CEQA
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

CITY OF EUREKA

PROJECT T1TLE: Lundbar IHills, Unit No. 6
PROJECT APPLICANT: Fred H. Lundblade, Jr, and C. Robert & Patricia B. Barnum
CASE NO: SD-03-003/LLA-03-003/VAR-03-013/C-06-008

PROJECT LOCATION: Lundbar Hills Subdivision, at thé’ end of Lundblade Drive; APN 301-
031-039; 301-281-038 s

ZONING & GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATIOI@?"'.Oiﬂe-Fam.ﬂy_z Residential; Low Density
Residential o :

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicants have submitted a Vesting Tentative Map for a
major subdivision of 19.2 acres, resulting in 56 parcels and a remainder. The lots range in
size from 6,500 square feet to 49,400 square feet. The lots will be served by the extension
of Lundblade Drive and Dickson Drive. Lundblade Drive will be extended and improved to
the south boundary line of the property to provide access to adjacent parcels and eventually
a second access for Lundbar Hills. ;

Approximately 12.3 acres of previously logged land will be cleared for roadway construction
and building site preparation.’ Approximately 250,000 board feet of timber will be
removed. The applicants are also requesting approval of a conditional use permit to allow
the timber harvesting prior to issuance of building and/or grading permits.

The applicants have decided to request approval of a vesting tentative map in order to
secure development rights as provided in Section 66498.1 of the Government Code. Under
current market conditions the subdivision should be fully developed with residences overa
time span of a few years. A significant downturn in the economy, however, could delay full
development by several years. A vesting tentative map will set development conditions that
can be relied on if development is delayed for several years.

The remainder parcel includes land that is hillside, sloping down from the subdivision
property, and nearly level land that is a valley floor and cannot be accessed from the
subdivision without difficulty. Access from Fairway Drive is physically possible, however, it
would require access across adjacent land owned by one or more of the applicants. If the
remainder is ever to be subdivided or developed with a residence, access would be from
Fairway Drive.

The subdivision requires a variance to allow Lot 170 to have a reduced lot depth of approx.
8o-feet where the Code requires 100 feet; the parcel size of 7,826 sq. ft. will exceed the
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minimum lot size of 6,000 sq. ft. In addition, the project includes a lot line adjustment to
take approx. 4660 sq. ft. from APN 301-031-039 and add it to 301-281-038.

The following reports and/or plans were used in the analysis of this project:
» Preliminary Drainage Study & Hydrology Report, Forsyth Engineering, July
2003
= R-1 Preliminary Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation, SHN,
August 2002
» Traffic Report, WB Sweet, March 2003 — Updated July 2005
* Preliminary Title Report, Humboldt Land Title Company, May 2003

LEAD AGENCY/CONTACT: City of Eureka, Community Development Department; Sidnie L.
Olson, AICP, Senior Planner; 531 K Street, Eureka, CA 95501 1165; phone: (707) 441-4265;
fax: (707) 441-4202; e-mail: solson@ci.eureka.ca.gov "

DATE OF PROJECT APPLICATION: July 15, 2995 :

DATE OF PROJECT APPROVAL: September 11, 2006 -

FINDINGS: This is to advise that on September 11, 2().'6:6.{he Planning Commission of the
City of Eureka, as the Lead Agency, approved the project'described above, and made the
following determinations and findings regarding the project.”

1. The Planning Commission found that the proposed proj ect W1H not have a significant
effect on the environment.

2. A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the
provisions of CEQA.

3. The Planning Commission found that the Mitigated Negative Declaration was
prepared pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

4. The decision of the Planning Commission to adopt the Mitigated Negative
:Declaration was based on the whole record before it (including the initial study and
- any comments recewed)

5. The Plannm g Commission found that the Mi itigated Negative Declaration reflects the
City of Eureka’s mdependent judgment and analysis.

Matlgation measures were made a condition of project approval.
A Statement of Overriding Considerations was not adopted for this project.

Findings were not made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA (CCR §15091)

v o®m oo

The Planning Commission adopted a program for reporting on or monitoring the
changes which it either required in the project or made a condition of approval to
mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects.

10. The Planning Commission found that the project site is not within two nautical miles
of a public airport or public use airport, and they determined that the project will not
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result in a safety hazard or noise problem for persons using the airport or for persons
residing or working in the project area.

This is to certify the City of Eureka, Community Development Department, is the custodian
of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings upon which
the Planning Commission’s decision was based; and that the Mitigated Negative Declaration
and the record of project approval are available to the general public for review during
regular office hours at the City of Eureka, Community Development Department, third
floor, 531 K Street, Eureka, CA 95501.

September 11, 2006
Sidnie L. Olson, AICP Date

Senior Planner

City of Eureka



CEQA
INITIAL STUDY

CiTYy OF EUREKA

PROJECT TITLE: Lundbar Hills, Unit No. 6
PROJECT APPLICANT: Fred H. Lundblade, Jr, and C. Robert & Patricia B. Barmmum
CASE NO: SD-03-003/LLA-03-003/VAR-03-013/C-06-008

PROJECT LOCATION: Lundbar Hills Subdivision, at the end of Lundblade Drive; APN 301-031-039;
301-281-038

ZONING & GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: One-Family Residential; Low Density Residential

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicants have submitted a Vesting Tentative Map for a major subdivision
of 19.2 acres, resulting in 56 parcels and a remainder. The lots range in size from 6,500 square feet to
49,400 square feet. The lots will be served by the extension of Lundblade Drive and Dickson Drive.
Lundblade Drive will be extended and improved to the south boundary line of the property to provide
access to adjacent parcels and eventually a second access for Lundbar Iills,

Approximately 12.3 acres of previously logged land will be cleared for roadway construction and
building site preparation. Approximately 250,000 board feet of timber will be removed. The applicants
are also requesting approval of a conditional use permit to allow the timber harvesting prior to issuance of
building and/or grading permits.

The applicants have decided to request approval of a vesting tentative map in order to secure development
rights as provided in Section 66498.1 of the Government Code. Under current market conditions the
subdivision should be fully developed with residences over a time span of a few years. A significant
downturn in the economy, however, could delay full development by several years. A vesting tentative
map will set development conditions that can be relied on if development is delayed for several years.

The remainder parcel includes land that is hillside, sloping down from the subdivision property, and
nearly level land that is a valley floor and cannot be accessed from the subdivision without difficulty.
Access from Fairway Drive is physically possible, however, it would require access across adjacent land
owned by one or more of the applicants. If the remainder is ever to be subdivided or developed with a
residence, access would be from Fairway Drive,

The subdivision requires a variance to allow Lot 170 to have a reduced lot depth of approx. 80-feet where
the Code requires 100 feet; the parcel size of 7,826 sq. . will exceed the minimum lot size of 6,000 sq. ft.
In addition, the project includes a lot line adjustment to take approx. 4660 sq. ft. from APN 301-031-039
and add it to 301-281-038.

The following reports and/or plans were used in the analysis of this project and are attached to this initial
study:
»  Wetland Investigation and Potential Impact Assessment on Lundbar Hills Subdivision, Eel
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River Sciences, July, 2005
= R-1 Preliminary Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation, SHN, August 2002
»  Preliminary Drainage Study & Hydrology Report, Forsyth Engineering, July 2003
»  Lundbar Hills - Unit 6 Project Information, Kelly-O"Hern Associates, revised March, 2005
»  Traffic Study for Lundbar Hills Southwood Subdivision, Unit 6, WB Sweet, January, 2006

APPLICATION DATE: July 15, 2003
LEAD AGENCY/CONTACT: City of Eureka, Community Development Department; Sidnie L. Olson,

AICP, Senior Planner; 531 K Street, Eureka, CA 95501-1165; phone: (707) 441-4265; fax: {(707) 441-
4202; e-mail: solsoni@ci.eureka.ca.gov

SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING: The City of Eureka is a charter city located on Humboldt
Bay, approximately 300 miles north of San Francisco and 100 miles south of the Oregon border. Initially
founded in the spring of 1850, the City of Eureka was incorporated through a special act of the state
legislatare on April 18, 1856. The community was reincorporated as a City on February 19, 1874 and
received a charter on February 8, 1895. As the county seat for the 572 square mile Humboldt County,
Eurcka is the center of business and government; the major industries include agriculture, fishing, and
tourism, The average July maximum temperature is 61.6°F and the average January maximum
temperature is 54.3°F. The average July minimum temperature is 52.3°F and the average January
minimum temperature is 41.5°F. The average annual precipitation is 39.0 inches; the average annual
snowfall is 0.3 inches.

The project site is located on a broad ridge running in a generally east—west direction near the southern
boundary of the City of Fureka. This ridge rans westerly to Fairway Drive through the neighborhood of
Lundbar Hills. The ridge runs southerly through timberland to Ridgewcod Drive in Cutten.

Land to the west of the subject property is the neighborhood of Lundbar Hills, developed with single
family residences. Land to the north and east is relatively steep timberland. Land to the south is
undeveloped timberiand and recently cutover land,

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS, OR MAY BE REQUIRED (e.g. permits, financing
approval, or participation agreement.): North Coast Air Quality Management District (NCAQMD) and
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: As discussed and analyzed in this Initial Study,
the project issues checked below may have a Significant or Potentially Significant Impact:

O Aesthetic/Visual 0O Flood Plain/Flooding I Schools/Universities [ Water Quality

O Agricultural Land O Forest Land/Fire Hazard 0O Septic Systems O Water Supply/Groundwater
1 Air Quality O Geologic/Seismic [ Sewer Capacity 2 Wetland/Riparian

L1 Archeological/Historical I3 Minerals [ Soil Erosion/Compacting/Grading

L1 Coastal Zone LI Noise 0O Solid Waste T Growth Inducement

O Drainage/Absorption [T Population/Housing Balance 3 Toxic/Hazardous & Land Use

O Economics/Jobs [T Pubtic Services/Facilities 3 Traffic Circulation 1 Cumulative Effects

[21 Fiscal {1 Recreation/Parks O Vegetation
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DETERMINATION: On the basis of this initial evaluation:

a

I find that the proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project may have a “potentially significant impact” or ‘potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only those effects
that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

; / .ff‘f/”’
&l/ - A August 10, 2006

Sidnie L. Olson, AICP Date
Senior Planner, City of Eureka
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SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL PROJECT IMPACTS AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES: Below
is a table that summarizes the impact potential for each category of impacts discussed and analyzed in this
Initial Study and a list of mitigation measures that will be recommended as conditions of project approval.

