heights Subdivision

o Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving: the rupture of a known earthquake fault; strong seismic
ground shaking; seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or landslides;

e Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil;

o Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse;

« Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property; or

o Be associated with soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of waste water.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The analysis presented in this chapter is based on the Initial Study prepared for the proposed
project; the Initial Study references a Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation and an On-Site
Wastewater Disposal Feasibility Study conducted by SHN Consultants (2007) for its analysis.
Additional information for this impact analysis is drawn from two technical reports, also
prepared by SHN, which assess potential geologic hazards and provide specific
recommendations for project design and construction (SHN 2008a, 2008b).

These sources indicate that the proposed project would not be associated with either creating or
exposing people to identified geologic risks, provided that specific design recommendations are
applied as mitigation measures. All geologic hazards can be mitigated to a less than significant

impact.

Impact 4.11.1: Exposure to geologic hazard

Impact Analysis: The project site is not subject to significant geological hazards and it is
feasible to construct single-family residential structures on each parcel (SHN 2008). Geologic
hazards include strong seismic ground shaking; seismic-related ground failure, liquefaction,
lateral spreading or collapse, landslides, subsidence, and seiches or tsunamis.

Seismic Ground-shaking. Seismic ground shaking is a common effect of earthquakes; its
amplitude, frequency and duration are influenced by the magnitude and location of the event, as
well as by the topographic, geologic, and hydrologic characteristics of the area. The project site
could be subject to strong seismic shaking from several local faults, with the strongest potential
ground shaking likely from the McKinleyville Fault located near the southwestern corner of the
site.

The McKinleyville fault is associated with an Alquist-Priolo EFZ. The EFZ crosses the
southwestern corner of the project site, however, no residential development is proposed for
those portions of the site. The exposure to sustained periods of intense seismic shaking is a
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regional hazard, and exposure at the project site is similar to other sites in the vicinity. If a
medium or large earthquake event were to occur, a substantial adverse effect resulting from the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking would occur.

Although the project site is not subject to significant geological hazards, small areas in the
westernmost part of the subdivision are located within the Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zone
(SHN, 2007). However, these small areas are not likely to impact development because they
occupy remote corners of the project area.

Ground Failure, Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading. Liquefaction is the transformation of
relatively stable ground into something that behaves like a liquid; it typically occurs on
unconsolidated ground, namely soil, sand, fill or other sedimentary materials where there is high
ground-water content. Liquefaction is defined as the sudden loss of soil strength due to rapid
increase of soil pore water pressures, and can be caused by cyclic loading from a seismic event.
In order for liquefaction to occur, the following are needed:

e granular soil lacking significant clay content;
e high groundwater table; and
e low density of the granular soil.

The project site is underlain by older marine terrace deposits which are not typically associated
with amplifying seismic shaking, and are not generally susceptible to liquefaction or other
secondary seismic effects. Monitoring wells at the site (used for leachfield analysis) did not
encounter high groundwater within the developable portions of the site, although observation
occurred during October, a time when groundwater levels would be relatively low. The site is
not considered susceptible to liquefaction, although additional monitoring of groundwater during
wetter months would be prudent.

Ground Failure and Landslides. Landslides are gravity-driven downslope movements of earth
materials typically triggered by earthquakes or elevated pore pressures resulting from peak
rainfall events. The project site is underlain by older, well-consolidated marine terrace sands,
with a 1- to 2-foot thick topsoil horizon consisting of low-density sediments. The project site is
generally located on low gradient ground with a negligible potential for slope failure, and
geologic investigations at the site have not identified any significant existing landslide features.
Sidewalls along the central drainage have some potential for landsliding due to their localized
steepness and proximity to relatively wet ground.

Subsidence. As previously noted, the project site is underlain by older, well-consolidated
marine terrace sands and are not typically susceptible to secondary seismic effects which
commonly impact younger geologic materials. Anticipated structural bearing soils at the site
have adequate strengths and low compressibility for the anticipated light residential structural
loads. Evidence of buried logging slash or other debris associated with past timber operations
were not identified during preliminary subsurface explorations; however, the potential for such
areas to exist within the project area is high. Such buried materials could cause subsidence or
other structural failures in ground surfaces.
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Seiche or Tsunami. Seiche or tsunamis can be described as wave actions resulting from seismic
activity. Due to the location and elevation of the project site in relation to the ocean, it is highly
unlikely that the project site would be affected by these natural hazards, resulting in a less than
significant impact.

The uppermost layer of soil is low-density and is inadequate for structural support, a factor
mitigated in the Geotechnical Investigations recommendations (Appendices H1 through H3 of
this EIR). Anticipated structural bearing soils at the site have low compressibility and adequate
strengths for the anticipated loads of residential structures and water storage tanks.

Level of Impact Before Mitigation: Significant.
Mitigation Measure(s):

Mitigation Measure 4.11.1a: The portions of proposed lots that are within the EFZ shall be
labeled as unbuildable on the development plan, excluded from development, and encumbered
with a Deed Restriction requiring building outside the zone, unless appropriate studies are
conducted.

Mitigation Measure 4.11.1b: All structures, including the proposed water storage tanks, shall be
designed and constructed to resist strong seismic shaking and secondary seismic effects. The
project applicant shall follow all recommendations specified in the Geotechnical Investigations
(Appendices H1 through H3 of this EIR), including but not limited to:

 site preparation and grading (including subdrain design standards);

e seismic design (to meet minimum standards of the California Building Code for Site
Classes D and C for residential and water tank developments, respectively);

o foundation design (including spread footings and drilled cast-in-place piers for residential
developments and ring foundations for water tanks);

o slabs-on-grade and underdrainage;

« retaining wall design and placement;

o flexible pavement design;

« site drainage and erosion prevention features; and

e construction phase monitoring by an SHN representative.

A notation to this effect shall be placed in the development plan to be required as part of
recordation of the final map.

Mitigation Measure 4.11.1c: The adverse impacts of seismically-induced ground shaking at the
project site can be reduced to acceptable levels by completing proposed project seismic design
and construction in accordance with The recommendations of the Geotechnical Investigations
(Appendices H1 through H3 of this EIR)
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Mitigation Measure 4.11.1d: The project applicant and subsequent property owners shall follow
the recommendations provided in the Geotechnical Investigations (Appendices H1 through H3 of
this EIR), including but not limited to:

e removing low-density topsoils which are not structurally sound and/or constructing
penetrating foundation elements to underlying competent materials;

e imposing recommended setbacks around the central drainage to preclude development in
close proximity to potentially unstable slopes; and

 installing retaining walls to provide additional slope stability.

A notation to this effect shall be placed on the development plan to be required as part of final
map recordation.

Mitigation Measure 4.11.1e: In the event that buried logging debris is discovered within
building areas, a geotechnical professional shall investigate the building site (in such places as
the footing excavations) to determine the potential for subsidence or related effects. No
construction shall proceed in such locations until it is designated as safe by the geotechnical
investigator. A notation to this effect shall be placed on the development plan to be required as
part of final map recordation.

Mitigation Measure 4.11.1f: Adhere to setbacks that have been established around the central
drainage to preclude development in close proximity to unstable slopes. A road shall be the
closest improvement to the drainage, still outside the setback; all other structures shall be located
on the inboard side of the road, thus providing an additional buffer from potentially unstable
slopes.

Level of Impact After Mitigation: Less-than-significant.
Impact 4.11.2: Soil erosion or topsoil loss

Impact Analysis: The proposed project would result in erosion, changes in topography, or
unstable soil conditions from excavation, grading, or fill activities. The project would require
extensive clearing of the currently undeveloped forest vegetation and grading to develop roads,
infrastructure, and building sites.

In 1972, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (i.e. Clean Water Act) was amended to provide
that the discharge of pollutants to waters of the United States from any point source is unlawful,
unless the discharge is in compliance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. In 1990, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published final
regulations that establish stormwater permit application requirements for specified categories of
industries. Regulations require that stormwater discharge associated with construction activity
(soil disturbances) of five (5) acres or more, must be regulated as an industrial activity and
covered by a NPDES permit. For further discussion on stormwater runoff and hydrology, see
Sections 4.5 and 4.9 in this EIR.
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Earth materials at the project site consist of granular sediments of moderate consistency that are
susceptible to erosion if exposed to the elements. Due to the large lot size (minimum of 1 acre),
the amount of grading would not require major changes in topography or placement of large
amounts of fill. Although the subdivision has been designed to minimize grading, retaining
forested conditions where feasible, the proposed project has the potential to result in substantial
erosion of exposed soils during construction operations.

Level of Impact Before Mitigation: Significant.
Mitigation Measure(s):

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.5.3e in the *Utilities and Public Services’ section in this EIR.
Implement Mitigation Measure 4.5.3f: in the “Utilities and Public Services’ section in this EIR.

Level of Impact After Mitigation: Less-than-significant.
Impact 4.11.3: Expansive soils

Impact Analysis: There are no impacts associated with expansive soils. Expansive soils
typically consist of high plasticity, clay-rich material that has the potential to swell when wetted,
resulting in unsupportive, weak soils. Expansive soils typically require specific engineering
recommendations to ensure adequate structural foundations.  Superficial soils observed during
the preliminary geotechnical investigation were predominantly silty and clayey sands and sandy
silts, with medium dense or medium stiff consistencies. No high plasticity, potentially expansive
soils were observed. Soils observed at the site of the proposed water tanks were determined to
be moderately expansive, and the underlying bedrock was determined to have a lower expansion
potential. Soils at both locations possess low compressibility and high strength for their
anticipated loads.

Level of Impact Before Mitigation: Less-than-significant.
Mitigation Measure(s): None required.
Impact 4.11.4: On-site septic tanks

Impact Analysis: The project site is moderately favorable for development of on-site sewage
disposal systems. Percolation testing and test pit excavating has been completed at all sites
across the project site. Soils tested on the site have a range of textures and drainage potentials,
and the adequacy of these soils to provide acceptable percolation capacities varies across the site.
The majority of test pits contained soils suitable for effluent disposal, but several sites contained
soils which require alternative leachfield designs.

The On-site Wastewater Disposal Feasibility Study and Preliminary Design report (SHN 2008c)
provides extensive detail regarding the variations in acceptable leachfield designs for different
site types. This report recommends additional field-testing and final design of leachfields prior
to building construction. Given the variability of site’s capacity to support on-site wastewater
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disposal and the high degree of alternative leachfield designs recommended by the technical
report, the proposed project would result in significant impacts associated with on-site
wastewater disposal without the implementation of appropriate mitigation measures.

Level of Impact Before Mitigation: Significant.

Mitigation Measure(s):

Mitigation Measure 4.11.4a: For each proposed residential lot, the project applicant and any
subsequent property owners shall follow all recommendations outlined in the wastewater

feasibility study, including but not limited to:

e Sewage Disposal System (SDS) design types and specifications;

e Septic tank and leachfield placement and setbacks. It is recommended that septic tanks be
located at least five feet from the foundation of any structure and 50 feet from perennial
streams, disposal fields should be located at least 10 feet from the foundation of any
structure, 10 feet from property lines, and at least 100 feet from perennial streams; and

e Additional field-testing and final design criteria, including pump specification.

Level of Impact After Mitigation: Less-than-significant.
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4.12 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

This section addresses: (1) hazardous materials; (2) airport hazards; (3) wildland fire hazards;
and (4) emergency response/evacuation planning. See Section 4.9 of this EIR for an analysis of
flooding hazards. See Section 4.11 for an analysis of geotechnical hazards.

Environmental Setting

The Beau Pre heights project site (project site) includes 197.3 acres of undeveloped land located
immediately east of the unincorporated community of McKinleyville, Humboldt County,
California (Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2 of this EIR). The site is located between Norton Road and
Murray Road, immediately east of the Beau Pre Golf Course, approximately 3,200 feet east of
Central Avenue, and approximately 1.3 miles east of HWY 101 on property known as Beau pre
Heights (Figure 2-2). It is bounded on the north by Norton Road, timberland and rural
agricultural properties, on the south by Murray Road, on the east by timberlands, and on the west
by the Beau Pre Golf Course (Humboldt County 2006a). The site includes a relatively flat
central ridge top surrounded by moderate to steep slopes ranging from 2% to 17% (Humboldt
County 2006a). The site contains second growth forest with herbaceous undergrowth and
riparian vegetation, six watercourse, and five wetlands (W&K 2006; Spencer 2007). The site has
historically been used for timber production, although the site is not currently logged (Humboldt
County 2006). The site also includes a proposed 1.0 acre off-site water storage tank site (Figure
2-2). The water tank site is located on Green Diamond Resources Company land, 150 feet east
of Murray Road and 750 feet east of the project site. It consists of an existing service road
leading to the site along with forest and undergrowth similar to that of the proposed project.