Less Than

Potentially Signifieant Less Than
Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

1 Aesthetics v

1L Agricuitural Resources v
L.  Air Quality v

Iv. Biological v

V. Cultural v

VL Geology and Soils v

VII.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials v

VIII. Hydrology and Water Quality v

IX. Land Use and Planning v
X. Mineral Resources v
XL Noise v

XII. Population v
XIIE.  Public Services v

XIV. Recreation v
XV,  Tramsportation and Traffic v

XVI Utilities & Service Systems v

XVIE. Mandatory Findings of Significance v

L Aesthetics

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 1. Any exterior lighting, other than street lights on public roads, shall

be low, fully shielded, directional lighting that will focus light on the project parcel, and specifically away
from the adjacent gulchk greenway, neighboring residences, and roadways, to minimize off-site light and
glare effects to the satisfaction of the City of Eureka.

L

Agricultaral Resources

none

| 1.

Air Quality

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 2.

The applicant, at all times, shall comply with Air Quality
Regulation 1, Chapter IV to the satisfaction of the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District
(NCUAQMD). This will require, but may not be limited to: {1) covering open bodied trucks when used
for transporting materials likely to give rise to airborne dust; and (2) the use of water or chemicals for
control of dust in the demolition or construction operations, the grading of roads or the ¢learing of land.
Burning will be done at times when winds will carry smoke away from residences and are consistent with
the NCUAQMD guidelines. Brush and slash should be chipped for spreading on-site or removal.

IV.

Biological Resources

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 3. No disturbance to wetland areas at the bottom of the dramage shall

occur.
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MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 4. Construction of the Lundblade Drive extension road and detention
facility will include sediment control measures (rock energy dissipaters, rock check dams, etc.) that will
provide a more stable and functioning gulch and ensure protection from sedimentation to downstream
wetlands.

V. Cultural Resources

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 5. If any area of cultural deposits is discovered during the course of
the project, as required by law, all work shall cease and a qualified cultural resources specialist shall be
contacted to analyze the significance of the find and formulate further mitigation (e.g. project relocation,
excavation plan, protective cover). And, pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5, if human remains are encountered, all work must cease and the County Coroner contacted.

J VI.  Geology and Soils

MITIGATION MEASURE. NO. 6. All activities of this project site shall comply with the
recommendation of the Preliminary Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation report prepared
by SHN Consulting Engineers and Geologists, Inc, August 2002, These include activities associated
with: (1) site preparation and grading, (2) structural foundations, (3) slabs-on-grade, (4) retaining walls,
(5) sub-drains, and (6) drainage and erosion. If a new or revised Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical
Investigation report is prepared, the recommendations of the new or revised report shall be followed. This
mitigation measure shall be completed to the satisfaction of the City.

I VII.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials 3

MITIGATION MEASURE NQ. 7. During project construction, if there is any evidence that indicates
contaminated soils are present on the site, either from visual observations or odors indicative of regulated
substances, the applicant shall be responsible for performing soil sample analyses. The findings of the
survey shall be submitted, as applicable, to the RWQCB, DTSC, and any other appropriate regulatory
agencies. The applicant shall comply at all times with the requirements and regulations of the RWQCB,
DTSC, and other agencies with regard to the handling, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials such
as contaminated soils 1o the satisfaction of the applicable agencies.

VII. Hydrelogy and Water Quality [
MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 8. To mitigate potential impacts to water quality and waste discharge
requirements to less than a significant effect, applicant shall secure a Storm Water and Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), prior to the commencement of any construction activities. The applicant shall
provide a copy to the City Comnmnity Development Department,

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 9. To mitigate the potential for storm water to carry additional
pollutants from the project site, good housekeeping including maintenance and cleaning of the
construction staging area(s) shail be on a regular basis. No debris, soil, silt, sand, bark, slash, sawdust,
rubbish, cement or concrete washings, oil or petroleum products, or other organic or earthen material
from construction operations shall be allowed to enter or be placed where it can enter the Martin Slough.
All erosion control measures and handling of petroleum products will be followed as specified in the
SWPPP. Best Management Practices (BMP)’s will be implemented during all phases of construction.

' IX.  Land Usé and Planning T ]
none

I X:  Mineral Resources e : E E
none
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XI. Noise

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 19. Hours of construction activities shall be limited to daylight hours,
generally from 8:00 am. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday. The hours of construction may be
allowed to be increased with prior approval from the City Community Development Director based on an
expressed need by the contractor.

| XIL.  Population

none

| XIIL._ Public Services

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 11,
Installation of waterlines to the south property line sized to provide for services for the future extension of
Lundblade Drive shall be constructed to the satisfaction of the City.

MITIGATION MEASTRE NO, 12.
Continuation of Lundblade Drive to the south property line, constructed at the same width as previous
units of Lundbar Hills shall be constructed.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 13.
Two additional fire hydrants, over the number specified by the Fire Marshall, shall be installed to the

satisfaction of the City.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 14.
Each home shall have an NFPA 13D compliant automatic fire sprinkler system for the house and garage,
installed to the satisfaction of the City Fire Department.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 15,
All construction will be provided with a Class A rated roof and roof assembly.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 16.
All construction shall have non-combustible siding.

l XJV.: Recreation

hone

| XV.  Transportation and Traffic = '

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 17.

Stop signs shall be installed for local streets at intersections with Lundblade Drive. Right-of-way for the
new segment of Lundblade Drive shall be 62 feet, and rights-of- way for new local streets shall be 50 feet.
Right-of-way for Lundbiade Drive shall extend to the easterly limit of Unit 6.

XVI. Utilities and Service Systems

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 18.

The applicant shall assure that no construction materials, debris, or waste be placed or stored where it
may be subject to erosion and dispersion; Any and all debris resulting from construction activities shall be
immediately removed following completion of construction; concrete trucks and tools used for
construction be rinsed at the specified wash-out area(s); and staging and storage of construction
machinery and storage of debris on any public street rights-of-way will require an encroachment permit.
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MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 19.

For potable water supply, if needed, the applicant will either add an additional booster pump or up-size
the existing one in order to provide the minimum gpm and psi to the new lots to the satisfaction of the
City Public Works and Engineering Departments.
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Initial Study, Lundbar Hiils #6
August 10, 2006

CHECKLIST AND EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: An explanation for all checklist
responses is included, and all answers take into account the whole action involved, including off-site as
well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts. The explanation of each issue identifies (a) the significance criteria or threshold, if
any, used to evaluate each question; and (b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact
to less than significance. In the CHECKLIST the following definitions are used:

"Potentially Significant Impact" means there is substantial evidence that an effect may be
significant.

“Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” means the incorporation of one or more
mitigation measures can reduce the effect from potentially significant to a less than significant level.

“Impact” means that the effect is less than significant and no mitigation is necessary to reduce
the impact to a lesser level.

“No Impact” means that the effect does not apply to the proposed project, or clearly will not
impact nor be impacted by the project.

Less Than
Potentiaity Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant No lapact
Tmpact Mitigation Impact
e HEDE incorporaion
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? X
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic X
highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site X
and its surroundings?
d} Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely %
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Thresholds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers whether the proposed project may have any significant effects on visual aesthetics because
of: (a) the short-term or long-term presence of project-related equipment or structures; (b) project-related changes in the
visual character of the project area that may be perceived by residents or visitors as a detraction from the visual character
of the project area; {c) permanent changes in physical features that would result in the effective elimination of key
elements of the visual character of the project area near a state scenic highway; or (d) the presence of short-term, long-
term, or continuous bright light, such as from nighttime security Hghts, that would detract from a project area that is
otherwise generally dark at night or that is little subject to artificial light.

Discussion:

The proposed project will include a major subdivision of 19.2 acres, resulting in 56 parcels, ranging in size from 6,500
square feet to 49,400. The project is located outside of the coastal development zone so there are no mapped or
designated Coastal Scenic or Coastal View areas that will be impacted by the proposed development. The description of
the proposed development and comments from referral agencies reinforce that there is no evidence the project will have a
significant impact on or detract from the visual character or quality of the area. This project will be similar to previous
phases of Lundbar Hills.

The proposed project has the potential to result in substantial new sources of light or glare in the close vicinity of the site
due to the introduction of additional street and exterior home lighting; and automobile fraffic. By incorporating a
mitigation measure that stipulates exterior lighting specifications, the potential impact will be mitigated to less than
significant. Lighting shall be fully shielded and placed so as not to extend beyond the boundaries of the project site.
Please refer to Mitigation Measure No, 1.




Initial Study, Lendbar Hills #6
August 10, 2006

The view from the site is of undeveloped timberland to the north, east and south. New single family residences are
visible to the west. Due to tree cover, the subject property is only visible from the streets and residences that are west of
this property. Afier subdivision and development of residences, the subject property will be a continuation of the existing
neighborhood.

Based on the discussion above and the mitigaticn measure listed befow, the proposed project will not have an adverse
affect on the aesthetics in the vicinity of the project.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 1.

Any exterior lighting, other than street lights on public roads, shall be low, fully shielded, directional lighting that
will fecus light on the project parcel, and specifically away from the adjacent gulch greenway, neighboring
residences, and roadways, to minimize ofi-site Eight and glare effects to the satisfaction of the City of FEureka.