Regulatory Context

Humboldt County General Plan. The project site is located in unincorporated Humboldt
County and is subject to the requirements of the Humboldt County General Plan, including the
Framework Plan (1984) and the McKinleyville Community Plan (MCP; 1999). There is one
General Plan hazards policy applicable to the project site as identified below:

e Land use proposals shall be compatible with the Airport noise and land use criteria as
shown in Tables 6 and 16. (MCP Policy 3252(2)

Humboldt County Consolidated Unified Program Agency (CUPA). The Humboldt County
Department of Environmental Health (HCDEH) is authorized by the California EPA as a CUPA
for the administration and enforcement of state and federal hazardous materials programs,
including: Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventories; California Accidental
Release Prevention Program; Underground Storage Tank Program; Aboveground Petroleum
Storage Act Requirements for Spill; Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plans; and
Hazardous Waste Generator and Onsite Hazardous Waste Treatment Programs.

Humboldt County Accidental Release Prevention (Cal-ARP) Program. Cal-ARP, regulated
by the CUPA, requires sites that contain threshold quantities of extremely hazardous chemicals
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to conform with California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 19, Division 2, Chapter 4.5, and
Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) Process Safety Management (PSM)
standards (85189 of Title 8 of CCR, or Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 29, §1910.119).

Humboldt County Department of Environmental Health (HCDEH) Local Oversight
Program (LOP). The HCDEH LOP oversees the investigation and cleanup of sites with
unauthorized releases, mainly from underground fuel tanks. The facilities that receive an LOP
number are required to investigate and mitigate releases to the satisfaction of HCDEH. Sites are
to be investigated and mitigated in accordance with state underground storage regulations and
NCRWQCB water quality objectives (Humboldt County 2002b).

Federal Hazardous Materials Laws and Guidelines. The following represent federal laws and
guidelines governing hazardous materials:

Federal Water Pollution Control Act;

Clean Air Act;

Occupational Safety and Health Act;

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act;
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act Title Il1;

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act;

Safe Drinking Water Act; and

Toxic Substance Control Act.

Humboldt County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. The project site is located within
Approach Zone C of the Arcata-Eureka Airport as designated in the Humboldt County Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan (Figure 4.1-3 in Section 4.1 of this EIR; Hodges & Shutt 1993;
Humboldt County 2006a). Approach Zone C is the area within the common traffic pattern of
the airport where aircraft may be at or below 1,000 feet and result in frequent noise intrusion, but
where the risk posed by aircraft is limited (Hodges & Shutt 1993). Within Approach Zone C,
residential density is restricted to 4 du/ac and must also include at least 15% open space and
flight easements (Ibid.).

Humboldt County Master Fire Protection Plan. The 2006 Humboldt County Master Fire
Protection Plan (HCMFPP) serves as the Community Wildfire protection Plan (CWPP) for
Humboldt County. The HCMFPP identifies and prioritizes areas for fire fuel reduction
treatments, and recommends the types and methods of treatment to reduce the risk of wildland
fires to communities and resources (Humboldt County 2006b). The HCMFPP recommends
measures to reduce the ignitability of structures, including but not limited to the following:

e Subdivisions within SRA areas shall consider designs and layouts to reduce the risk of
wildland fires and improve defensibility; for example, through clustering of lots.

* Proposed development within SRA areas shall be serviced by adequate water supplies for
fire protection consistent with state or CAL FIRE protection agency requirements.

e Development shall conform to Humboldt County SRA Fire Safe Regulations.
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Humboldt County Code (“Fire Safe”” Regulations). Title IIl, Division 11, Chapter 1, 83111 of
the Humboldt County Code sets forth the SRA Fire Safe Regulations (HCFSR) implemented by
the County on the behalf of CAL FIRE as authorized by 84290 of California’s Public Resources
Code. These regulations include, but are not limited to, the following:

Roads shall be constructed to Road Category 4 road standard for traveled way (18-20
feet) for subdivisions of greater than eight (8) parcels.

The surface of all roadways shall provide unobstructed access to conventional drive
vehicles, including sedans and fire engines.

The grade for all roads, streets and private lanes shall conform to the standards for Road
Category 4. No roadway grade in excess of 16 percent shall be permitted unless it has
been demonstrated to be in conformance with the County Roadway Design Manual.

Roadway radii shall conform to Road Category 4 standards. No roadway shall have a
horizontal inside radius of curvature of less than 50 feet unless in conformance with the
County Roadway Design Manual.

Additional surface width of four (4) feet shall be added to curves of 50-100 feet radius,
and two (2) feet to those from 100-200 feet.

Turnarounds are required on driveways and dead-end roads, with a minimum turning
radius of 40 feet from the center line of the road. If a hammerhead T is used, the top of
the “T” shall be a minimum of 60 feet.

The maximum length of dead-end roads, including dead-ends roads accessed from a
dead-end road, shall not exceed between 800 and 7500 feet, depending on zoning.

Visible/legible street signs shall be provided on all new streets, and buildings shall be
posted with proper address numbers.

Emergency water for wildland fire protection shall be available and accessible in
quantities and locations specified by these regulations, and shall be available on-site prior
to completion of building construction.

Fire water delivery systems shall meet the emergency water supply size and pressure
requirements of the National Fire Protection Association.

Fuel modification and greenbelts shall provide increased safety for emergency fire
equipment and evacuating civilians, and a point of attack or defense from a wildfire.

All parcels of one acre and larger shall provide a minimum 30 foot setback for buildings
and accessory buildings from all property lines and/or the center of a road.

For parcels less than one acre, the same practical effect of the 30 foot setback shall be
provided through any combination of provision of a community water system meeting the
requirements specified by these regulations, establishment of a County Service Area or
district/association to provide maintenance of defensible space including vegetation
modification, use of non-combustible or fire-resistive building materials or installation of
sprinklers within buildings, development of greenbelts around the subdivision, etc.

Subdivisions that propose greenbelts shall locate the greenbelts as a separation between
wildland fuels and proposed structures.
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California Fire Code and Public Resources Code. The California Fire Code outlines
statewide fire safety standards for buildings, fire protection systems, fire department access
requirements, and the use and handling of hazardous materials. The Public Resources Code
(PRC) establishes CAL FIRE and the regulations for the prevention and control of wild fires; in
Humboldt County, developments must meet fire safe standards by constructing the project in
conformance with Humboldt County Code, title 111, Division 11, Chapter 1, 83111.

Humboldt County Emergency Operations Plan (EOP). The EOP (2002) serves to address the
planned response to extraordinary emergency. It establishes the emergency management
organization required to mitigate significant emergencies or disasters, identifies the policies,
responsibilities and procedures to protect health and safety, and establishes the operational
procedures associated with field response to emergencies.

Humboldt County Operational Area Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP). The HMP (2007)
inventories the potential natural hazards that the defined planning area is most vulnerable to,
assesses the risk to the planning area’s citizens, buildings and critical facilities, and develops a
mitigation strategy to reduce the risk of exposure and allow a swift and organized recovery
should a disaster occur (Humboldt County 2007). The natural hazards that this plan addresses
include flood, wildlife, earthquake, tsunami, and severe weather.

Significance Thresholds

For evaluating the hazardous and hazardous materials impacts of the proposed project, an impact
is considered to be significant if the project would:

o Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials;

o Create a significant hazard to the public or the environmental through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials;

« Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school;

o Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code 865962.5 and, as a result, create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment;

o Develop urban uses within an area covered by an airport land use plan, within two miles
of a public airport, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area;

o Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands; or

o Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact 4.12.1: Transport, Use or Dispose of Hazardous Materials

Impact Analysis: The proposed project is a residential subdivision and would not result in the
storage of substantial amounts of hazardous substances, and does not propose the transport, use
or disposal of hazardous materials (Humboldt County 2006a). Therefore, the project would not
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use or
disposal of hazardous materials (Humboldt County 2006a). No impact would occur.

Level of Impact: No impact.
Mitigation Measure(s): None required.
Impact 4.12.2: Upset, Accident or Release of Hazardous Materials

Impact Analysis: The type of activities that are proposed for the project would not involve the
transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials, and thus the proposed project would not create
a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions (Humboldt County 2006a). No impact would occur.

Level of Impact: No impact.
Mitigation Measure(s): None required.

Impact 4.12.3: Emission of Hazardous Materials Within One-quarter
Mile of a School

Impact Analysis: The proposed project is a residential subdivision and would not emit
hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
(Humboldt County 2006a). Furthermore, there are not schools within one-quarter mile of the
project site; the closest schools are McKinleyville High School and Mckinleyville Union
Elementary, located 2.9 and 3.2 miles from the project site, respectively. Therefore, no impact
would occur.

Level of Impact: No impact.

Mitigation Measure(s): None required.

Impact 4.12.4: Be Located on a Listed Hazardous Materials Site
Impact Analysis: The project site has historically been used for timber harvesting rather than
for industrial processes or other activities where large amounts of hazardous materials are
typically used and stored (Wheeler 2009). Furthermore, no known structures, storage tanks,

refuse piles, or other features that may contain hazardous materials are known to occur on the
project site (Wheeler 2009). However, a hazardous materials records search has not been
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conducted for the project (Wheeler 2009). Therefore, the absence of listed hazardous materials
sites has not been confirmed. If listed or as of yet unlisted/unknown hazardous materials sites
occur on the project site, and were to be unearthed or otherwise disturbed during project
construction activities, it could release hazards materials into the environment and potentially
expose construction workers or other persons in the area to hazardous materials. In such a case,
a significant impact would occur.

Level of Impact Before Mitigation: Significant.
Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 4.12-4a. Construction workers shall monitor vegetation removal, earth
moving and trenching activities during construction. If any existing storage tanks, drums,
petroleum containers, soil discoloration, or other potential evidence of hazards materials are
found on-site during construction, work at the construction site shall immediately cease, and a
licensed hazardous materials consultant shall determine the nature (through soils sampling and
chemical analysis, if required), potential risk, and required remediation of any hazardous
materials conditions at the location. If hazardous materials are discovered, they shall be removed
and disposed of by a person trained and experienced in hazardous materials removal (40-hour
OSHA Hazwoper). The applicant shall have any required remediation undertaken prior to the re-
start of construction activities at the location.

Level of Impact After Mitigation: Less-than-significant.

Impact 4.12.5: Develop Urban Uses Near an Airport or Private
Airstrip

Impact Analysis: The project site is located approximately one mile southeast of the Arcata-
Eureka Airport. No portion of the project site is located within the “approach” zones (Zones A
and B) of the airport (MCP 1999, Figure 10). The western most portion of the project site is
located within the “designated traffic pattern” zone (Zone C) of the airport (Humboldt County
2006a; MCP 1999, Figure 10). This zone indicates areas where aircraft are often at or below
1,000 feet, where there is frequent noise intrusion, where maximum residential densities must be
below 4 units per acre, where no high-rises are prohibited, and where at least 15% of a given lot
must be in open space (MCP 1999, Table 16). The proposed density (one dwelling unit per 2%
acres) would not exceed the permitted Zone C density, no high rises are proposed, and at least
15% open space would be provided. Thus, the proposed project would not impact the airport in
any way (Humboldt County 2006a). In addition, the project site is not located within the vicinity
of a private airstrip. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in airport-related safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area. No impact would occur.

Level of Impact: No impact.

Mitigation Measure(s): None required.
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Impact 4.12.6: Expose People or Structures to Wildland Fires

Impact Analysis: The project site is not designated as wildlands, and has a moderate fire risk
rating according to CDF (Humboldt County 2002c; Humboldt County 2006a). While the
proposed project would introduce new residential units to an area currently dominated by second
growth forest and brush, proposed development would be required to comply with UBC, Fire
Code, and County Fire Safe Ordinance standards, including but not limited to the provision of
defensible space, fuel modification, design of roads per County standards for emergency
ingress/egress, and the provision of water for emergency fire suppression. These standards have
been formulated by state and County to avoid significant exposure to wildland fire hazards, and
would be written into the conditions of approval for the tentative map and development permits.
With adherence to these standards, a less than significant impact would occur.

Level of Impact: Less-than-significant.
Mitigation Measure(s): None required.

Impact 4.12.7: Impair Implementation of an Emergency Response or
Evacuation Plan

Impact Analysis: The proposed project would provide additional street connection between
Murray Road and Norton Road rather than block existing streets, and would not generate
significant traffic congestion, so emergency response times would not be adversely effected. All
circulation elements associated with the proposed project would be required to be designed
consistent with Department of Public Works standards, and all building construction would be
required to comply with the emergency exit requirements of the Uniform Building Code (UBC),
so adequate emergency ingress and egress would be provided (Humboldt County 2006a). No
activity or development is proposed that would impair implementation of an emergency response
or evacuation plan (Humboldt County 2006a). Thus, no impact would occur.