Less Than
Potentislly Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant No Impact

Impact Mitipation Impact
Incorporation

uid the proje

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Apgency, to non-agricultural use?

b) 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 result in conversion of Farmland, to non- X
agricultural nse?

Thresholds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers to what degree the proposed project would: (a) change the availability or use of agriculturally
important land areas designated under one or more of the programs above; (b) cause or promote changes in land use
regulation that would adversely affect agricultural activities in lands zoned for those uses, particularly lands designated as
Agriculture Exclusive or under Williamson Act contracts; or (¢} change the availability or use of agriculturally important
land areas for agricultural purposes.

Discussion;

The proposed subdivision is past of a phased development. The entire project site is 19.2 acres, a large portion (12.3
acres) is previously logged timberland. The property is lightly stocked with trees at this time. The predominant species
of tree is Redwood. An area of Monterey Pines was planted some time ago. These trees are now mature and near the end
of their life span. Douglas Fir and Sitka Spruce are also found on the site. For agricultural purposes, the subject property
is relatively small in size. In addition, the topography of the parcel and the residential zoning of this and adjacent parcels
cause the subject parcel to be not economically viable agricultural parcel.

The nearest “agricultural areas” are relatively steep timberlands to the north and east and recently harvested timberlands
to the south. These lands are composed predominately of redwood with a smaller component of Douglas fir. Based on
the intensity of the proposed use and comments from referral agencies, staff does not expect that the proposed
development will have an impact on farmlands or agricultural lands.

The nearest areas zoned for agricultural use are approximately one mile to the east. Due to the relatively small size of the
proposed project parcel and the residential zoning of this and adjacent parcels, the subject is not viable economically as
an agricultural parcel.
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e
X3 Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
ot Significant lv?'iih' Stgnificam Ng Impact
g determinations. Would theproject: | " | omnen |
entation of the applicable air quality x
plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing X
or projected air quality violation?
¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria poliutant
for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal x
or state ambient air quality standard {(including releasing emissions, which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive recepiors to substantial pollutant concentrations? X
¢) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? X

Thresholds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers to what degree the proposed project would (a) directly interfere with the attainment of long-
term air quality objectives identified by the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District; (b) contribute
pollutants that would violate an existing air quality standard, or contribute to a non-attainment of air quality objectives in
the project’s air basin; (c) produce pollutants that would contribute as part of a cumulative effect to non-attainment for
any priority pollutant; (d) produce pollutant loading near identified sensitive receptors that would cause locally
significant air quality impacts; or {e) release odors that would affect a mumber of receptors.

Discussion:

Eureka has an entirely maritime, mild climate; high humidity prevails throughout the year, The wet season occurs
October to April and the dry season occurs May to September. Low clouds and heavy fog are common throughout the
summer months. The average July maximum temperature is 61.6°F and the average January maximum temperature is
54.3°F. The average July minimum temperature is 52.3°F and the average January minimum temperature is 41.5°F. The
average annual precipitation is 39.0 inches; the average annual snowfall is 0.3 inches.

The project itself, a residential subdivision, will not generate emissions or pollutants above air quality standards.
However, during construction of road improvements and during site grading, dust may be produced at levels that may
affect air quality with regards to particulate matter. In order to reduce this effect, the site should be watered to control
dust.

Any burning of brush and logging slash will create smoke that will also contribute to an increase in particulate matter.
Bumning should be done at times when winds will carry smoke away from residences and are consistent with the North
Coast Unified Air Quality Management District (NCUAQMD) guidelines. Brush and slash could also be chipped for
spreading on-site or removal.

NCUAQMD is responsible for monitoring and enforcing local and state air quality standards. Air quality standards are
set for emissions that may include, but are not limited to: visible emissions, particulate matter, and fugitive dust.

Pursuant to Air Quality Regulation 1, Chapter IV, Rule 400 — General Limitations, a person shall not discharge from any
source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance or
annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety
of any such persons or the public or which cause or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or
property. Visible emissions include emissions that are visible to the naked eye, such as smoke from a fire. The project
could include visible emissions, including intentional fire/burn and dust from construction activities,

With regard to particulate matter, all of Humboldt County has been designated by the California State Air Quality Board
as being in “non-attainment™ for PM-10 air emissions. PM-10 air emissions include chemical emissions and other
inhalable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of less than 10 microns. PM-10 emissions include smoke
from wood stoves and airborne saits and other particulate matter naturally generated by ocean surf. Because, in part, of
the large number of wood stoves in Humboldt County and because of the generally heavy surf and high winds common
to this area, Humboldt County has exceeded the state standard for PM-10 air emissions. Therefore, any use or activity
that generates unnecessary airborne particulate matter may be of concern to the NCUAQMD.
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Pursuant to Air Quality Regulation 1, Chapter IV, Rule 430 — Fugitive Dust Emissions, the handling, transporting, or
open storage of materials in such a manner, which allows or may allow unnecessary amounts of particulate matter to
become airboine, shali not be permitted. Reasonable precautions shall be taken to prevent particulate matter from
becoming airborne, including, but not limited to: (1) covering open bodied trucks when used for transporting materials
likely to give rise to airborne dust; and (2) the use of water or chemicals for control of dust in the removal of existing
improvements, construction operations, the grading of roads or the clearing of land. Staff recommends that in order to
reduce potential fugitive dust emission impacts, that a mitigation measure be incorporated into the project that requires
compliance with Air Quality Regulation 1, Chapter I'V, Rule 430.

Censtruction-related impacts are short-term and less than significant. Therefore, the project will not significantly expose
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. With regard to objectionable odors, the project does not propose any
use or construction technique that will result in odors that could reasonably be considered objectionable by the general
public.

The NCUAQMD has advised that, generally, an activity that individually complies with the state and local standards for
air guality emissions will not result in 4 cumulatively considerable increase in the countywide PM-10 air quality
vielation. Construction projects, such as that proposed; do not generate particulate matter greater than the local and/or
state standard. Therefore, staff concludes that with the mitigation measure listed below, which requires compliance with
NCUAQMD standards and regulations that the project will not result in adverse air quality impacts, nor resultin a
cumulatively considerable increase in the PM-10 non-attainment,

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 2.

The applicant, at all fimes, shall comply with Air Quality Regulation 1, Chapter IV to the satisfaction of the
NCUAQMD. This will require, but may not be limited to: (1) covering open bodied trucks when used for
transporting materials likely to give rise to airborne dust; and (2) the use of water or chemicals for control of dust
in the demolition, construction eperations, grading of roads, or the clearing of land. Burning will be done at times
when winds will carry smoke away from residences and are consistent with the North Ceast Unified Air Quality
Management District (NCUAQMD) guidelines. Brush and slash should be chipped for spreading on-site or
removal.

Less Than
Poteatially Significant Less Than
Significant with Stgnificant No impact

impact Miligation Impact
Incorporation

a) Have a substantiai adverse cffect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special X
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the

California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regicnal plans, policies, and ¥
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

c} Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited o,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
mterruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or X
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological %
rescurces, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? .

f}  Contflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, X
or state habitat conservation plan? '
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Threshslds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers whether the proposed project would result in a significant adverse direct or indirect effects
to: {a) individuals of any plant or animal species (including fish) listed as rare, threatened, or endangered by the federal or
state government, or effects o the habitat of such species; (b) more than an incidental and minor area of ripatian habitat
or other sensitive habitat {including wetlands) types identified under federal, state, or local policies; (¢) more than an
incidental and minor area of wetland identified under federal or state criteria; (d) key habitat areas that provide for
continuity of movement for resident or migratory fish or wildlife, or (e} other biological resources identified in planning
policies adopted by the City of Eurcka.

Discussion:

Environmental Setting

The subject site is located at the fringe of an established residential area of the City of Eureka, Humboldt County,
Catifornia (T5N, R1E, southwest quarter of northeast quarter Section 17, Humboldt Base and Meridian). West of the
project site is the neighborhood of Lundbar Hills, consisting of single-family residences. Elevations at the site range from
approximately 90 to 200 feet above mean sea level (amsl).

Habitat at the Site

The site is within an urban area with both native and ornamental woody plant species. The parcel may include riparian
vegetation, especially in the area of steep slopes, but this area is not proposed for development by this project. The top of
the parcel is a flat plain dominated by areas with sparse tree cover and many invasive plant species including pampas
grass (Coraderia fobata), sweet vernal grass (Anthoxanthum odoratum) and foxglove (Digitalis purpurea). The lower
portion is approximately 50-60% slope with a dense cover of coast redwood (Sequoia semprivirens) and sitka spruce
(Picea sitchensis). The under-story in the lower forested portion has dense patches of swordfern (Polystichum munitum)
and salal (Gawltheria shallon). There is also an area of alder (A/nus rubra) and riparian species cutting through the
property from southwest to northeast (McGee, 2006).

The California Department of Fish & Game (CDFG) recommended (according to their October 27, 2003 comments) that
a biological survey be completed due to possible affected wetlands on the project site. On July 10, 2005, a biologist from
Eel River Sciences conducted a preliminary resource review and on-site visit to determine the presence or absence of
wetlands and site conditions. Although the National Wetland Inventory (NWI)} map does not identify any wetlands on
the subject property, a field observation identified the area at the bottom of the existing drainage as possessing wetland
characteristics. The federal manuals state that wetlands possess three essential characteristics: (1) hydrophytic
vegetation; (2} hydric soils; and (3) wetland hydrology, which is the driving force of all wetlands. Therefore, the area at
the bottom of the drainage supports all three characteristics and would be classified as scrub-shrub and emergent marsh
welland. No development is proposed in this area.

According to Eel River Sciences, the area at the top of the drainage is highly disturbed, graded and filled and should not
be considered a jurisdictional wetland. The CDFG has recommended a non-disturbance buffer zone of 50 feet from the
edge of a bank or wetland, or 25 feet from the outside edge of riparian vegetation, whichever is greater. The tentative
parcel map confirms that the project proposes no development in the bottem of the drainage or down slope and that the
project is confined to non-wetland and non-riparian areas. No development will occur in areas defined by Eureka’s
Gulches and Greenways map, contained in the Eureka General Plan. Consequently, there will be no impact on the
wetland area at the bottom of the drainage as identified by Eel River Sciences. In fact, the project’s proposed drainage
improvements will improve the existing surface water quality by filtering suspended sediments thereby improving the
viability of the wetlands located at the bottom of the drainage.

Special Status Species/Habitat Research

Prior to surveying the property, the California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered
Vascular Plants of California (Tibor, 2001) and Jepson Manual (Hickman, 1993) were reviewed to determine the
potential presence of all listed species in the adjacent quads surrounding the Eureka quadrangle and within this forest
type. The CNPS inventory includes all plant species listed as rare or endangered by federal and state governments.
Fifteen federally, state, or CNPS listed species that could potentially be found in this area were identified: Northern
clustered sedge (Carex arcta); Flaccid sedge (Carex lapetalea); Meadow sedge (Carex praticola); Coast fawn-lily
(Erythronium revolutum); Minute pocket-moss (Fissidens pauperculus); Heart-leafed Twayblade (Listera cordata var.
cordata); Running pine (Lvcopodium clavatum); Leafy-stemmed mitrewort (Mitella caulescens); Indian-pipe
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{(Monotropa uniflora); Howell’s montia (Montia howelliiy; and Maple-leafed checkerbloom (Sidalcea malachroides).

The Lundbar development site was surveyed for the listed plant species on June 7™ and 9™ 2006 by plant biologist, Liz
McGee. The most appropriate season to survey for most of these species is June through early August. The exception to
this is Howell’s montia {Montia howelli) which is found in vernally wet places from March to May. Accordingly, the
parcel was surveyed for habitat appropriate for Howell’s Montia.

Survey Results
A thorough investigation of the property produced one listed plant species. Maple-leaved checkerbloom (Sidalcea

malachroides) was found at the upper, southern portion of the parcel in a disturbed area on the edge of the forest. Maple-
leaved checkerbloom is a Perennial herb that flowers May-August and is found in northwestern California to western
Oregon. Common habitat for this species consists of Broad-leafed Upland Forest, Coastal Prairie, and North Coast
Conifer Forest (CNPS 2001). This species occurs in woodlands and clearings near the coast below 2000 feet (Jepson
1993).

Approximately 20 Maple-leaved checkerbloom plants arranged in 3 groups, within 300 ft. of each other, were discovered
in the Southwest comer of the project area. All of these plants were at the edge of old skid roads and growing with other
species associated with disturbance and moist habitats. Because this project includes a site conversion, this species will
be impacted by the implementation of the project. Considering the extent of this species and its recorded response to
disturbance, the net loss of this small population would appear to have no effect on its ultimate survival.

Maple-leaved checkerbloom has recently been down listed by the California Native Plant Society from List 2.22 to List
4.2. This means this plant is no longer considered rare, threatened or endangered in California, but is on a watch list due
to increased reported occurrences and its ability to respond relatively well to distarbance in some cases. These plants
appear to be healthy and robust in these partially shaded sites (McGee, 2006).

The other sensitive plant species listed for this region were not found or do not have suitable habitat at the project site.
With mitigation taken for Maple-leaved checkerbloom, the proposed project will not have an adverse effect to sensitive
or endangered plants. There will be an introduction of plant species as ornamentals; however, these already occur in
abundance throughout the Eureka arca.

According to their October 27, 2003 comments, CDF&G states that their Natural Diversity Database (NDDB) indicates
the presence of northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), a federalty-listed threatened species, and coastal
cuithroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki clarkiy and osprey (Pandion haliaetus), both California species of special concern,
in the vicinity of the project site. The proposed development will result in a minor reduction of some vertebrates and
invertebrates; this does not include any of the abovementioned sensitive or endangered species. The project will not
result in the introduction of new animal species to the area and will not obstruct wildlife migration corridors (Lundbar
#35).

The California Department of Fish & Game (CDFG) has expressed concern (according to their October 27, 2003
comments) regarding the Lundblade Drive extension. The extension of Lundblade Drive includes development of a
subterranean detention structure which will occur on the extreme upper reaches of the gulch. This gulch functions
primarily as a surface water conveyance system to lower elevation wetiands. Past logging and grading has severely
impacted the function in the upper reaches of this gulch and as a result excessive sediment loads are being transported
downstream. Construction of the road and detention facility will include sediment control measures (rock energy
dissipaters, rock check dams, etc.) that will provide a more stable and functioning gulch and ensure protection from
sedimentation to downstream wetlands. With implementation of proper construction methods, any development
associated with the extension of Lundblade Drive should offset these impacts and create an improvement fo the natural
drainage course. This would result in less than significant impacts to the immediate area and downstream wetfands.

Although the probability of impacts occurring to Martin Slough are minimal, there is a slight potential for an adverse
effect to occur during project construction, therefore a mitigation measure has been incorporated into the project that
minimizes potential impacts to Martin Slough. To ensure that potential adverse effects to the Martin Slough and
associated drainages are mitigated to less-than-a significant level, all SWPPP erosion control measures will be adhered to,
as stipulated in the hydrology and water guality section of this document {refer to Mitigation Measure No. 7 and 8 in the
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Hydrology and Water Quality section).

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 3.
No disturbance to wetland areas at the bottom of the drainage shall occur.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 4.

Construction of the Lundblade Drive extension road and detention facility will include sediment control measures
(rock energy dissipaters, rock check dams, ete.) that will provide a more stable and functioning gulch and ensure
protection from sedimentation to downstream wetlands,

Less Than
Potentially Sigmificant Less Than
Significant with Sigpificant Ne Tmpact
Impact Mitigarion Impact
lncorporation
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical ¥
resource as defined in '15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an X
archaeological resource pursuant to '15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontolegical resource or site or %
unigue geologic feature?
d} Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal X
cemeteries?

Thresholds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers to what degree the proposed project would cause (a) physical changes in known or
designated historical resources, or in their physical surroundings, in a manner that would impair their significance; (b)
physical changes in archacological sites that represent important or unique archaeological or historical information; {c)
unique paleontological resource site or unique geologic feature; or (d) disturbance of human burial locations.

Discussion:

Native Americans once settled the shores of Humboldt Bay. Later, non-Native Americans settled here prior to the
establishment of the City of Eurcka. Therefore, paleontological, archaeclogical, historical or unique ethnic or sacred
resources are common around the Bay, The proposed construction wilf require grading and excavations, therefore, the
chance of encountering cultural resources is possible. Consultation with the Table Bluff Rancheria Tribal Office, states
that, at the current time, they do not foresee any cultural concerns with the proposed project area. However, if any
archeological evidence is discovered they will be contacted immediately.

The project site has been logged at least twice in the last 150 years. No historical structures were found on the property.
However, if undiscovered paleontological, archaeological, historical, ethnic or religious resources are encountered during
demolition or construction activities State Law requires that all work cease and a qualified cultural resources specialist be
contacted to analyze the significance of the find and formulate further mitigation (e.g. project relocation, excavation plan,
protective cover). And, pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, if human remains are
encountered, all work must cease and the County Coroner contacted. Staff recommends that a mitigation measure be
incorporated to specify required compliance with state law.

Because the potential of exposing paleontological, archaeclogical, historical or unique ethnic or sacred resources during
construction is low and is already regulated by State Law, Staff concludes that with mitigation, the project will not result
in & substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource, nor directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, nor disturb any human remains.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 5.

I{ any area of cultural deposits is discovered during the course of the project, as required by law, all work shall
cease and 2 qualified cultural resources specialist shall be contacted to analyze the significance of the find and
formulate further mitigation (e.g. project relocation, excavation plan, protective cover). And, pursuant to the
Califernia Health and Safety Cede Section 7050.5, if human remains are encountered, all work must cease and the
County Coroner contacted.
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Less Than
Potentialhy Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Tmpact

Incorporation

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,

mcluding the risk of loss, injury, or death invelving:
1)  Rupture of a2 known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by
the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial X
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking? X

i1} Seismic-related ground failure, including liguefaction? X

tv) Landslides? X

b} Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? X
¢} 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 X

off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liguefaction or collapse?

d} 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?

e} Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available X
for the disposal of wastewater?

Thresholds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers project-related effects that could involve or result from: (a) damage to project elements as a
direct result of fault movement along a fault identified in the Alquist-Priclo study or other known fault; (b) damage to
project elements as a direct or indirect effect of seismically derived ground movement; (c) damage to project elements
because of landslides that are not seismically related; (d) project-derived erosion by water or wind of more than a
minimal volume of earth materials; (¢} project-derived or project-caused secondary instability of earth materials that
could subsequently fail, damaging project elements or other sites or structures; () location of project elements on
expansive soils that are identified by professional geologists, which could result in damage to project elements or other
sites or structures.

Discussion: ]

In August 2002, a Preliminary Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation was prepared by SHN Consuiting
Engineers and Geologists, Inc. The study provides descriptions of the geological setting and geotechnical site conditions
as well as geotechnical recommendations, construction considerations, and moenitoring recommendations.

Geological Setting
The Lundbar Hills development site is located on an uplifted late Pleistocene age marine terrace remnant consisting of

planar abrasion platforms overlain by marine deposits. Terrace deposits are typically less than about 30 feet thick and
consist of poorly consolidated sands, silts, clays, and gravels. No high plasticity clayey soils strata were encountered, or
are generally anticipated in the marine terrace sediments underlying the site. Risk of adverse consequences to structures
from expansive soils is considered low (SHN Investigation, 2002).