Level of Impact: No impact.

Mitigation Measure(s): None required.
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CHAPTER 5
OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

The following chapter addresses: (1) cumulative impacts; (2) growth inducing impacts; and (3)
significant irreversible environmental changes.

5.1 Cumulative Impacts

The State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the cumulative impacts that could result
from a proposed project. Per CEQA Guidelines 815065(3) “cumulative impacts” refer to
possible environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable, and
“Cumulative considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
significant when viewed in connection with the effect of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

CEQA Guidelines 815130(b) indicates that the cumulative impact discussion need not be as
detailed as the project impact discussion, but that it should reflect the severity of the cumulative
impacts and their likelihood of occurrence. It requires that the following be included:

(1) Either: () list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts, or (b) a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan;

(2) A definition of the geographic scope of the area affected by the cumulative effect and a
reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation used;

The cumulative analysis for this EIR uses the plan method, based on the 2002 McKinleyville
Community Plan (MCP) and 1985 Humboldt County General Plan (Framework Plan). The
cumulative impact area is the area covered by the MCP, unless otherwise stated.

The MCP area covers 14 square miles of unincorporated land. The population is approximately
13,000 and is projected to reach 17,677 by the year 2020 (Humboldt County, 2002).
Approximately 48% of the area is urbanized with full community services and road network,
while the remaining 52% is suburban to rural in character with limited service availability and
infrastructure (Ibid.). The total potential residential units at MCP buildout are 9,235 units (Ibid.).
In 2000, the US Census found 5,494 residential units in the MCP area; thus, the MCP area can
accommodate an additional 3,741 residential units before reaching buildout (DOF, 2009).

Conservation and resources management is guided largely by the Framework Plan and the
McKinleyville Community Plan (MCP). These plans promote the protection of productive
agricultural and timberlands, and the concentration of new residential development around
existing communities (Humboldt County, 1985, 2002). By focusing development in and near
existing communities, rural areas in the County can retain resource production uses.
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Land Use

The proposed project includes an 81 lot single-family residential subdivision (80 residential lots
and one open space lot) on a vacant 197.3-acre parcel in the MCP area of Humboldt County,
California. The project site is designated in the MCP as Agriculture Suburban (AS), is zoned
Agriculture General with Building Site Airport, Noise and Wetland/Riparian habitat combining
zones (AG-B7(0.50)-AP-N-WR), and is located outside the MCP-designated Urban
Development Boundary around McKinleyville but within the Urban Expansion Boundary.

This project, along with other future development that is permitted by and consistent with the
MCP: (1) would not physically divide an established community on a cumulative because the
MCP has been formulated with planned roadway improvements (such as the Norton to Murray
Road collector on the project site) to avoid community division; (2) would not conflict with
applicable land use plans, policies and regulations adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental
effects on a cumulative basis because, by definition, such development would be consistent with
these plans, except as stated below; and (3) would not conflict with an applicable HCP as no
HCPs are jointly applicable to the proposed project and other cumulative development in the
MCP area.. Like the proposed project, other future development permitted under the MCP may
be initially inconsistent with the County’s Streamside Management Ordinance. However,
because compliance with the County’s SMA ordinance is required, alteration or mitigation
would be implemented to ensure compliance. Therefore, cumulative land use impacts would be
less than significant.

Aesthetics

The project site and greater MCP area are not located within a designated scenic vista or visible
from a state scenic highway. Therefore, cumulative development would not result in significant
cumulative impacts in terms of designated scenic vistas and state scenic highways. In addition,
while several of the undeveloped forested ridges directly east of and visible from central
McKinleyville are designated as Agricultural Suburban (AS) which permits suburban residential
development of up to 1 unit per 2.5 acres, the majority of these ridges are designated as either
Timber (T) or Agricultural Rural (AR) which allow much lower residential densities. Therefore,
even with buildout of these ridges to the maximum residential density permitted under the MCP,
the existing undeveloped forested nature of these ridges (e.g., scenic vistas, scenic resources,
scenic character, and light and glare conditions) would be largely maintained. Therefore,
cumulative aesthetics impacts would be less-than-significant.

Biological Resources

No Federal or State listed rare, threatened or endangered plant or animal species were found on
the project site during the field survey. However, several California Native Plant Society
(CNPS) listed plant species and California Species of Special Concern (SSC) animal species

1 Applicable land use plans, policies and regulations adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental effects include the
Framework Plan and MCP, Humboldt County Zoning Ordinance, Humboldt County Airport Land Use Community
Plan (ALUCP), and Humboldt County SMA Ordinance.
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were found, and several State- and federally-threatened and SSC fish species occur in
watercourses downstream of the project site, In addition, the site was identified by the biologist
as a wildlife corridor, as containing federally protected watercourses and wetlands, and as
containing riparian habitat and one Sensitive Natural Community (Sitka spruce forest). Because
it can be reasonably assumed that these and other sensitive/protected biological resources occur
in other parts of the MCP area, project plus cumulative development could affect biological
resources. However, cumulative development in the MCP area would be required to comply
with federal, state and local environmental regulations (e.g., Endangered Species Act, Rivers and
Harbors Act, Humboldt County SMA Ordinance, etc.) which have been formulated to avoid
significant biological impacts. In addition, discretionary cumulative development would be
required to undergo CEQA review, including potentially biological field surveys and wetland
delineations, and implement the requisite biological mitigation designed to avoid significant
impacts. Still, project plus cumulative development would reduce sensitive species habitat and
increase interference with wildlife movement in the MCP area. In addition, the project would
result in a significant unavoidable adverse impact in terms of eliminating the Sitka spruce
Sensitive Natural Community, and it is likely that other cumulative projects would result in
similar such impacts. Therefore, cumulative biological resources impacts would be significant
and unavoidable.

Cultural Resources

The project site does not contain any existing buildings or other structures, and thus does not
have the potential to impact historic resources or to contribute to cumulative impacts to historic
resources. While the McKinleyville area was historically used by Native Americans, especially
the coastal plain portion: (1) a review of ethnographical and historical information did not reveal
past usage of the project site by Native Americans (although the information suggests that a
Native American trail once bisected the site); (2) no recorded cultural resources sites occur
within ¥, mile of the project site; (3) no archaeological or paleontological resources were found
on-site during the cultural resources field survey; and (4) the cultural resources report (prepared
by the Bear River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria) concluded that no further historical,
archaeological or paleontological investigation is warranted. Still, the report concluded that
spruce root used in traditional cultural basket making occurs on the project site, and that
archaeological or cultural resource monitors should oversee project development activities to
ensure application of the mitigation measures related to inadvertent discoveries. While there is
the potential that cumulative development permitted under the MCP would occur in more
archaeologically-sensitive areas than the proposed project, and could potentially result in
significant cultural resources impacts, the proposed project would not contribute to any such
impacts with implementation of both the mitigation recommended in the EIR and the project
proposal to provide an on-site easement for the collection of spruce root. Therefore cumulative
cultural resources impacts would be less-than-significant.

Utilities and Public Services

The project site is located within the service area of, but is not currently provided with water,
sewer and storm drainage service by, the McKinleyville Community Services District (MCSD).
The site is also located within the service areas of the Humboldt County Waste Management
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Authority (HWMA), Humboldt County Sheriff, Arcata Fire Protection District (AFPD), and
McKinleyville Union School District (MUSD), although little to no demand for these services
are currently generated at the project site due to the lack of existing development at the site.
Sewer service for the proposed project would be provided by the development of private on-site
septic systems rather than connecting to MCSD’s sewer system. These septic systems would be
developed consistent with the engineering and other requirements of the Sewage Disposal
Feasibility Study approved by the Humboldt County Department of Environmental Health
(HCDEH). Therefore, while cumulative development in the MCP area could potentially exceed
the wastewater treatment requirements of the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
(NCRWQCB), require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing such facilities, or result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider that it has inadequate capacity to serve cumulative development, the proposed project
would not contribute to any such cumulative impacts.

With respect to water, solid waste collection, police, fire protection, and school services,
development of the proposed project together with cumulative development in the MCP area
could eventually require the expansion of the existing MCSD water treatment plant, enlargement
of existing MCSD water and storm drainage trunk lines, enlargement of existing or contribution
to the development of new landfills, and expansion of existing Sheriff and AFPD stations and
MUSD schools to maintain adequate levels of service. The construction of this infrastructure, in
turn, while consistent with the MCP, could still potentially result in significant environmental
effects. However, the utilities and public services impacts of the proposed project would be less-
than-significant, due both to the incorporation of proposed features into the project (e.g., water
conservation measures, Low Impact Development drainage measures, etc) and mitigation
recommended in the EIR. In addition, any future utility and public service infrastructure
improvements required by cumulative development in the MCP area would undergo their own
CEQA require where mitigation measures would be formulated and applied to reduce any
significant effects. Therefore, cumulative utilities and public services impacts would be less-
than-significant.

Traffic, Circulation and Parking

Access to the project site is via Norton and Murray Roads, both of which are east-west arterials
that intersect Central Avenue, the primary north-south arterial through McKinleyville. The
Norton Road and Central Avenue intersection is two-way stop-sign controlled from Norton onto
Central, while the Murray Road and Central Avenue intersection is all-way stop controlled. Both
intersections currently operate at LOS A during the AM peak and LOS B during the PM peak,
while two other nearby intersections (Norton Rd. and Dow’s Prairie Rd., and Central Ave. and
Airport Rd.) currently operate at LOS A during both the AM and PM peaks. Under the proposed
project, LOS at all four intersections would remain unchanged during both peak periods, except
that LOS at the Central Avenue and Norton Road intersection would ball to LOS B. Because the
MCP identifies LOS B and C as “desirable” for intersections, because project traffic would
maintain LOS as the impacted intersections at “desirable” levels, and because traffic analysis
conducted as part of MCP preparation in 2002 determined that the intersections analyzed,
including those in question, would operate at “desirable” levels at MCP buildout owing to the
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small town rural character of the MCP area, cumulative traffic impacts would be less-than-
significant.

The proposed project would create a demand for roadway improvements required for traffic flow
and safety at the proposed subdivision’s north entrance at Norton Road and south entrance at
Murray Road. The project would also create a demand for frontage improvements (e.g.,
sidewalk, transit stops, etc.) and pedestrian and bicycle trails required for pedestrian, bicycle and
transit flow and safety along the project site’s Norton and Murray Road frontages and within the
project.? Because mitigation is identified in the EIR requiring the required traffic flow
improvements, and because the required frontage improvements and trails would be provided for
through a combination of project proposals and mitigation identified in the EIR, the proposed
project would not contribute to a cumulative demand for such improvements. Therefore,
cumulative circulation impacts would be less-than-significant.

The proposed project would be a low-density, large-lot residential subdivision with required
parking provided at each residential lot. No shared or adjacent off-site parking demand would be
created. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to any cumulative demand for
parking, and a less-than-significant cumulative parking impact would occur.

Air Quality

The MCP and greater Humboldt County are located within the North Coast Air Basin (NCAB)
which is in “nonattainment” for PM*?; the jurisdiction of the North Coast Unified Air Quality
Management District (NCUAQMD) which has criteria pollutant thresholds for new development
and a PMyo Attainment Plan that works toward achieving NCAB “attainment” for PMy,, and
within the State of California which has adopted AB 32 which sets greenhouse gas (GHG)
emission reduction targets and GHG emission reduction measures to be adopted by local air
quality management districts.

The proposed project would generate construction, stationary-source, and mobile source
emissions which would add to similar such emissions associated with cumulative development in
the MCP area and greater Humboldt County. The proposed project would not generate criteria
pollutant emissions in exceedance of NCUAQMD thresholds. Furthermore, given the rural
nature of the MCP area and the low-density General Plan designations of lands in the vicinity of
the project site, it is not anticipated that the proposed project in combination with cumulative
development in the immediate area would exceed NCUAQMD thresholds for criteria pollutants.
Therefore, with respect to criteria pollutant thresholds, cumulative air quality impacts would be
less-than-significant.

The proposed project would generate construction and operational emissions of PMyg in an air
basin that is in “nonattainment” for PMy,. In combination with the PM1q emissions of

cumulative development in the MCP area and greater Humboldt County, these PM;o emissions
would both exceed the specified NCUAQMD thresholds for PM;o and potentially conflict with

2 Humboldt County Department of Public Works staff commented on this EIR’s NOP, identifying frontage
improvements that would be required for the proposed project. These have been incorporated into the project
proposals and mitigation in this EIR.
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and/or obstructing implementation of NCUAQMD’s PMy, Attainment Plan. Therefore, with
respect to PMyo, cumulative air quality impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Standard
emission reduction measures, such as those identified by mitigation in the EIR, would reduce
these impacts, but not to less-than-significant levels.

Estimates of hourly project-related criteria pollutant emissions were not undertaken for the
proposed project, and therefore 1 hour, 8 hour, and 24 hour ozone, CO, NOx, SO2, PM1g, PM35,
lead, and toxic air contaminant (TAC) levels at the project site and area intersections is
unknown. However, because the proposed project does not include large stationary sources of
criteria pollutants such as oil refineries, chemical factories, coal-fired electric generation plants,
pulp miles, WWTPs, etc., because cumulative development in the MCP area is not anticipated to
include such uses, and because of the small town rural character and low traffic volumes in the
area, it is not anticipated that project plus cumulative development would expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., pollutant concentrations in excess of
applicable federal, state, or NCUAQMD standards). Therefore, in this respect cumulative air
quality impacts would be less-than-significant.

The proposed project would be a residential subdivision. It would not include commercial,
industrial or other uses that would create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people. Therefore, the project would not contribute to any significant cumulative odor affects,
and a less-than-than-significant cumulative odors impact would occur.

Noise

Traffic noise associated with the proposed project would not exceed the maximum acceptable
exterior noise level for residences specified by the County’s Framework Plan of 60 dB, and
would be within the EPA outdoor threshold of 55 L4, along both Norton and Murray Roads.
Therefore, project traffic noise would be less-than-significant. However, according to Figure 8
of the MCP, traffic noise on Murray Road would exceed these thresholds at MCP buildout. The
proposed project includes a 100 foot building setback along Murray Road that would mitigate
this impact. If other cumulative development along Murray Road were to include similar
setbacks or comparable noise mitigation, the cumulative traffic noise impact would be less-than-
significant.

The proposed project would generate short-term construction noise that could potentially be
heard by the limited number of existing residents in the area of Beau Pre Golf Course. However,
because mitigation measures are identified in the EIR to ensure that project construction noise is
less-than-significant, because the properties surrounding the project site are all designated AS, T
or AR by the MCP and thus not likely to permit intensive large-scale development that would
result in significant construction noise, and because construction noise is highly localized and
temporal, cumulative construction noise would be less-than-significant.

Cumulative development could potentially occur within the 60 CNEL noise contour of the
Arcata-Eureka Airport and thus be exposed to airport noise. Because the project site is located
outside the airport’s 60 CNEL noise contour, it would not contribute to any cumulative exposure
to airport noise. Therefore, cumulative airport noise impacts would be less-than-significant.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

The proposed project, along with cumulative development in the Beau Pre Heights Golf Course
area, would incrementally increase storm water runoff. However, the project site is designated
as AS by the MCP which permits a maximum residential density of 1 unit per 2.5 acres, while
adjacent areas are designated AS, AR which permits 1 unit per 10 acres, or T which permits 1
unit per 160 acres. Thus, the vast majority of the Beau Pre Heights Golf Course area would
remain forested and in some form of pervious open space at MCP buildout, and thus the
incremental increase in stormwater runoff associated with project plus cumulative development
would be minimal. In addition, new development would be required to submit a drainage plan to
the Humboldt County Department of Public Works demonstrating how stormwater would be
safely conveyed through and downstream of their respective project sites. Therefore, cumulative
drainage and flooding impacts would be less-than-significant.

The proposed project and cumulative development in the MCP area would include construction
activities that could result in erosion, sedimentation, and the deposition of pollutants in runoff
from the construction sites during construction activities. However, Humboldt County requires
the preparation and implementation of Erosion and Sediment Control Plans by new development
to control erosion and sediment from construction sites. In addition, projects that would result in
one acre or more of ground disturbance are required to prepare and implement a Stormwater
pollutant Prevention Plan (SWPPP), as required by the California State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB), which includes measures to prevent pollutants from leaving construction sites
in runoff. With compliance with these and other applicable requirements, cumulative surface
water quality impacts during construction would be less-than-significant.

The proposed project would include large-lot, low density residential development. This
development would cover only several percent of the 197.3-acre project site with impervious
surfaces. While the proposed project would not include commercial, industrial, or other uses that
could generate large amounts of urban pollutants in stormwater runoff (such as through outdoor
storage of refuse materials), the project would include the use of motor vehicles which would
deposit some fuels, oils, rubbers, and other pollutants onto roadways and generate some urban
runoff. The same holds true for potential cumulative development in the Beau Pre Heights Area,
which although would be restricted largely to low-density residential development, would still
include motor vehicle use that, could generate urban runoff. This urban runoff could potentially
violate surface water quality standards. The project includes LID strategies, including the use of
bioswales and other features and BMPs, to reduce pollutants in stormwater runoff. If other
cumulative development in the Beau Pre Golf Course area were to implement similar strategies,
cumulative surface water quality impacts during operation would be less-than-significant.

The proposed project would include large-lot, low-density residential development. This
development would cover only several percent of the 197.3-acre project site with impervious
surfaces. In addition, the proposed project does not include proposals for new wells, but rather
would obtain its water from MCSD which in turn obtains its water from HBMWD-drawn water
from the Mad River. Finally, while the project proposals private on-site septic systems
associated on each residential lot, these septic systems have been designed in accordance with
Humboldt County Health Department regulations and thus would not result in adverse
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groundwater quality impacts. For all these reasons, the proposed project would not contribute to
any substantial cumulative depletion of groundwater supplies, interference with groundwater
recharge, or degradation of groundwater quality. Thus, cumulative groundwater impacts would
be less-than-significant.

Agriculture and Timber Resources

The project site and 1-acre off-site water tank site do not represent prime farmland, are not
commercially logged, and are not under an active Williamson Act contracts. Furthermore, the
proposed project would be consistent with the uses permitted by the existing AS land use
designation and AG zoning at the project site, and County staff has determined that the proposed
water tanks at the water tank site would fall within the allowable uses for timberlands set forth
under the T designation and TPZ zoning of the tank site. Finally, while the development of
residential uses adjacent to existing timber operations could potentially require that the adjacent
timber operations incorporate measures to reduce noise and dust impacts on the residential uses,
a 100’ forest setback buffer is proposed where the project site abuts existing adjacent commercial
logged parcels to the east to avoid any such eventuality. Therefore, the proposed project would
not contribute to any cumulative timber and agricultural resources impacts, and a less-than-
significant cumulative impact would occur.

Geology and Soils

The project site is forested and topographically diverse, with a flat central ridge surrounded by
moderate to steep slopes ranging from 2-17%. Soils include marine terrace sediments covered
by up to two feet of soft topsoil, with some areas containing un-engineered fill — the soils
generally have a low expansion potential. Groundwater levels vary considerably across the site,
with groundwater near or at the surface at some wetland locations. An Alquist Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zone (EFZ) associated with the active McKinleyville Fault crosses the southwest corner of
the site - the site and greater region are potentially subject to strong ground shaking from this and
other active faults, while the EFZ portion of the site is potentially subject to fault rupture.

Given the geology and soils setting above, the proposed project would result in: (1) a significant
but mitigable impact in terms of exposure to geologic hazards (e.g., strong seismic ground
shaking, seismic-related ground failure, liquefaction, seismically-induced landslides, subsidence,
etc.); (2) a significant but mitigable impact in terms of soil erosion and topsoil loss; (3) a less
than significant impact in terms of expansive soils; and (4) a significant but mitigable impact in
terms of the ability of on-site soils to support septic system use. Assuming that a similar geology
and soils setting exist in many other portions of the MCP area, it can be reasonably assumed that
cumulative development in the MCP area would result in similar geology and soils impacts. The
EIR includes mitigation measures requiring that project development stay out of the Earthquake
Fault Zone (EFZ), be designed and constructed in accordance with the Universal Building Code
(UBC) to resist strong seismic shaking and secondary seismic effects, and incorporate all
recommendations specified in the project’s geotechnical report. If the other cumulative projects
were to incorporate similar such mitigation, as required, less-than-significant cumulative
geology and soils impacts would occur.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The proposed project would be an 80-unit, large-lot, single-family residential subdivision on
197.3 acres. It would not include the transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials or the
emission of hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of a school. Therefore, the project
would not contribute to any significant cumulative hazardous materials transport/use/disposal or
emission affects, and a less-than-than-significant cumulative impact would occur in this regard.

The project site has historically been used for timber harvesting rather than industrial processes
or other activities where large amounts of hazardous materials are typically used and stored, and
no structures, storage tanks, refuse piles, or other features that may contain hazardous materials
are known to occur on-site. Still, a hazardous materials records search has not been conducted
for the project or other cumulative development sites in the MCP area, so that the absence of
listed hazardous materials sites has not been confirmed. Thus, earth moving and other activities
under the proposed project and cumulative development could potentially disturb and/or release
any hazardous materials that may be present and potentially create a hazard to the public or
environment. The EIR includes mitigation measures requiring monitoring by construction
workers for signs of soil contamination and the presence of drums or other vessels that could
contain hazardous materials during construction, and remediation/removal of any such
contamination/vessels in accordance with applicable regulations. If other cumulative projects
were to have Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessments (ESAS) prepared or incorporate similar
such mitigation during construction, cumulative impacts associated with the potential for
exposure to existing hazardous materials/waste sites would be less-than-significant.

The project site is located approximately one mile southeast of the Arcata-Eureka Airport. No
portion of the site is located within the airport’s designated “approach” zones (Zones A and B),
but the western most portion is located within the airport’s “designated traffic pattern” (Zone C)
where uses are limited to low-rise development at a maximum of 4 units per acre. Because the
proposed project would include one to two-story single-family residential development at 1 unit
per 2% acres, it would not pose an aviation hazard, and thus would not contribute to any such
cumulative hazards. Therefore, a less-than-significant cumulative airport hazard would occur.

The proposed project along with cumulative development in the MCP area would introduce new
residential development into hillside and forested areas with a “moderate” or above fire rating.
However, because this development would be required to comply with UBC, Fire Code, and
Humboldt County Fire Safe Ordinance standards, and because these codes and standards have
been formulated to avoid significant wildland fire hazards, cumulative wildland fire hazards
would be less-than-significant.

The proposed project would provide an additional collector street connection between Norton
and Murray Roads rather eliminate or hinder vehicle movement on existing streets, would not
generate significant traffic congestion so that emergency response times would not be adversely
affected, and would include street design consistent with the latest County requirements.
Therefore, the project would not contribute to any cumulative impairment of an emergency
response or evacuation plan, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.
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5.2 Growth Inducing Impacts

CEQA Guidelines 15126.2(d) requires an EIR to include a discussion of growth inducing
impacts that would result from implementation of a project. The Guidelines state that an EIR
must:

“Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the
surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles
to population growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatment plant might, for
example, allow for more construction in service areas). Increases in the population
may tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities
that could cause significant environmental effects. Also, discuss the characteristic of
some projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities that could
significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. It must not be
assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little
significance to the environment.”

Growth inducing impacts address the implications of the project for growth inducement in the
project vicinity or broader area. Under CEQA, a project is generally considered to be growth-
inducing if it results in any of the following:

1. Extension of urban services or infrastructure into a previously un-served area;

2. Extension of a transportation corridor into an area that may be subsequently developed;
or

3. Removal of obstacles to population growth (such as designation of an area for
development that is not currently designated for development, or provision of major new
public services to an area where those services are not currently available)

While the proposed project would include private on-site septic systems and thus would not
require sewer service from MCSD, the project would require other urban services. These include
water and storm drainage service from MCSD, solid waste pick-up and disposal service from
HWMA, police protection service from Humboldt County Sheriff, fire protection service from
AFPD, and school service from MUSD. The project site is currently within the service area of
each of these service providers, and thus no expansion of service areas would be required.
However, the project would require the development of water tanks at the 1.0-acre water tank
site northeast of the project site on Murray Road, and new water pipelines from the existing
water tanks on Norton Road to these proposed water tanks and then back to the project site.
Because the proposed water tanks would be sized to serve not only the proposed project but
additional projected development in the area, and because the extension of water pipelines would
afford undeveloped properties along Murray Road between the project site and the water tank
site to eventually hook into the proposed pipeline, this would represent both the extension of
water infrastructure into a previously un-served area and the removal of one of several obstacles
to population growth in the area. In this respect, the project would be growth inducing.
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The proposed project would include the development of a MCP-designated collector street
between Norton and Murray Roads. While this new street would enable access through the
project site, it would not provide street access to parcels that do not already have such access. In
addition, this new street has been planned for by Humboldt County in its General Plan.
Therefore, this new street would not represent the extension of a transportation corridor into an
area that may be subsequently developed, and in this respect the project would not be growth
inducing.