Mass wasting (i.e. landsiiding} processes that affect hill-slopes in the project vicinity are characterized by shallow dehris
slides and translational failures. Two areas of recent sliding were noted in the site vicinity during a SHN field
reconmaissance. These slides are naturally occurring failures that occur when sufficient colluvial material accumulates in
a swale or hollow, and a significant storm delivers enough concentrated rainfall to raise pore pressures to a critical failure
threshold (i.e., soil sheer strength is reduced enough to initiate failure). Slope failures due to alterations to the natural
landscape by fill foading and site grading are also evident near the water tank in the southwest corner of the project area.

SHN recommends a slope setback line intended to demark areas that can be developed utilizing typical Building Code
foundation criteria, at a low risk of slope instability from either creep or landsliding associated with the site’s steeper
tocations behind the setback line. A low risk of slope instability is considered generally suitable for conventional
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residential structures, provided the mandates of the currently-in-use edition of the Uniform Building Code are followed.
Development in the low slope stability hazard area within the slope setback line is not expected to contribute to, or be
subject to, substantial geologic hazards throughout the economic lifespan of the project, provided that site
recommendations are followed. Development proposals for areas outside of this line will require site-specific
geotechnical/geologic investigations (SHN Investigation, 2002).

Seismic Setting :
The North Coast is the location of numerous fault lines and i3 near the intersection of three tectonic plates where there are

high levels of seismic activity. Located about 2.5 miles southwest of the site is a surface trace of the Little Salmon fault,
however, the fault dips to the northeast, and passes Iess than 2.0 kilometers below the site. Radiocarbon dating suggests
that earthquakes have occurred on the Little Salmon fault about 300, 800, and 1,600 vears ago. The average vearly slip
rate for the fault is between 6 and 10 millimeters and the maximum magnitude earthquake for the Little Salmon fault is
thought to be between 7.0 and 7.3 (CDMG/USGS, 1996). A review of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Maps
revealed the proposed project is not in an area where a rupture by this fanlt is known or expected.

The risk associated with liquefaction and other secondary seismic effects is low at the subject site because the earth
materials underlying the site are not typically susceptible. Test pits at the site encountered minimal amounts of clean
sand or silt, the niost susceptible earth materials to liquefaction. No groundwater seepage was observed entering SHN
test pits during the short time period they were open and no springs were observed in the mildly to moderately sloping
area to be developed.

Seismogenic effects at the site are likely to be limited to earthquake-induced Iandsliding along the hillslopes bordering
the project areas. Impacis associated with these failures are likely to be mitigated by the slope setback, as recommended
above. Moreover, all property within the City of Euvreka is located in *Seismic Zone 4° as prescribed by the Uniform
Building Code and all new construction must comply with these construction standards. Because construction that
conforms to the Uniform Building Code is presumed to meet the building safety standard, the potential impacts from
seismic ground shaking and seismic ground faiture, including liguefaction, are considered less than significant (SHN
Investigation, 2002).

Conclusion & Geotechnical Recommendationg

Based on field and laboratory investigation results, SHN Consulting Fngineers and Geologists concluded that the project
site can be developed as proposed, provided that their recommendations are followed, and that noted conditions and risks
are acknowledged. In order to mitigate geologic hazards, SHN has made geotechnical recommendations pertaining to (1)
site preparation and grading, (2} structural foundations, (3) slabs-on-grade, (4) retaining walls, (5) sub-drains, and (6)
drainage and erosion. Considerations for construction and construction phase monitoring are also provided in their study.
The primary geotechnical site considerations include: adequate setbacks from steeper side-slopes that may be unstable;
management of excess soil moisture where residences may be developed in relatively low-in-elevation and poorty
drained areas; and deeper required foundations or soil remediation that may be required where upper soils were disturbed
and loosened by removal of tree stumps and their major root systems.

The project requires additional sewer connections (See Section: XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS). The
project will not have septic tanks or other alternative wastewater disposal systems.

Based on these conclusions, staff finds that the project will not result in substantial adverse impacts relating to geology
and/or soils.

MITIGATION MEASURE. 6.

All activities of this project site shall comply with the recommendations of the Preliminary Engineering Geologic
and Geotechnical Investigation report prepared by SHN Consulting Engineers and Geologists, Inc, August 2002,
These include activities associated with: (1) site preparation and grading, (2) structural foundations, (3) slabs-on-
grade, (4) retaining walls, (5) sub-drains, and (6) drainage and erosion. If a new or revised Engineering Geologic
and Geotechnical Investigation report is prepared, the recommendations of the new or revised report shall be

followed. This mitigation measure shall be completed to the satisfaction of the City.
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Less Than
Potentiaily Significant Less Than
Significant wilk Significant No Impact
impact Mitigation Impact
lacorpormion
X

routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the X
release of hazardous materials into the enviromment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or X
proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites complied pursuant to Government Code Section 63962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e} For a project 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, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

fy For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project . X
area?

g) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with an adopted x
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to X
urbanized area or where residences are infermixed with wildlands?

Thresholds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers to what degree the proposed project would involve: (a) potential storage or use, on a regular
basis, of chemicals that could be hazardous if released into the environment; (b) operating conditions that would be likely
to result in the generation and release of hazardous materials; (¢} use of hazardous materials, because of construction-
related activities or operations, within a quarter-mile of an existing or proposed school; {(d) project-related increase in use
intensity by people within the boundaries of, or within two miles of, the Airport Planning Areas; () project-derived
physical changes that would interfere with emergency responses or evacuations; (f) potential major damage because of
wildfire.

Discussion:

There is no evidence to indicate that contaminated soils are present at the proposed project site. However, during project
construction, if there is any evidence that indicates contaminated soils are present on the site, either from visual
observations or odors indicative of regulated substances, the applicant shall be responsible for performing soil sample
analyses. Based on the results of the analysis, the applicant shall consult with jurisdictional agencies regarding follow-up
procedures. The applicant shall comply with all requirements/regulations of the appropriate agencies with regard to
handling, transport and disposal of potential hazardous substances to the satisfaction of the applicable agency.

The project will have no impact on the City of Eureka’s emergency response or evacuation plans. No new access points
are proposed as part of the project. The existing driveway locations will be utilized as part of the proposed project. As
discussed in section X1, Public Services, buildings will be sprinkled as an alternative to emergency vehicle secondary
ACUESS.

According to the August 2003 letter by Thomas Osipowich, Unit Chief of the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CDF):

“The CDF has no input on projects wholly contained in Local Responsibility Areas (LRA). However, CDF is concerned
with LRA land adjacent to State Responsibility Areas (SRA); where an uncontrelied fire may threaten SRA lands. In
those areas, CDF recommends that local standards be enforced equal to, or more restrictive than, those CDF makes for
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SRA fands.

CDF has enforcement responsibility for requirements of the Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973, CDF is also the
lead agency for those parts of projects involving the scope of the Forest Practice Act, The applicant should contact the
closest Area Forester for any CDF permitting, conversion, or harvest planning questions.

The following comments reflect the basic Resource Management policies of the Board of Forestry and CDF on CEQA
review requests. These policies apply to both Local and State Responsibility Areas. After the subdivision has been
approved by the city and all required documentation is complete, an application may be made to CDF for an "Exemption
for Conversion for Subdivision” as prescribed under California Code of Regulations (CCR) 1104.2. After the Exemption
for Conversion is approved, a Timber Harvesting Plan may then be submitted if logging operations are planned. No
commercial fimber operations may occur unti! the appropriate plans and permits are approved.”

Based on the discussion above, and with the mitigation as described below, staff concludes that the project will not result
in any substantial adverse impacts with regards to hazards and hazardous materials.

MITIGATION MEASURE NQ. 7.

During project construction, if there is any evidence that indicates contaminated soils are present on the site,
either frem visual observations er odors indicative of regulated substances, the applicant shall be responsible for
performing soil sample analyses. The findings of the survey shall be submitted, as applcable, to the RWQCB,
DTSC, and any other appropriate regulatory agencies. The applicant shall comply at all times with the
requirements and regulations of the RWQCB, DTSC, and other agencies with regard to the handling, transport,
and disposal of hazardous materials such as contaminated soils to the satisfaction of the applicable agencies.

Less Than
Porentiatly Significant Less Than

Significant with Significant Mo Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Tncorporation
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? X

b) 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 X
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or plamed uses for which permits
have been granted)?

¢} 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 X
manner, which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site?

d) 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 confribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or pianned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial X
additional sources of polluted runoff?

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary of Flood Insurance Rate Map or other floed X
hazard delineation map?

hy Place within a 100-year flood hazaré area structures, which would
) . X
impede or redirect flood flows?

1}  Expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee X
or dam?
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i} Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? | I I | X

Discussion:

Development of the proposed project will not alter the course of a stream or river, and does not include development in
an area near a levee or dam. Because the project will not alter the course of a stream or river, is not located near a levee
or dam, and is not affected by the 100-year flood hazard area, it is not anticipated that there will be project-related effects
that will involve substantial flooding on- or off-site.

The California RWQCB states that a NPDES General Storm Water Permit for Construction Activities must be obtained
from RWQCB. This will be handled as a condition of approval. The City of Eureka policy requires on-site detention to
mitigate the increase in impervious surfaces caused by road construction and house construction. Detention facilities
have been included in preliminary engineering plans that are part of the application package.

‘The Forsyth Engineering Preliminary Drainage study and Hydrology Report, dated July 2003, indicates that runoff will
flow overland and be initially collected by curb and gutter flow to two drop inlets at a sag point in the proposed
Dickenson Drive. They propose the use of a 48-inch diameter pipe with a reduced-size outlet under Dickenson Drive to
provide adequate storm-water detention time. From this point, the drainage will be conveyed by an 18-inch storm drain
to drop inlets collecting the drainage from Lundblade Drive. Immediately downstream northerly from Lundblade Drive
an additional underground detention structure will be placed in an easement on Lots 213 & 214: or alternately {(or
additionalfy) the underground detention structure can be placed within the Lundblade Drive right of way. In addition,
further downstream in the existing gulch, rock energy dissipaters, rock check dams, and standard erosion control
measures should be placed to provide a stable natural channel down the gulch to the tributary to Martin Slough.