The proposed project would include an 81 lot residential subdivision with 80 large-lot, single-
family residential units on a vacant parcel designated by the MCP as Agriculture Suburban (AS),
and located outside the MCP-designated Urban Development Boundary but within the MCP-
designated Urban Expansion Boundary. The Urban Expansion Boundary identifies areas that are
rural in nature, may be suitable for development of one unit per acre or more, and for which
services and infrastructure are currently not adequate to permit a greater density. Because the
proposed project would be consistent with existing General Plan land use designations and
zoning, and within the density permitted within the Urban Expansion Boundary, the development
proposed under the proposed project has been planned for by the County. Furthermore, the
project would not designate an area for development that is not currently designated for
development, and would not remove regulatory obstacles to population growth. In these
respects, the project would not be growth inducing.

5.3 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

CEQA Guidelines 815126.2(c) requires an EIR to include a discussion of significant irreversible
environmental changes that would result from implementation of a project. The CEQA
Guidelines define irreversible environmental changes as:

“Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project
may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or
nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts
(such as highway improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible
area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible damage
can result from environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable
commitment of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption
Is justified.”

Implementation of the proposed project would result in a long-term irretrievable commitment of
non-renewable resources associated with the construction of new housing units, streets, and other
infrastructure. The commitment of natural resources would include lumber and forest products,
sand and gravel, asphalt, petrochemicals, and other construction materials. The resulting
consumption of fossil fuels would incrementally reduce existing supplies of fuel oil, natural gas,
and gasoline. An incremental increase in energy demand and associated committed of resources
would also take place during post-construction activities including lighting and heating of
residential buildings. However, the project would: (1) be consistent with the County’s AS land
use designation and AG zoning of the project site; (2) be consistent with the County’s population
projections for the MCP area; (3) help implement the MCP; and (4) help meet the County’s fair
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share of regional housing need. For all these reasons, the use of non-renewable resources
associated with the proposed project would be justified, and in this respect, the project would
result in less-than-significant irreversible environmental changes.

The project site is currently forested and was historically commercially logged. However, the
site has not been commercial logged for decades and is not currently subject to a Timber Harvest
Plan (TMP), so that any future logging of the site would require additional entitlements. While
development of the site would commit future generations to use of the site for large-lot, low-
density suburban residential development instead of forest: (1) the site is not currently open to
the public, so the public would not be losing open space and recreational use of the site; (2) the
site is not currently logged, nor is the site designated for logging, so project approval would not
removal access to an existing timber resource. For these reasons, the project would not make use
or removal of timber resources unlikely, and in this respect, the project would result in less-than-
significant irreversible environmental changes.

As discussed under growth inducing impacts in Section 5.2, the proposed project would include
roadway improvements. For the same reasons discussed in Section 5.2, these improvements
would not provide access to previously inaccessible areas, and thus in this respect, the project
would result in less-than-significant irreversible environmental changes.

The proposed project is an 81 lot residential subdivision with 80 large-lot, single-family
residential units. It would not include commercial, industrial or other types of uses that would
transport, use, store or emit hazardous materials, and thus would not have the potential to result
in irreversible damage from environmental accidents. Therefore, in this respect the project
would result in less-than-significant irreversible environmental changes.
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CHAPTER 6
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

This chapter evaluates the three alternatives to the proposed project described in Chapter 3 of
this EIR, including the:

(1) No Project (No Development) Alternative;
(2) Reduced Density Alternative; and
(3) Alternative Tentative Map

This chapter identifies the potential environmental impacts of each of the alternatives, compares
these impacts to those of the proposed Beau Pre Heights Subdivision (proposed project), and
indicates whether each impact would result in “greater”, “less”, or “similar” impacts to those of
the proposed project for each of the environmental issues analyzed. This information is used at
the end of this chapter to rank the alternatives and proposed project from least to most impacting,
with the alternative or project that results in the least impacts while achieving most of the

project’s objectives identified as the “environmentally superior alternative.”
This chapter is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 (a) which requires an EIR to:

(1) Evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project which would
attain most of the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or substantially
lessening one or more of its significant effects;

(2) Evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives; and
(3) Identify the “environmentally superior alternative”.

6.1 Analysis of Alternatives

No Project (No Development) Alternative

Land Use. Both the No Project Alternative and the proposed project are located at the existing
urban/rural interface rather than in the middle of an established community, and neither project
would include the construction of new highways, railways, levees, or other infrastructure or
development that would create large barriers to movement. Thus, neither project would
physically divide an established community. Also, neither project would conflict with a Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) or Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) as no such plans
currently apply to the project. However, while this alternative would not conflict with applicable
plans adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental effects, as no change in the existing
environmental would occur under this alternative, the proposed project would slightly exceed the
residential density permitted at the project site by MCP’s AS designation of the site. Also, the
proposed tentative map (Figure 2-3 in chapter 2 of this EIR) does not show SMAs around all the

DEIR, July 2010 6-1 Chapter 6: Evaluation of Alternatives



County of Humboldt Beau Pre Heights Subdivision ADEIR

watercourses on the project site, so the map would need to be revised to show such SMAs in
accordance with the County’s SMA Ordinance. For these reasons, and because there would be
no development under this alternative, land use impacts would be less under the No Project
Alternative.

Aesthetics. The project site is not identified as being within a scenic vista by the Humboldt
County General Plan and is not visible from a state scenic highway, but does include a ridge
which represents a scenic vista as seen from central McKinleyville, does contain scenic resources
(e.g., forest, wetlands, watercourses) visible from adjacent roads and residential uses, and does
contribute to the rural forested character of the surrounding area. Under the No Project
Alternative, no changes would occur to the existing physical environment, and thus this
alternative would not affect scenic vistas, scenic resources or visual character, and would not
result in new light and glare. By comparison, the proposed project would include tree removal,
grading, and the development of new urban uses and light/glare sources, and while none of these
impacts would be significant after mitigation, some degradation of the existing aesthetic
environment would occur. Therefore, aesthetics impacts would be less under this alternative.

Biological Resources. No federal or state listed rare, threatened or endangered plant or animal
species were found on-site during the biological field surveys. However: (1) five sensitive plant
species were previously recorded on-site according to the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB); (2) three CNPS sensitive plant species and two California animal Species of Species
of Special Concern (SSC) were found on-site during the biological field surveys; (3) the site is
tributary to Norton Creek, Widow White Creek and the Mad River which contain two federal
and state listed threatened fish species and one SSC fish species; (4) the site contains forest and
riparian threads which serve as wildlife movement corridors; (5) the site contains federally
protected watercourses and wetlands; and (6) the site contains riparian habitat and one other
sensitive natural community (e.g., Sitka Spruce forest). While the No Project Alternative would
include no development and thus would have no impact on these biological resources, the
proposed project would have impacts on these resources ranging from less-than-significant, to
significant but mitigable, to significant unavoidable. Therefore, biological resources impacts
would be less under this alternative. This would include avoiding the significant unavoidable
adverse impact to the Sitka Spruce forest that would occur under the proposed project.

Cultural Resources. The project site is currently vacant, with no buildings or structures. No
recorded archaeological or historical resources occur on the project site according to North Coast
Information Center (NCIC) records search, and no archaeological, historical or paleontological
resources were observed on-site during the cultural resources field survey. However, because of
the historical presence of Native American peoples in Humboldt County and the presence of
paleontological resources throughout the state, the potential exists for the presence of
archaeological and paleontological resources at the project site. In addition, Native American
peoples may have used the project site as a source of spruce root used for ceremonial activities
and basket weaving in the past. While the No Project Alternative would continue to deny the
applicable Native Americans access to the project site for spruce root collection, the proposed
project would provide a 100 foot wide easement along Murray Road to provide Native
Americans with access to collect the root. In this respect, cultural resources impacts would be
greater under this alternative than under the proposed project. However, while the No project
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Alternative would include no development or other activities, and thus would have no impact on
any archaeological or paleontological resources that may be present, the proposed project would
include such activities and thus could potentially result in significant but mitigable impacts to
archaeological or paleontological resources. Therefore, cultural resources impacts would be less
under this alternative.

Utilities and Public Services. The project site is located within the service area of, but is not
currently provided with water, sewer and storm drainage service by, the McKinleyville
Community Services District (MCSD). The site is also located within the service areas of the
Humboldt County Sheriff, Arcata Fire Protection District (AFPD), Humboldt County Waste
Management Authority (HWMA), and McKinleyville Union School District,(MUSD), although
the demand for such services are minimal to nil given the lack of development at the site. Under
the No Project Alternative, existing conditions at the project site would remain unchanged — no
development and no increase in demand for utilities and public services would occur. By
comparison, development under the proposed project would generate no impact with respect to
sewer service demand (because private on-site septic systems would be provided), less-than-
significant impacts with respect to water, solid waste disposal, law enforcement, and fire
protection service demand, and significant but mitigable impacts with respect to drainage and
school service demand. Because no increase in utility and public service demand would occur
under this alternative, utility and public services impacts would be less under this alternative.

Traffic, Circulation and Parking. Access to the project site is currently provided by Norton and
Murray Roads, the site is currently bisected by a number of old logging roads (no longer in use),
the MCP currently conceptualizes an as of yet undeveloped collector through the project site
connecting Norton and Murray Roads, and the site is currently undeveloped and does not
generate traffic. Under the No Project Alternative, existing conditions at the project site would
remain unchanged — the MCP collector would not be constructed, no development would occur
at the site, no new traffic would be generated, and no traffic, circulation and parking impacts
would occur. By comparison, implementation of the proposed project would include
development of the collector and 80 residential units, and the generation of an estimated 1,736
daily weekday automobile trips which would utilize Norton and Murray Roads and their
associated intersections with Central Avenue. These would result in: (1) less-than-significant
level of service (LOS) and delay impacts on area streets (e.g., all streets and intersections
analyzed would operate at LOS B or better); (2) significant but mitigable traffic flow/safety
impacts (construction of roadway, intersection and frontage improvements would be required);
(3) less-than-significant air traffic pattern, design feature hazards, emergency access, and parking
supply impacts; and (4) significant but mitigable inconsistencies with alternative transportation
policies, plans and programs (construction of sidewalks and trails would be required). Therefore,
traffic, circulation and parking impacts would be less under this alternative.

Air Quality. The project site is currently undeveloped and does not generate air emissions. The
site is located within the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District’s
(NCUAQMD’s) North Coast Air Basin (NCAB) which is designated as “nonattainment” for
respirable particulate matter of less than 10 microns (PMyg) and “attainment” for the balance of
criteria pollutants (e.g., CO, NOy, ROG, etc.). Under the No Project Alternative, existing
conditions at the project site would remain unchanged — no development and no increase in air
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emissions would occur. By comparison, while the proposed project would not include the types
of uses that would generate toxic air contaminants or objectionable odors, it would include
construction activities and operational activities that would generate the emission of criteria
pollutants, resulting in: (1) significant unavoidable conflicts with the applicable air quality
management plan (in terms of PM1y); (2) less-than-significant violations of applicable air quality
standards; (3) significant unavoidable cumulative increases in criteria pollutants for which the
project region is non-attainment (in terms of PMyo); (4) no impact in terms of exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and objectionable odors; and (5) less
than significant conflicts with the State goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions (GHGS) in
accordance with AB 32. Therefore, air quality impacts would be less under this alternative.

Noise. The project site is currently undeveloped and does not undergo commercial logging, so
that no noise is currently generated from the project site. Under the No Project Alternative,
existing conditions at the project site would remain unchanged — no development and no noise
would be created. By comparison, the proposed project would include construction and
operational activities that would generate: (1) significant but mitigable short-term construction
noise; and (2) significant but mitigable long-term operational (stationary and mobile-source)
noise. Therefore, noise impacts would be less under this alternative.

Hydrology and Water Quality. The project site is located in the Norton and Widow White Creek
watersheds, contains two intermittent Class Il and four intermittent Class Il watercourses, drains
to the Mad River, is not located in a100-year floodplain, and is currently undeveloped. Because
the project site is not located in a 100-year floodplain or downstream from a levee or dam,
neither the No Project Alternative nor the proposed project would expose people or property to
100-year flooding or flooding associated with the failure of a dam or levee. Because neither
project would include groundwater pumping, because neither project would develop extensive
impervious surfaces’, and because MCSD does not obtain its municipal water supply from
groundwater in the area, neither project would result in changes in groundwater levels or changes
in the productivity of groundwater wells.