There will be no project related effects that would result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Based on the
discussion above, staff concludes that the proposed project will not result in a substantial impact regarding hydrology and
water quality, if the proposed mitigation measures are incorporated as part of the project development.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 8.

To mitigate potential impacts to water quality and waste discharge requirements to less than a significant effect,
applicant will secure a Storm Water and Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), prior to the commencement of any
construction activities. The applicant shall provide a copy to the City Community Development Department.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 9.

To mitigate the potential for storm water to carry additional pollutants from the project site, good housekeeping
including maintenance and cleaning of the construction staging area(s) shall be on a regular basis. No debris, soil,
silt, sand, bark, slash, sawdust, rubbish, cement or concrete washings, oil or petroleum products, or other organic
or earthen material from construction operations shall be allowed to enter or be placed where it can enter the
Martin Slough. All erosion control measures and handling of petroleum products will be followed as specified in
the SWPPP. Best Management Practices (BMP)’s will be implemented during all phases of construction.

Less Than
Potentiatly Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant Mo Tmpact
Impact Mitigation iripact
Incorporation
a} Physically divide an established community? X
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) X
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?
c} Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural x
community conservation plan?

Thresholds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers to what degree the proposed project would (a) divide an established community or conflict
with existing land uses within the project’s vicinity, such as agriculture resources; (b) conflict with the Fureka
General/Coastal Plans desi%nation, policies, and zoning ordinances regardinjg commercial facilities; (¢) conflict with
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applicable environmental plans and protection measures enforced by regulatory agencies that have jurisdiction over the
project, such as habitat conservation plans or a natural community conservation plan.

Discussion:

The proposed subdivision complies with the City of Eureka general plan and zoning regulations, with the exception of a
variance for lot depth that is needed for one proposed lot. The proposed extension of Lundblade Drive will provide for
the orderly development of adjacent property.

The project is in compliance with the Eureka Municipal Code Zoning regulations (§ 155.052) which maintain that the
RS-6000 or One-Family Residential Districts are included to:

(1) To reserve appropriately located areas for family living at reasonable population densities
consistent with sound standards of public health and safety;

(2) To ensure adequate light, air, privacy, and open space for each dwelling;

(3) To protect one-family dwellings from the lack of privacy associated with multi-family
dwellings;

4) To provide space for semi-public facilities needed to complement urban residential areas and

for institutions that require a residential environment;

(5} To minimize traffic congestion and to avoid the overloading of utilities by preventing the
construction of buildings of excessive size in relation to the land around them;

{6) To preserve the natural beauty of hilisides and avoid slide and drainage problems by
encouraging retention of natural vegetation and discouraging mass grading;

N To provide necessary space for the off-street parking of automobiles and, where appropriate,
for the off-street loading of trucks;

(8) To protect residential properties from the hazards, noise, and congestion created by
commercial and industrial fraffic;

%) To protect residential properties from noise, illumination, unsightliness, odors, dust, dirt,
smoke, vibration, heat, glare, and other objectionable influences; and,

(10) To protect residential properties from fire, explosion, noxious fumes, and other hazards.
('63 Code, § 10-5.501)

The proposed use s considered a non-intensive, low impact use in regards to human density and traffic impacts. The
proposed project complies with the lot area, setback, height and lot coverage requirements of the RS zone. In addition,
the proposed project will provide the minimum required parking spaces for the proposed residences.

The subdivision requires a variance to allow Lot 170 to have a reduced lot depth of approx. 80-feet where the Code
requires 100 feet; the parcel size of 7,826 sq. ft will exceed the minimum lot size of 6,000 sq. ft. This variance is needed
due to the street configuration shown on the tentative map; a depth of 100 feet cannot be established for this lot. In
addition, the project includes a lot line adjustment to take approx. 4660 sq. f. from APN 301-031-039 and add it to APN
301-281-038. Findings necessary to approve a variance are listed in Eureka Municipal Code (§ 135.316 FINDINGS;
CRITERIA FOR GRANTING VARIANCE)

The remainder parcel is located directly north of the proposed project area and includes land that is hiliside, sloping down
from the subdivision property, and nearly level iand that is a valley fleor. This land cannot be accessed from the
proposed subdivision without significant difficulty. Access from Fairway Drive is relatively simple through adjacent
land owned by one or more of the applicants. If the remainder were ever to be subdivided or developed with a residence,
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access would be from Fairway Drive.,

Based on the details above, staff concludes that the project is consistent with the Eureka General Plan and the Eureka
Municipal Code and that there are no adverse impacts or conflicts between the proposed project and the existing general
plan land use and zoning designations.

R

Less Than
Potentially Sipnificant Less Than
Sigmficant wirh Significant No Impact
{mpact Mitigation Impact
S ST Incorporation
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would X

be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other X
land use plan?

Thresholds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers to what degree the proposed project would interfere with the extraction of commodity
materials or otherwise cause any short-term or long-term decrease in the availability of mineral resources that would
otherwise be available for construction or other consumptive uses,

Discussion:

Mineral resources used in connsction with the proposed project are primarily limited to aggregate products (base rock,
sand and gravel, portland and asphalt concrete) used for the construction of the buildings, utilities and road
improvements. No mineral rescurces are known to exist on the project site. However, development of the project area
will use mineral resources, i.e. gravel and paving. The amount used will be insignificant compared to the available
resource,

There are no mineral extraction operations within the City of Eureka, most mining occurs in the unincorporated area of
Humboldt County. Mining occurs in quarries and along most of the major rivers, including the Mad River, Van Duzen
River, and the Eel River; the quantity of material mined annually fluctuates based upon demand. Although the precise
quantity of mineral resources needed for this project is not known, it is clearly minimal compared (o the approximately
one million cubic yards of minerals mined in Humboldt County annually. Therefore, the proposed project will not result
in the loss of availability of a state or locally known mineral resource,

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant No tmpact
Impact Mitipation lmpaet
Incorparation
a) [Expose persons to or penerate noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable X
standards of other agencies?
b} Expose persons to or generate excessive ground borne vibration or X
ground borne noise levels?
¢} Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the x
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise X

levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

e) For a project focated within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public nse 5
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the
project areg to excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise X
levels?

Thresholds of Significance;
This Initiai Study considers whether the proposed project would produce: (a) sound-pressure levels contrary to the City of
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Fureka noise standards; (b) long-term ground vibrations and low-frequency sound that would interfere with normal
activities and which is not currently present in the project area; (¢) a substantial increase in ambient short-term or long-
term sound-pressure levels; (d) changes in noise levels that is related to operations, not construction-related, which will
be perceived as increased ambient or background noise in the project area.

Discussion:

Noise does not travel well, it has no staying power beyond that of its source, and it does not accumulate in the
environment. Nonetheless, prolonged noise exposure is a serious threat to human healsh, resulting in high stress levels
and impaired hearing. The highest noise levels generated by the project would result from use of heavy machinery during
construction activities. Under the Noise Element of the adopted General Plan, general construction noise is considered
acceptable because such noise. although loud and often annoying, is of limited duration and intensity. Limiting the hours
of operation to normal work hours can mitigate the potential impacts resulting from increased noise during demolition
and construction by reducing potential impacts to residential landowners in the vicinity who should expect relative peace
and guiet in the evenings and on weekends. With mitigation o limit the hours of constsuction to normal work hours, the
noise generated by construction activities, although temporarily increasing ambient noise levels in the project vicinity,
will be reduced to a level that can be considered less than significant.

Since the site is surrounded on three sides by trees, the area is relatively quiet. Noise consistent with residential uses are
heard along the West portion of the property. As the proposed project is developed, these sources of residential noise will
be added to the site. Unusual sources of noise are not anticipated.

The project will require excavation of foundations and lots as well as other activities, which could result in groundborme
vibratton or noise. However, by limiting construction to daylight hours, Monday through Friday, it will reduce the
exposure of persons to potential groundborne vibration and noise when it would be most annoying {evenings and
weekends), Although the project could resulf in groundborne vibration or noise due to the excavation, the impact is short-
lived and can be reduced {o an acceptable level through limitation on construction hours. Therefore, the project as
mitigated will not expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.

Permanent, but insignificant increases in ambient noise levels will occur as a result of the project, primarily by expanding
the overall use of the area to residential uses. The noise levels are not expected to exceed approximately 60 dB{A) Ldn at
the edge of the property. The project is not expected to result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity.

The project site is not located within Murray Field’s Influence Area. The subject proposal in no way effects air traffic or
creates a substantial safety risk to the public. An Airport Influence Areq is defined as the area in which current and future
airport related noise, overflight, safety, and/or airspace protection factors may affect land uses or necessitate restrictions
on those uses.

Based on the discussion above, and with the recommended mitigation, staff concludes that the project will not result in
any substantial adverse impacts with regard to noise. In addition, the proposed use will not expose people to excessive
noise resulting from the airport or any other nearby uses.

MITIGATION MEASURE NQ. 10.

Hours of eonstruction activities shall be limited to daylight hours, generally frem 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday, the hours of construction may be allowed to be increased with prior approval from the City based
on an expressed need by the contractor,

Less Than
Paotentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Stgnificant No lmpact
impact Mitigarion Tmpact
R incorporation
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly {e.g., by
proposing new homes and/or businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through X
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the x
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
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¢} Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of

X X
replacement housing elsewhere?

Thresholds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers to what degree the proposed project would result in, or contribute to, population growth,
displacement of housing units, demolition or removal of existing housing units, or any project-related displacement of
people from occupied housing.

Discussion:

Eureka was ‘founded’ in 1850 and incorporated in 1856. The 1860 population was approximately 615. By 1920 Eureka
had a population of roughly 12,500. According to the City of Eureka’s first General Plan, adopted in 1963, the population
of Bureka in 1950 had grown to 23,058 and in 1960 it was 28,137. Based on data presented by the Center for Economic
Development, California State University, Chico, the 1980 population was 24,350 and the population in 2002 was
26,050. This statistical data is provided to ilkustrate that Eureka’s population growth over the past half-decade has been
constant, regardless of the economic and population trends in the rest of the country. Therefore, it would take a
remarkable project to induce ‘substantial’ population growth or decline, in Eureka.

The proposed lots will be similar or larger in size compared to adfacent parcels in Lundbar Hills. The proposed project is
expected to be the last extension of Lundbar Hills by the owners. The proposed lots will be developed with residences
that are similar to those currently found in Lundbar Hills, therefore the project is consistent with the neighborhood.

The proposed development of Lundbar #6 is not expected to induce growth. No housing will be displaced and no growth
inducement will result from the project. Therefore, staff finds that the project will not result in substantial adverse
impaets regarding population and housﬁng.

. Legs Than
Potentialy Significant Less Than
Significant with Sipnificant No Impact
Impact Mitigation impact
Incorporation
ok
a) Fire protection? X
b) Police protection? X
¢) Schools? X
d) Parks? X
¢) Other public facilities? X

Thresholds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers to what degree the proposed project would result in any changes in existing fire or police
protection service levels, or a perceived need for such changes, as well ag any substantial changes in the need for, or use
of, schools, parks, or other public facilities.

Discussion:
Fire protection and police services required for the proposed lots will be similar to those required for the previous units of
Lundbar Hills. There will be an incremental increase in the need for these services.

The City of Eurcka Fire Marshall has indicated that a second access to Lundbar Hills should be available for fire
protection in any subdivision with over 25 units. Based on comments from the City Engineering Department, and basad
on studies by engineers for previous phases of Lundbar Hills, permanent secondary access is not feasible on the Barnum
and Lundblade property. The Fire Marshall has agreed that the mitigation measures listed below meet the intent of the
code requirements; with the mitigation measures, secondary emergency access is not required.

A reduction in emergency response plans or times is not expected to result from this proposal. The project will not result
in an adverse alteration in police service for the area. Based on the above discussion, staff concludes the project will not
result in an adverse impact on public services,
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MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 11.
Installation of waterlines to the south property line sized to provide for services for the future extension of
Lundblade Drive shall be constructed to the satisfaction of the City.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 12,
Continuation of Lundblade Drive to the south property line, constructed at the same width as previous units of
Lundbar Hills shall be constructed.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 13.
Two additional fire hydrants, over the number specified by the Fire Marshall, shall be installed to the satisfaction

of the City.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 14,
Each home shall have an NFPA 13D compliant automatic fire sprinkler system for the house and garage, installed
to the satisfaction of the City Fire Department.

MITIGATION MEASURE NQ. 15,
All construction will be provided with a Class A rated roof and roof assembly.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 16.
all construction shall have non-combustibie siding.

Less Than
Patentiaihy Significant Less Than
Significam with Siunificant No Impact

Impact Mitipation Impact
Incorpotatin

Increase the use of existing neighborhoed and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical detertoration of the X
facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the X
envirenment?

Thresholds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers to what degree any aspect of the proposed project would be related to the demand for
recreational facilities or increase use of existing recreational areas such that those areas are physically degraded,
including secondary effects such as depradation through over-use of environmentally sensitive areas.

Discussion:

The owners and developers dedicated a 1.26-acre neighborhood park for public use during Unit 4 of Lundbar Hills. This
park provides a recreational area for future residences of this unit of Lundbar Hills, In addition, the City of Eureka
currently maintains 13 City-owned parks comprising 136 acres. The proposed project is not expected to have any affect
on parklands owned by the City or any other jurisdiction. Therefore, staff concludes that the project will not result in
adverse impacts regarding recreation,

Less Than

Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Sinificant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation
traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial X

mcrease in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio
on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for designated X
roads or hishways?
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¢) Result in a change in air traflic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety X
risks?

dy Substantially increase hazards due to design features (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses {e.g., farm equipment)?

¢) Result in inadequate emergency access?
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

gy Cenflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation {e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

A E] P B

Thresholds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers to what degree, if any, the propoesed project would be associated with (a) changes in traffic,
circulation, or other changes that might be perceived as adverse, including traffic effects resulting from temporary
construction-related changes; (b) any project-related changes in levels-of-service on County or state highways; {c)
project-associated travel restrictions that would prevent emergency vehicles from reaching the locations where they were
needed.

Discussion:

A traffic study for Lundbar Hills was completed and updated for past phases of Lundbar Hills. This study has been
updated for this proposed unit as well. Walter B. Sweet, Civil Engineer, concluded in a supplement dated July 13, 2005,
that the proposed subdivision will not add a levet of traffic that exceeds the capacity of the presently developed street
gystern.

‘The proposed project was referred to and evaluated by the City’s Traffic Operations Manager. Based on the type of use
preposed, the traffic generated by the proposed use is considered minimal and insignificant,

Robert Burnett, Associate Civil Engineer, Humboldt County Public Works Department, states in his September 3, 2003
referral that the construction of a second access may not be necessary if Lundblade Drive is approved as primary access
for this subdivision by the Fire Marshall of the City of Eureka; and, an amended traffic study approved by the City
Engineer indicates that the intersection of Lundblade Drive and Fairway Drive has a proper design for visibility and
meets the level of service adopted in the City General Plan.

TRAFFIC REPORTS AND ENGINFER COMMENTS.

The City’s Engineering Departrment, Traffic Division specified that the following three recommendations should be
mcluded in the updated traffic analysis (Dan Moody) March 25, 2005:

1) The current and projected level of service at Harris & “F” and at Fairway & Lundblade (including
cumulative impacts);

2) Sight distance analysis at Fairway & Lundblade; and
3 Queue length requirements for left turn lane from Fairway onto Lundblade.
Walter Sweet, of Sweet Civil Engineering, recommends in his July 13, 2005 traffic study that:

I) Lundblade drive be the principal street for all development of parcels through Unit 6. Local Strects can
sach serve a few blocks, which are directed to Lundblade Drive. Stop signs should be installed for local streets at
intersections with Lundblade Drive, to encourage the use of Lundblade Drive for vehicles making trips longer than a few
blocks. Right-of-way for Lundblade Drive should be 62 feet, and right-of- ways for local streets should be 50 feet. Right-
of-way for Lundblade Drive should extend to the easterly limit of Unit 6, to allow vehicles access to other potential
parcels.

2} The intersection of Lundblade Drive with Fairway Drive should be left as it is. Traffic flows can continue to
be handled by the existing installation. A major consideration for this recommendation is the favorable accident record.
As long as traffic continues to pass safely throu%h this intersection, no changes should be implemented.

_ .
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3) Trees along the 700-foot length of Lundblade Drive should be monitored for a potential to fall,

4) Development of periodic reviews and assessments of Fairway Drive traffic conditions, as may affect
Lundbar Hills subdivisions entry and streets.

The layout of the proposed subdivision does not increase hazards to design features but is consistent with the overall

plan. Circulation in and around the project has been evaluated. Roadway widths and radiuses were designed to
accommodate the anticipated vehicular use of the facility. City Code Section 155.117(A) (1) dictates on-site parking
reguirements for one-family dwellings. Subsection (A)(1} requires two parking spaces for every one-family residential
dwelling. Parcel size is sufficient to accommodate required parking. Compliance with parking regulations (two spaces per
unit) wili be met during development. See Section XIII Public Services for discussion on secondary access.

With the mitigation below there will be no significant impacts to traffic movements caused by this project.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 17.

Stop signs shall be installed for local streets at intersections with Lundblade Drive. Right-of-way for the new
segment of Lundblade Drive shall be 62 feet, and rights-ef- way for new local streets shall be 50 feet, Right-ef-way
for Lundblade Drive shall extend to the easterly limit of Unit 6,

Less Than
Potentiatly Significant Less Than
Significant with Sigmificant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incerporation
a) [Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional x

Water Quality Control Board?

b} Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of X
which could cause significant environmental effects?

¢} Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which X
could cause significant environmental effects?

d) Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources (i.e, new or expanded entitlements X
are needed)?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which
serves or may serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity to X
serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

) Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to
S . . . X
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Violate any federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to x
solid waste?

Thresholds of Significance:

This Initial Study considers to what degree the proposed project would be related to: (a) a substantial demand for water
supplies affecting existing entitlements and resources; (b) increase in runoff intensity that exacerbates drainage conditions
and changes; and (¢} insufficient provision for solid waste disposal.

Discussion:

The owners have installed utilities in previous phases of Lundbar Hills with sufficient capacity to provide services for the
proposed subdivision. For example, the owners paid for a large transformer at the end of Unit 5 in order to provide for
electrical services for the proposed subdivision. Water mains that have been installed previously were sized to provide
service to the proposed subdivision. The owners constructed a 500,000 gallon water tank adjacent to this subdivision.

Sewer mains that have been installed previously were also sized to provide service to the proposed subdivision. The Golf
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Course Lift Station that serves Lundbar Hills and adjacent areas is reported to be at or near capacity. There is a potential
problem with storm water runoff entering the sewer system and dramatically increases the flows during storms, The City
18 currently working on corrective measures fo increase the capacity of the lift station; which will assure that the
subdivision can be accommodated within the system.