Under the No Project Alternative, existing conditions at the project site would remain
unchanged, and no hydrology and water quality impacts would occur. By comparison, the
proposed project would include construction, development and operational activities which
would generate: (1) significant but mitigable hydrology and drainage impacts (e.g., alteration of
the existing drainage pattern, development of impervious surfaces, increases in drainage flows);
(2) significant but mitigable surface and groundwater quality impacts; and (3) less than
significant flooding impacts (e.g., increase drainage flows, exceed the capacity of existing
drainage facilities, etc. Therefore, hydrology and water quality impacts would be less under this
alternative.

Agriculture and Timber Resources. The project site is currently undeveloped, covered mostly by
second growth forest, is designated by the MCP as Agriculture Suburban (AS) which permits
single family residences, agriculture, cottage industries, and educational and religious activities,

1 Under the No project Alternative, no impervious surfaces would be developed. Under the proposed project, some
impervious surfaces would be developed in the form of roads, residential unit foundations and driveways, but the
vast majority of the project site would remain in impervious surfaces.
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and is zoned Agricultural General (AG) with several unrelated combining zones which permit
agriculture as the predominant use and rural residential as a secondary use. While the site was
used historically for commercial timber production, the site is not underlain by prime agricultural
soils, is not under Williamson Act contract, is not subject to an existing Timber Harvest Plan
(THP), and is not currently under commercial timber or agricultural production although some
adjacent lands to the north east are currently commercially logged. Both the No Project
Alternative and the proposed project would be consistent with the existing AS land use
designation and AG zoning. Neither project would convert Prime Farmland, conflict with
existing zoning for agricultural use, or conflict with a Williamson Act contract. While the
proposed project would include residential development in proximity to lands to the east which
are commercially harvested for timber, this residential development would not hamper or restrict
these adjacent timber harvesting operations because a 100 foot setback is proposed between
proposed residential uses and the site’s northern and eastern property lines. Therefore, both
projects would result in similar less-than-significant agriculture and timber resources impacts.

Geology and Soils. The project site is forested and topographically diverse, with a flat central
ridge surrounded by moderate to steep slopes ranging from 2-17%. Soils at the site include
marine terrace sediments covered by up to two feet of soft topsoil, with some areas containing
un-engineered fill — the soils generally have a low expansion potential. Groundwater levels vary
considerably across the site, with groundwater near or at the surface at some wetland locations.
An Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (EFZ) associated with the active McKinleyville Fault
crosses the southwest corner of the site - the site and greater region are potentially subject to
strong ground shaking from this and other active faults, while the EFZ portion of the site is
potentially subject to fault rupture. The No Project Alternative would not include development,
and thus would result in no geologic and soils impacts. By comparison, the proposed project
would result in the development of 80 residential units, associated roads and infrastructure, and
private on-site septic systems, and would result in: (1) a significant but mitigable impact in
terms of exposure to geologic hazards (e.g., strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related
ground failure and landslides, liquefaction, etc.); (2) a significant but mitigable impact in terms
of soil erosion and topsoil loss; (3) a less than significant impact in terms of expansive soils; and
(4) a significant but mitigable impact in terms of the ability of on-site soils to support septic
systems. Therefore, geology and soils impacts would be less under this alternative.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The project site is currently vacant, and no hazardous
materials are currently used, stored, disposed of, emitted, or transported to or from the site. No
listed hazardous materials sites (e.g., storage tanks, refuse piles, etc.) are known to occur on the
site, although a hazardous materials records search has not been conducted. The western most
portion of the site is located within the “designated traffic pattern” zone (Zone C) of the Arcata-
Eureka Airport which indicates frequent aircraft noise intrusion and where maximum residential
densities must be below 4 units per acre. The project site is not designated as wildlands, and has
a “moderate” wildland fire risk rating according to CDF. Finally, the project site is subject to
Humboldt County’s Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) and Operational Area Hazard Mitigation
Plan (HMP). The No Project Alternative would not include development, and thus would not
result in any hazards or hazardous materials impacts. By comparison, the proposed project
would result in the development of 80 residential units, associated roads and infrastructure, and
private on-site septic systems, and would result in: (1) no impact in terms of upset, accident,
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release, or emission of hazardous materials; (2) a potentially significant but mitigable impact in
terms of release of hazardous materials from any listed hazardous materials/waste sites that may
be present; (3) no impact in terms of consistency with the density and other requirements
associated with being located in Zone C of the airport; (4) a less than significant impact in terms
of exposure of people or structures to wildand fires; and (5) no impact in terms of impairing
implementation of an emergency response or evacuation plan. Therefore, hazards and hazardous
materials impacts would be less under this alternative.

Reduced Density Alternative

Land Use. Both the Reduced Density Alternative and the proposed project are located at the
existing urban/rural interface rather than in the middle of an established community, and neither
project would include the construction of new highways, railways, levees, or other infrastructure
or development that would create large barriers to movement. Thus, neither project would
physically divide an established community. Also, neither project would conflict with a Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) or Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) as no such plans
currently apply to the project. However, while this alternative would not conflict with applicable
plans adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental effects, because it would include residential
density within that permitted by the MCP’s AS designation and zoning of the site, and would be
consistent with applicable MCP policies, the County’s SMA Ordinance? and the ALUCP, the
proposed project would slightly exceed the residential density permitted at the project site by
MCP’s AS designation of the site. Also, the proposed tentative map (Figure 2-3 in chapter 2 of
this EIR) does not show SMAs around all the watercourses on the project site, so the map would
need to be revised to show such SMAs in accordance with the County’s SMA Ordinance. For
these reasons, and because there would be less development under this alternative, land use
impacts would be less under the Reduced Density Alternative.

Aesthetics. The project site is not identified as being within a scenic vista by the Humboldt
County General Plan and is not visible from a state scenic highway, but does include a ridge
which represents a scenic vista as seen from central McKinleyville, does contain scenic resources
(e.g., forest, wetlands, watercourses) visible from adjacent roads and residential uses, and does
contribute to the rural forested character of the surrounding area. Both the Reduced Density
Alternative and the proposed project would include some tree removal, grading, and the
development of urban uses and new light/glare sources. These activities would result in
significant but mitigable impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources and visual character, and less
than significant light and glare impacts, under both projects. Because this alternative would
include 37% fewer residential units approximately 70 more acres of dedicated open space than
the proposed project, aesthetics impacts would be less under this alternative.

Biological Resources. No federal or state listed rare, threatened or endangered plant or animal
species were found on-site during the biological field surveys. However: (1) five sensitive plant
species were previously recorded on-site according to the CNDDB; (2) three CNPS sensitive

2 Although the Reduced Density Alternative would include the same Tentative Map as the proposed project, only
with 30 less residential lots, it is assumed under this alternative that the 30 lots of open space under this alternative
would be concentrated around on-site watercourses, wetlands and the Sitka Spruce forest. Therefore, development
under this alternative would be well outside any SMA’s required at the project site by the County’s SMA Ordinance.
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plant species and two California animal Species of Species of Special Concern (SSC) were found
on-site during the biological field surveys; (3) the site is tributary to Norton Creek, Widow White
Creek and the Mad River which contain two federal and state listed threatened fish species and
one SSC fish species; (4) the site contains forest and riparian threads which serve as wildlife
movement corridors; (5) the site contains federally protected watercourses and wetlands; and (6)
the site contains riparian habitat and one other sensitive natural community (e.g., Sitka Spruce
forest). Both the Reduced Density Alternative and the proposed project would include
development and other activities which would result in impacts to biological resources ranging
from less-than-significant to significant but mitigable. However, while the proposed project
would include roadway and residential development within the Sitka Spruce forest, this
alternative would preserve the forest and thus avoid the significant unavoidable adverse impacts
to the forest that would occur under the proposed project. Furthermore, because more open
space would be provided around the on-site watercourses, wetlands and riparian areas under this
alternative, greater protection would be afforded these resources under this alternative.
Therefore, biological resources impacts would be less under this alternative.

Cultural Resources. The project site is currently vacant, with no buildings or structures. No
recorded archaeological or historical resources occur on the project site according to North Coast
Information Center (NCIC) records search, and no archaeological, historical or paleontological
resources were observed on-site during the cultural resources field survey. However, because of
the historical presence of Native American peoples in Humboldt County and the presence of
paleontological resources throughout the state, the potential exists for the presence of
archaeological and paleontological resources at the project site. Furthermore, Native American
peoples may have used the site as a source of spruce root for ceremonial and basket weaving
purposes in the past. Both the Reduced Density Alternative and the proposed project would
include a 100 foot wide easement along Murray Road for the purposes of providing Native
Americans with access to spruce root; thus, neither project would deny the applicable Native
American peoples of continuing their cultural collection of such root at the project site.
However, both projects would include development and other activities which could disturb any
archaeological or paleontological resources that may be present, and thus both projects would
have the potential to result in significant but mitigable cultural resources impacts. Because this
alternative would include 74 acres of dedicated open space versus the project’s 4.5 acres, the
potential for the disturbance of cultural resources would be less under this alternative.

Utilities and Public Services. The project site is located within the service area of, but is not
currently provided with water, sewer and storm drainage service by, the MCSD. The site is also
located within the service areas of the AFPD, HWMA, and MUSD, although the demand for
such services is minimal to nil given the lack of development at the site. Both the Reduced
Density Alternative and the proposed project would include new development that would
generate no impact with respect to sewer service demand (because both projects would develop
private on-site septic systems), less-than-significant impacts with respect to water, solid waste
disposal, law enforcement, and fire protection service demand, and significant but mitigable
impacts with respect to drainage and school service demand. Because this alternative would
include 30 fewer residential units that the proposed project, its utility and public demand would
be less than under the proposed project. In addition, because this alternative would include less
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development, it would generate less runoff requiring conveyance by downstream drainage
facilities. Therefore, utility and public services impacts would be less under this alternative.

Traffic, Circulation and Parking. Access to the project site is currently provided by Norton and
Murray Roads, the site is currently bisected by a number of old logging roads (no longer in use),
the MCP currently designates an as of yet undeveloped collector through the project site
connecting Norton and Murray Roads, and the site is currently undeveloped and does not
generate traffic. Both the Reduced Density Alternative and the proposed project would include
development of the MCP collector and the development of residential units (50 units under this
alternative and 80 under the proposed project). Both projects would result in: (1) less-than-
significant level of service (LOS) and delay impacts on area streets (e.g., all streets and
intersections analyzed would operate at LOS B or better); (2) significant but mitigable traffic
flow/safety impacts (construction of roadway, intersection and frontage improvements would be
required); (3) less-than-significant air traffic pattern, design feature hazards, emergency access,
and parking supply impacts; and (4) significant but mitigable inconsistencies with alternative
transportation policies, plans and programs (construction of sidewalks and trails would be
required). Although the majority of these impacts would be of a similar degree between the two
projects, LOS and delay impacts would be less under this alternative given the 30 fewer
residential units. This includes the potential that LOS at the Norton Road and Central Avenue
intersection would remain at LOS A under this alternative rather than drop to LOS B as would
occur under the proposed project. Therefore, traffic, circulation and parking impacts would be
less under this alternative.

Air Quality. The project site is currently undeveloped and does not generate air emissions. The
site is located within the NCUAQMD’s NCAB which is designated as “nonattainment” for PMyg
and “attainment” for the balance of criteria pollutants (e.g., CO, NOy, ROG, etc.). The Reduced
Density Alternative and the proposed project would not include the types of uses that would
generate toxic air contaminants or objectionable odors. However, both projects would include
the development of a residential subdivision and associated streets (50 units under this
alternative and 80 under the proposed project), and both projects would result in: (1) significant
unavoidable conflicts with the applicable air quality management plan (in terms of PMyo); (2)
less-than-significant violations of applicable air quality standards; (3) significant unavoidable
cumulative increases in criteria pollutants for which the project region is non-attainment (in
terms of PMyp); (4) no impact in terms of exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations and objectionable odors; and (5) less than significant conflicts with the State goal
of reducing greenhouse gas emissions (GHGSs) in accordance with AB 32. Because this
alternative would result in 30 fewer residential units, it would generate less associated
construction and operational emissions of criteria pollutants and less GHGs. Also, because the
existing 36-acre Sitka spruce forest on the project site would be retained under this alternative,
some carbon sequestration would occur under this alternative that would not occur under the
proposed project. Therefore, air quality impacts would be less under this alternative.

Noise. The project site is currently undeveloped and does not undergo commercial logging, so
that no noise is currently generated from the project site. Both the Reduced Density Alternative
and the proposed project would include the development of a residential subdivision and
associated streets (50 units under this alternative and 80 under the proposed project). This would
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include construction activities including clearing, grading, trenching and home building, and
operational activities including landscape maintenance, kids playing, car doors slamming, and
motor vehicle use which would result in the following under both projects: (1) significant but
mitigable short-term construction noise; and (2) significant but mitigable long-term operational
(stationary and mobile-source) noise. Because this alternative would result in 30 fewer
residential units, and would retain the Sitka spruce forest, less clearing, grading and other
construction activities would be required, and fewer daily motor vehicle trips would be made,
thus resulting in less construction and operational noise. Thus, noise impacts would be less
under this alternative.

Hydrology and Water Quality. The project site is located in the Norton and Widow White Creek
watersheds, contains two intermittent Class Il and four intermittent Class I11 watercourses, drains
to the Mad River, is not located in a100-year floodplain, and is currently undeveloped. Because
the project site is not located in a 100-year floodplain or downstream from a levee or dam,
neither the Reduced Density Alternative nor the proposed project would expose people or
property to 100-year flooding or flooding associated with the failure of a dam or levee. Because
neither project would include groundwater pumping, because neither project would develop
extensive impervious surfaces, and because MCSD does not obtain its municipal water supply
from groundwater in the area, neither project would result in changes in groundwater levels or
changes in the productivity of groundwater wells.

The Reduced Density Alternative and the proposed project would each include construction,
development and operational activities which would generate: (1) significant but mitigable
hydrology and drainage impacts (e.g., alteration of the existing drainage pattern, development of
impervious surfaces, increases in drainage flows); (2) significant but mitigable surface and
groundwater quality impacts; and (3) less than significant flooding impacts (e.g., increase
drainage flows, exceed the capacity of existing drainage facilities, etc). While this alternative
would include 30 less residential units and more dedicated open space than the proposed project,
the vast majority of the project site would remain in impervious surfaces under either project,
and both projects would include similar drainage improvements, such that there would be little
difference in hydrology, drainage and flooding impacts between the two projects. Also, because
both projects would incorporate LID development, bioswales, and other features and BMPs to
improve the quality of surface water quality, and because both projects would include private on-
site septic systems consistent with all County standards to protect groundwater quality, there
would be little difference in surface and groundwater quality impacts between the two projects.
Therefore, hydrology and water quality impacts would be similar between the two projects.

Agriculture and Timber Resources. The project site is currently undeveloped, covered mostly by
second growth forest, is designated by the MCP as Agriculture Suburban (AS) which permits
single family residences, agriculture, cottage industries, and educational and religious activities,
and is zoned Agricultural General (AG) with several unrelated combining zones which permit
agriculture as the predominant use and rural residential as a secondary use. While the site was
used historically for commercial timber production, the site is not underlain by prime agricultural
soils, is not under Williamson Act contract, is not subject to an existing Timber Harvest Plan
(THP), and is not currently under commercial timber or agricultural production although some
adjacent lands to the north east are currently commercially logged. Both the Reduced Project

DEIR, July 2010 6-9 Chapter 6: Evaluation of Alternatives



County of Humboldt Beau Pre Heights Subdivision ADEIR

Alternative and the proposed project would be consistent with the existing AS land use
designation and AG zoning. Neither project would convert Prime Farmland, conflict with
existing zoning for agricultural use, or conflict with a Williamson Act contract. Furthermore,
while both projects would include residential development in proximity to lands to the east
which are commercially harvested for timber, this residential development would not hamper or
restrict these adjacent timber harvesting operations because a 100 foot setback is proposed under
both projects between proposed residential uses and the project site’s northern and eastern
property lines. Therefore, both projects would result in similar less-than-significant agriculture
and timber resources impacts.

Geology and Soils. The project site is forested and topographically diverse, with a flat central
ridge surrounded by moderate to steep slopes ranging from 2-17%. Soils at the site include
marine terrace sediments covered by up to two feet of soft topsoil, with some areas containing
un-engineered fill — the soils generally have a low expansion potential. Groundwater levels vary
considerably across the site, with groundwater near or at the surface at some wetland locations.
An Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (EFZ) associated with the active McKinleyville Fault
crosses the southwest corner of the site - the site and greater region are potentially subject to
strong ground shaking from this and other active faults, while the EFZ portion of the site is
potentially subject to fault rupture. Both the Reduced Density Alternative and the proposed
project would result in the development of residential units, associated roads and infrastructure,
and private on-site septic systems, and would result in: (1) a significant but mitigable impact in
terms of exposure to geologic hazards (e.g., strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related
ground failure, liquefaction, seismically-induced landslides, subsidence, etc.); (2) a significant
but mitigable impact in terms of soil erosion and topsoil loss; (3) a less than significant impact in
terms of expansive soils; and (4) a significant but mitigable impact in terms of the ability of on-
site soils to support septic system use. Because the mitigation identified in Section 4.11 of this
EIR would reduce geology and soils hazards under both projects to less-than-significant levels,
regardless of the fact that the Reduced Density Alternative would include 30 less residential units
than the proposed project, geology and soils impacts would be similar between the two projects.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The project site is currently vacant, and no hazardous
materials are currently used, stored, disposed of, emitted, or transported to or from the site. No
listed hazardous materials sites (e.g., storage tanks, refuse piles, etc.) are known to occur on the
site, although a hazardous materials records search has not been conducted. The western most
portion of the site is located within the “designated traffic pattern” zone (Zone C) of the Arcata-
Eureka Airport which indicates frequent aircraft noise intrusion and where maximum residential
densities must be below 4 units per acre. The project site is not designated as wildlands, and has
a “moderate” wildland fire risk rating according to CDF. Finally, the project site is subject to
Humboldt County’s Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) and Operational Area Hazard Mitigation
Plan (HMP). Both the Reduced Density Alternative and the proposed project would result in the
development of residential units, associated roads and infrastructure, and private on-site septic
systems, and would result in: (1) no impact in terms of upset, accident, release, or emission of
hazardous materials; (2) a potentially significant but mitigable impact in terms of release of
hazardous materials from any listed hazardous materials/waste sites that may be present; (3) no
impact in terms of consistency with the density and other requirements associated with being
located in Zone C of the airport; (4) a less than significant impact in terms of exposure of people
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or structures to wildand fires; and (5) no impact in terms of impairing implementation of an
emergency response or evacuation plan. Because the mitigation identified in Section 4.12 of this
EIR would reduce the potential for release of hazardous materials from listed hazardous
materials/waste sites to less than significant levels under both projects, regardless of the fact that
the Reduced Density Alternative would include 30 less residential units than the proposed
project, hazards and hazardous materials impacts would be similar between the two projects.

Alternative Tentative Map

Land Use. Both the Alternative Tentative Map and the proposed project are located at the
existing urban/rural interface rather than in the middle of an established community, and neither
project would include the construction of new highways, railways, levees, or other infrastructure
or development that would create large barriers to movement. Thus, neither project would
physically divide an established community. Also, neither project would conflict with a Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) or Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) as no such plans
currently apply to the project. However, while this alternative would not conflict with applicable
plans adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental effects, because it would include residential
density within that permitted by the MCP’s AS designation and zoning of the site and would be
consistent with applicable MCP policies, the County’s SMA Ordinance and the Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), the proposed project would slightly exceed (by one residential
lot) the residential density permitted at the project site by MCP’s AS designation of the site.
Also, the proposed tentative map (Figure 2-3 in chapter 2 of this EIR) does not show SMAs
around all the watercourses on the project site, so the map would need to be revised to show such
SMA s in accordance with the County’s SMA Ordinance. For these reasons, and because there
would be less development under this alternative, land use impacts would be less under the
Alternative Tentative Map.

Aesthetics. The project site is not identified as being within a scenic vista by the Humboldt
County General Plan and is not visible from a state scenic highway, but does include a ridge
which represents a scenic vista as seen from central McKinleyville, does contain scenic resources
(e.g., forest, wetlands, watercourses) visible from adjacent roads and residential uses, and does
contribute to the rural forested character of the surrounding area. Both the Alternative Tentative
Map and the proposed project would include some tree removal, grading, and the development of
urban uses and new light/glare sources. These activities would result in significant but mitigable
impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources and visual character, and less than significant light and
glare impacts, under both projects. Because this alternative would include 36 more acres of
dedicated open space than the proposed project, including preservation of the existing Sitka
Spruce forest which is located directly adjacent to and visible from Murray Road, aesthetics
impacts would be less under the Alternative Tentative Map.

Biological Resources. No federal or state listed rare, threatened or endangered plant or animal
species were found on-site during the biological field surveys. However: (1) five sensitive plant
species were previously recorded on-site according to the CNDDB; (2) three CNPS sensitive
plant species and two California animal Species of Species of Special Concern (SSC) were found
on-site during the biological field surveys; (3) the site is tributary to Norton Creek, Widow White
Creek and the Mad River which contain two federal and state listed threatened fish species and
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one SSC fish species; (4) the site contains forest and riparian threads which serve as wildlife
movement corridors; (5) the site contains federally protected watercourses and wetlands; and (6)
the site contains riparian habitat and one other sensitive natural community (e.g., Sitka Spruce
forest). Both the Alternative Tentative Map and the proposed project would include
development and other activities which would result in impacts to biological resources ranging
from less-than-significant to significant but mitigable. However, while the proposed project
would include roadway and residential development within the Sitka Spruce forest, this
alternative would preserve the forest and thus avoid the significant unavoidable adverse impacts
to the forest that would occur under the proposed project. Furthermore, because more open
space would be provided around the on-site watercourses, wetlands and riparian areas under this
alternative, including wider SMAs around on-site intermittent watercourses and wetlands, greater
protection would be afforded these resources under this alternative. Finally, because this
alternative would include contiguous dedicated open from northwest to southeast across the
project site, it would provide a wildlife corridor through the project site. Therefore, biological
resources impacts would be less under the Alternative Tentative Map.

Cultural Resources. The project site is currently vacant, with no buildings or structures. No
recorded archaeological or historical resources occur on the project site according to North Coast
Information Center (NCIC) records search, and no archaeological, historical or paleontological
resources were observed on-site during the cultural resources field survey. However, because of
the historical presence of Native American peoples in Humboldt County and the presence of
paleontological resources throughout the state, the potential exists for the presence of
archaeological and paleontological resources at the project site. Furthermore, Native American
peoples may have used the site as a source of spruce root for ceremonial and basket weaving
purposes in the past. Both the Alternative Tentative Map and the proposed project would include
a 100 foot wide easement along Murray Road for the purposes of providing Native Americans
with access to spruce root; thus, neither project would deny the applicable Native American
peoples of continuing their cultural collection of such root at the project site. However, both
projects would include development and other activities which could disturb any archaeological
or paleontological resources that may be present, and thus both projects would have the potential
to result in significant but mitigable cultural resources impacts. Because this alternative would
include 74 acres of dedicated open space, versus the project’s 4.5 acres, the potential for the
disturbance of any such archaeological or paleontological resources would be less under the
Alternative Tentative Map.

Utilities and Public Resources. The project site is located within the service area of, but is not
currently provided with water, sewer and storm drainage service by, the MCSD. The site is also
located within the service areas of the AFPD, HWMA, and MUSD, although the demand for
such services is minimal to nil given the lack of development at the site. Both the Alternative
Tentative Map and the proposed project would include new development that would generate no
impact with respect to sewer service demand (because both projects would develop private on-
site septic systems), less-than-significant impacts with respect to water, solid waste disposal, law
enforcement, and fire protection service demand, and significant but mitigable impacts with
respect to drainage and schools. Because both alternatives would include similar amounts of
development, utility and public services impacts would be similar between the two projects.
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Traffic, Circulation and Parking. Access to the project site is currently provided by Norton and
Murray Roads, the site is currently bisected by a number of old logging roads (no longer in use),
the MCP currently designates an as of yet undeveloped collector through the project site
connecting Norton and Murray Roads, and the site is currently undeveloped and does not
generate traffic. Both the Alternative Tentative Map and the proposed project would include
development of the MCP collector and the development of similar numbers of residential units
(79 units under this alternative versus 80 under the proposed project). Both projects would result
in: (1) less-than-significant level of service (LOS) and delay impacts on area streets (e.g., all
streets and intersections analyzed would operate at LOS B or better); (2) significant but mitigable
traffic flow/safety impacts (construction of roadway, intersection and frontage improvements
would be required); (3) less-than-significant air traffic pattern, design feature hazards,
emergency access, and parking supply impacts; and (4) significant but mitigable inconsistencies
with alternative transportation policies, plans and programs (construction of sidewalks and trails
would be required). While the configuration of streets and the size of the proposed lots would be
different between the two projects, the degree of the above impacts would be similar between
the two projects given the similar number of proposed residential units.

Air Quality. The project site is currently undeveloped and does not generate air emissions. The
site is located within the NCUAQMD’s NCAB which is designated as “nonattainment” for PMyg
and “attainment” for the balance of criteria pollutants (e.g., CO, NOy, ROG, etc.). The
Alternative Tentative Map and the proposed project would not include the types of uses that
would generate toxic air contaminants or objectionable odors. However, both projects would
include the development of a similar number of residential units and associated, and both
projects would result in: (1) significant unavoidable conflicts with the applicable air quality
management plan (in terms of PM1y); (2) less-than-significant violations of applicable air quality
standards; (3) significant unavoidable cumulative increases in criteria pollutants for which the
project region is non-attainment (in terms of PMyo); (4) no impact in terms of exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and objectionable odors; and (5) less
than significant conflicts with the State goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions (GHGS) in
accordance with AB 32. The existing on-site 36-acre Sitka spruce forest would provide some
carbon sequestration under this alternative that would not occur under the proposed project.

Still, because the emission of criteria pollutants and GHGs would be roughly equivalent between
the two projects, air quality impacts would be similar between the two projects.

Noise. The project site is currently undeveloped and does not undergo commercial logging, so
that no noise is currently generated from the project site. Both the Alternative Tentative Map
and the proposed project would include the development of a residential subdivision and
associated streets consisting of an equivalent number of residential units. This would include
construction activities including clearing, grading, trenching and home building, and operational
activities including landscape maintenance, kids playing, car doors slamming, and motor vehicle
use which would result in the following under both projects: (1) significant but mitigable short-
term construction noise; and (2) significant but mitigable long-term operational (stationary and
mobile-source) noise. While operational noise would be generally equivalent between the two
projects, because of the equivalent number of residential units, construction noise, specifically
noise associated with clearing and grading activities, would be substantially less. This is because
substantially more dedicated open space would be retained under this alternative (e.g., 74 acres
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versus 4.5 acres under the proposed project), and substantially less land would be cleared and
graded, than under the proposed project. Therefore, noise impacts would be less under this
alternative.

Hydrology and Water Quality. The project site is located in the Norton and Widow White Creek
watersheds, contains two intermittent Class Il and four intermittent Class I11 watercourses, drains
to the Mad River, is not located in a 100-year floodplain, and is currently undeveloped. Because
the project site is not located in a 100-year floodplain or downstream from a levee or dam,
neither the Alternative Tentative Map nor the proposed project would expose people or property
to 100-year flooding or flooding associated with the failure of a dam or levee. Because neither
project would include groundwater pumping, because neither project would develop extensive
impervious surfaces, and because MCSD does not obtain its municipal water supply from
groundwater in the area, neither project would result in changes in groundwater levels or changes
in the productivity of groundwater wells.

The Alternative Tentative Map and the proposed project would each include construction,
development and operational activities which would generate: (1) significant but mitigable
hydrology and drainage impacts (e.g., alteration of the existing drainage pattern, development of
impervious surfaces, increases in drainage flows); (2) significant but mitigable surface and
groundwater quality impacts; and (3) less than significant flooding impacts (e.g., increase
drainage flows, exceed the capacity of existing drainage facilities, etc). While this alternative
would include more dedicated open space and less roads than the proposed project, the vast
majority of the project site would remain in impervious surfaces under either project, and both
projects would include similar drainage improvements, such that there would be little difference
in hydrology, drainage and flooding impacts between the two projects. Also, while this
alternative would have trails instead of roads at the top of the drainages to reduce stormwater
runoff into the watercourses, both projects would incorporate LID development, bioswales, and
other features and BMPs to improve the quality of surface water quality, and both projects would
include private on-site septic systems consistent with all County standards to protect
groundwater quality, so there would be little difference in surface and groundwater quality
impacts between the two projects. Therefore, hydrology and water quality impacts would be
similar between the two projects.

Agriculture and Timber Resources. The project site is currently undeveloped, covered mostly by
second growth forest, is designated by the MCP as Agriculture Suburban (AS) which permits
single family residences, agriculture, cottage industries, and educational and religious activities,
and is zoned Agricultural General (AG) with several unrelated combining zones which permit
agriculture as the predominant use and rural residential as a secondary use. While the site was
used historically for commercial timber production, the site is not underlain by prime agricultural
soils, is not under Williamson Act contract, is not subject to an existing Timber Harvest Plan
(THP), and is not currently under commercial timber or agricultural production although some
adjacent lands to the north east are currently commercially logged. Both the Alternative
Tentative Map and the proposed project would be consistent with the existing AS land use
designation and AG zoning. Neither project would convert Prime Farmland, conflict with
existing zoning for agricultural use, or conflict with a Williamson Act contract. Furthermore,
while both projects would include residential development in proximity to lands to the east
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which are commercially harvested for timber, this residential development would not hamper or
restrict these adjacent timber harvesting operations because a 100 foot setback is proposed under
both projects between proposed residential uses and the project site’s northern and eastern
property lines. Therefore, both projects would result in similar less-than-significant agriculture
and timber resources impacts.

Geology and Soils. The project site is forested and topographically diverse, with a flat central
ridge surrounded by moderate to steep slopes ranging from 2-17%. Soils at the site include
marine terrace sediments covered by up to two feet of soft topsoil, with some areas containing
un-engineered fill — the soils generally have a low expansion potential. Groundwater levels vary
considerably across the site, with groundwater near or at the surface at some wetland locations.
An Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (EFZ) associated with the active McKinleyville Fault
crosses the southwest corner of the site - the site and greater region are potentially subject to
strong ground shaking from this and other active faults, while the EFZ portion of the site is
potentially subject to fault rupture. Both the Alternative Tentative Map and the proposed project
would result in the development of an equivalent number of residential units, associated roads
and infrastructure, and private on-site septic systems, and would result in: (1) a significant but
mitigable impact in terms of exposure to geologic hazards (e.g., strong seismic ground shaking,
seismic-related ground failure, liquefaction, seismically-induced landslides, subsidence, etc.); (2)
a significant but mitigable impact in terms of soil erosion and topsoil loss; (3) a less than
significant impact in terms of expansive soils; and (4) a significant but mitigable impact in terms
of the ability of on-site soils to support septic system use. Because the mitigation identified in
Section 4.11 of this EIR would reduce geology and soils hazards under both projects to less-than-
significant levels, such impacts would be similar between the two projects.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The project site is currently vacant, and no hazardous
materials are currently used, stored, disposed of, emitted, or transported to or from the site. No
listed hazardous materials sites (e.g., storage tanks, refuse piles, etc.) are known to occur on the
site, although a hazardous materials records search has not been conducted. The western most
portion of the site is located within the “designated traffic pattern” zone (Zone C) of the Arcata-
Eureka Airport which indicates frequent aircraft noise intrusion and where maximum residential
densities must be below 4 units per acre. The project site is not designated as wildlands, and has
a “moderate” wildland fire risk rating according to CDF. Finally, the project site is subject to
Humboldt County’s Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) and Operational Area Hazard Mitigation
Plan (HMP). Both the Alternative Tentative Map and the proposed project would result in the
development of residential units, associated roads and infrastructure, and private on-site septic
systems, and would result in: (1) no impact in terms of upset, accident, release, or emission of
hazardous materials; (2) a potentially significant but mitigable impact in terms of release of
hazardous materials from any listed hazardous materials/waste sites that may be present; (3) no
impact in terms of consistency with the density and other requirements associated with being
located in Zone C of the airport; (4) a less than significant impact in terms of exposure of people
or structures to wildand fires; and (5) no impact in terms of impairing implementation of an
emergency response or evacuation plan. Because the mitigation identified in Section 4.120f this
EIR would reduce the potential for release of hazardous materials from listed hazardous
materials/waste sites to less than significant levels under both projects, and because both projects
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would include a roughly equivalent number of residential units, hazards and hazardous materials
impacts would be similar between the two projects.

6.2 Consistency with Project Objectives

The following are the project objectives:

e Provide large-lot, single-family residential housing opportunities consistent with the
MCP;

e Create buffers and SMAs to protect watercourses and wetlands;

e Incorporate low impact development (LID) techniques to minimize runoff and
sedimentation;

e Enhance McKinleyville’s economic viability through new residential development;
e Provide new bike paths consistent with MCP Tails and Circulation Plan;

e Establish a permanent 100 foot buffer along Murray Road for noise attenuation and
Native American use;

e Dedicate a new MCSD reservoir site for future use; and

e Provide MCSD water system improvements for current and future municipal service and
fire suppression.

The No Project Alternative would not be consistent with any of the project objectives.

The Reduced Density Alternative would be consistent with all the project objectives. In fact, this
alternative would be more effective than the proposed project in creating buffers and SMAs to
protect watercourses and wetlands because more open space would be provided around these
features under the Reduced Density Alternative than under the proposed project. However, this
alternative would not be as effective as either the proposed project or the Alternative Tentative
Map in enhancing McKinleyville’s economic viability through new residential development
because this alternative would include 30 fewer residential units.

The Alternative Tentative Map would be consistent with all the project objectives. In fact, this
alternative would be more effective than the proposed project in creating buffers and SMAs to
protect watercourses and wetlands because more open space would be provided around these
features under this alternative than under the proposed project. At the same time, this alternative
would avoid the pitfall of the Reduced Density Alternative which would also provide more open
space around these features, but which would also be less effective at enhancing McKinleyville’s
economic viability through new residential development.

Overall, the Alternative Tentative Map would be most effective in achieving the project
objectives, followed by the proposed project, the Reduced Density Alternative, and the No
Project Alternative.
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6.3 Environmentally Superior Alternative

As indicated by the totals and rankings at the bottom of Table 6-1, the No Project Alternative
would be the least impacting alternative, followed by the Reduced Density Alternative, the
Alternative Tentative Map, and the proposed project.

Because the No Project Alternative is the least impacting alternative, it is identified as the
“environmentally superior alternative”. However, this alternative would not achieve any of the
project objectives. In addition, CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e) states that, if the
“environmentally superior alternative” is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify
an environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives. For these reasons, the
No Project Alternative is rejected.

The next least impacting alternative would be the Reduced Density Alternative. It would have
greater impacts than the proposed project in terms of zero environmental issues, less impacts in
terms of 10 environmental issues, and similar impacts in terms of two environmental issues. In
addition, while it would not be as effective in achieving one of the project objectives as either the
Alternative Tentative Map or the proposed project, that being enhancing McKinleyville’s
economic viability through new residential development, it would achieve the balance of the
project objectives. Therefore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 8815126.6(e), the Reduced
Density Alternative is identified as the “environmentally superior alternative”.

Table 6-1
Relative Impacts of the Alternatives to Those of the Proposed Project

_ Proposed _ Alternatives .
Environmental Issue Plan No Project Reduced | Alternative
(No Development) Density Design

Land Use -- less less less
Aesthetics -- less less less
Biological Resources -- less less less
Cultural Resources - less less less
Utilities and Public Services -- less less similar
Traffic, Circulation and Parking -- less less similar
Air Quality -- less less similar
Noise - less less less
Hydrology and Water Quality -- similar similar similar
Agriculture and timber Resources -- similar similar similar
Geology and Soils -- less similar similar
Hazards and Hazardous Materials -- less similar similar
Totals: Greater Impact 0 0 0 0

Less Impact 0 10 8 5

Similar Impact 12 2 4 7
Environmental Ranking (from 4 1 5 3
lowest to highest impact)
Source: Planwest Partners, April 2010.
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Although the Alternative Tentative Map would not be the “environmentally superior alternative”
based on the numerical analysis provided above, there are several good reasons for the lead
agency to approve the Alternative Tentative Map. First, while this alternative would be slightly
more impacting than the Reduced Density Alternative overall, it would still be less impacting
than the proposed project. Second, this alternative would more effective in achieving the project
objectives than the Reduced Density Alternative. Third, this is the alternative requested by the
California Department of Fish & Game (DFG) to reduce or avoid impacts to biological resources
on the project site, including the Sitka Spruce forest and on-site watercourses and wetlands.
Fourth, this alternative would provide a contiguous wildlife movement corridor through the
project site that would not be provided by the Reduced Density Alternative. If the decision
makers decide to approve the Alternative Tentative Map, findings would be prepared as required
by CEQA explaining why the County is approving this alternative despite that it is not the
“environmentally superior alternative.”
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