The City of Eureka’s Elk River Wastewater Treatment Plant at 4301 Hilfiker Lane provides wastewater services for the
City of Emreka. The wastewater system capacity is 32 million galions per day (MGD), at an overall system peak wet
weather flow. The current operating level is approximately 14.5 MGD, Based on the fact that the City’s wastewater
treatment plant is operating at less than half capacity, and the fact that the proposed project will not substantially increase
the need for wastewater treatment, staff concludes that the project does not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board. Nor will it require or resuit in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities,

The City of Eurcka water supply system capacity is 8 MGD, and the current operating level is approximately 4.4 MGD.
‘Water is purchased from the Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District and is piped from its original source, subsurface
wells on the Mad River near Blue Lake, to Eureka’s 20 million gallon storage reserveir. The capacity of the Humboldt
Bay Municipal Waste District system is approximately 75 MGD (combined treated domestic and untreated industrial))
and the current operating level is approximately 40 MGD. There are no plans to expand water services as current
operating levels are only around half of the system capacity levels. The proposed project will not require a substantial
amount of water and therefore, will not adversely impact existing water supplies. It may be necessary to add an
additional booster pump or to up-size the existing one in order to provide the minimum gpm and psi to the new lots.

Humboldt Waste Management Authority (HWMA) provides solid waste removal services. The HWMA has formulated a
joint powers agreement with the County and most of the incorporated cities within the County for the disposal of waste.
The HWMA has contracted with ECDC Envirommental to ship solid waste produced in the County to state licensed land
fills located outside of Humboldt County. Currently solid waste is trucked to Medford, Oregon to a new triple line state
licensed landfill. Ultimately, solid waste will be shipped by rail to the State licensed Potrero Hills landfill in Solano
County. Both of these landfills have excessive capacity and can accept the minimal amount of waste generated by this
project. Solid waste will be collected and transferred to the TTIWMA transfer staticn for shipment to one of the landfills
discussed above. The amount of solid waste generated by the proposed project will not significantly contribute to the
waste stream volumes transferred out of the County, and based on information from the Potrero Hills landfill and the
Medford, Oregon landfill, the project will not cumulatively result in amounts of waste that exceed the capacity of either
landfill. Therefore, staff believes that the project will not be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs.

In order to assure that construction debris does not impact the solid waste provider or result in adverse environmental
impacts, staff recommends a mitigation measure that requires that: No construction materials, debris, or waste be placed
or stored where it may be subject to erosion and dispersion; Any and all debris resulting from construction activities shall
be immediately removed following completion of construction; Concrete trucks and tools used for construction be rinsed
at specified wash-out area(s); and Staging and storage of construction machinery and storage of debris not take place on
any public street rights-of-way.

PG&E has requested that a ten foot wide public utilities easement be dedicated along all streets; that a five foot by ten
foot PUE be dedicated on the east line of Lot 183 {at a point touching the southwest corner of the driveway access); and
that a five foot by ter foot PUE be dedicated on the south line of Lot 218 (touching the driveway access). This can be
handled as a condition of approval (Eureka Community Development Department, March 2003).

Based on the discussion above, staff concludes that the project will not result in any significant adverse impacts to
utilities and service systems.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 18,

The applicant shall assure that ne construction materials, debris, or waste be placed or stored where it may be
subject to eresion and dispersion; Any and all debris resulting from construction activities shall be immediately
removed following completion of construction; concrete trucks and tools used for construction be rinsed at the
specified wash-out area(s); and staging and storage of construction machinery and storage of debris not take place
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on any public street rights-of-way.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 19,

For potable water supply, if needed, the applicant will either add an additional booster pump or up-size the
existing one in order to provide the minimum gpm and psi to the new lots to the satisfaction of the City Public
‘Works and Engineering Departments.

Less Than
Potentially Sigmificant Less Than
Significant with Significant No fmpact
Impact Mitigation impact
Incorporation

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildiife population to drop below self sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or X
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in X
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects).

¢) Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial %
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
Discussion:

As discussed above, the project, as mitigated, will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, caunse a fish or wildlife population to drop below self
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal species, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory.

Also as discussed above, the project, as mitigated, will not have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable, and will not have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly.

EARLIER ANALYSES

a) Earlier Analyses Used. The following document(s), available at the Community Development
Department, have adequately analyzed one or more effects of the project. Earlier analysis may be used
where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been adequately
analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration (CEQA Guidelines Section 15063 (c}(3)(D)). N/A

b} Impacts Adequately Addressed. The following effects from the above checklist were within the
scope of and adequately analyzed in the document(s) listed above, pursuant to applicable legal standards.
N/A

¢) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated,”
the following are mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the document(s) described
above. N/A
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RECEIVED

JUL 78 2005

DEPARTMENT OF
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

July 20, 2005

Mr. C. Robert Barnum

BARNUM TIMBER COMPANY, INC.
1610 Highland Ave.

Eureka, CA 95501

RE: WETLAND INVESTIGATION AND POTENTIAL IMPACT
ASSESSMENT ON LUNDBAR HILLS SUBDIVISION

Dear Mr. Barnum:

On July 10, 2005 a biologist from Eel River Sciences conducted a wetland
reconnaissance investigation on Unit 6 of the Lundbar Hills Subdivision in
Eureka, California (SE 1/4 of Sec 3, Township 4N, Range 1W, HM.). The
methods employed, reconnaissance findings and potential impacts are
described below.

Methods utilized during this investigation include a preliminary resource
review and on-site visit. This method provides generalized and approximate
information based on a brief site investigation and land survey and is not
intended to produce a map showing exact wetland locations or boundaries.
This information can be used to assist in determining the sites initial
development feasibility and be used by regulatory authorities in conjunction
with permit applications.

Review of existing resource information was conducted for the study area in
order to identify known wetland areas or environmental characteristics that
indicate potential wetland conditions. Resource information included the
National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map, a tentative parcel map, topographic
surveys, a geotechnical report, a preliminary drainage and hydrology report,
and Soils of Western Humboldt County. During the on-site investigation a
.. qualified wetland biologist walked through the subject property to confirm
. the presence or absence of wetlands and site condztions Gene:al field
' ;_observatlons of vegetatlon soils and hydroiogy were noted EEI




The subject property is approximately 19 acres and located at the easterly
end of Lundbar Drive. It is situated on a broad ridge of timberland running
generally east-west; westerly towards Fairway Drive and easterly towards
Ridgewood Drive in Cutten. The ridge top slopes predominantly north
towards a drainage gulch and eventually into Martin Slough. To the west of
the subject property are the single family residences of Lundbar Hills. To the
north and east is relatively steep timberland and to the south is recently

cutover timberland.

This property has been used for growing and harvesting trees. It has been
logged twice in the last 60 years and is lightly stocked with trees. The
canopy is predominantly redwood with a smaller component of Douglas fir,
Sitka spruce, red alder, and Monterey pine. The gulch that drains surface
water down towards Martin Slough supports a similar canopy. The upper
reaches of this gulch and adjacent ridge top has been severely impacted due
to logging activities, grading and dumping urban materials. These materials
include spoils, yard waste, stumps, appliances, abandoned vehicles and
trash.

The ridge top is predominantly an uplifted marine terrace remnant. These
terraces have developed in response to historic sea level fluctuations and
seismic uplift. They consist of poorly consolidated sands, silts, clays and
gravels and are typically less than 30 feet thick. These terraces overly
sediments of the Hookton formation. The Hookton formation is of similar
origin as the overlying marine terrace deposits, and it is difficult to
distinguish the two. Hookton sediments are described as well to poorly
sorted loose marine sands, gravel, and silt. Hookton soils are generally
present on hill slopes and ravines and are not classified as hydric soils.

Hydrology on the ridge top is directly influenced by runoff from
precipitation. During the rainy season most of the surface water flows north
towards the drainage gulch leading to Martin Slough. All of this area seems
to drain well except for the disturbed area in and around the upper reach of
this gulch. Here surface water seems to pond in small low areas of disturbed
soils and in abandoned 4-wheel drive trails or logging tracks. No water was
observed during the on-site investigation.
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The federal manuals state that wetlands posses three essential characteristics:
(1) hydrophytic vegetation; (2) hydric soils; and (3) wetland hydrology,
which is the driving force of all wetlands. The NWI map did not identify
any wetlands on the subject property. Field observations identified the area
at the bottom of the gulch supports all three characteristics and would be
classified as scrub-shrub and emergent marsh wetland. The area at the top
of the gulch does support small isolated pockets of surface water during the
rainy season but is also littered with urban fill, which is not a hydric soil.
Therefore the upper reaches of his gulch is a highly disturbed, graded and
filled area and should not be considered a jurisdictional wetland.

The tentative map identifies that no development impacts will occur in the
gulch or down slope and into the wetland area. The extension of Lundblade
Drive includes development of a subterranean detention structure which will
occur on the extreme upper reaches of the gulch. This gulch functions
primarily as a surface water conveyance system to lower elevation wetlands.
Past logging and grading has severely impacted the function in the upper
reaches of this gulch and as a result excessive sediment loads are being
transported downstream. Construction of the road and detention facility will
include sediment control measures (rock energy dissipaters, rock check
dams, etc.) that will provide a more stable and functioning gulch and ensure
protection from sedimentation to downstream wetlands. With
implementation of proper construction methods any development associated
with the extension of Lundblade Drive should offset these impacts and
create an improvement to the natural drainage course which would result in
less than significant impacts to the immediate area and downstream
wetlands.

Eel River Sciences has enjoyed assisting you with this project. Should you
have any questions or do not fully understand our report, please feel free to
give me a call.

Sincerely
Eel River Sciences

‘fi C’J e 7

_ Reid Storre
" Wetland Biologist
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i CONLJLTING ENGINEERS & G_oOLOGISTS, INC,
.‘ 812 W. Wabash » Eureka, CA 95501-2138 « 707-441-8855 + Fax 707-441-8877 + info@shn-eureka.com

Reference: 002185

August 27, 2002
Mr. Ron Lundblade

P.O. Box 3597
Eureka, California 95502

Subject: R-1 Preliminary Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation,
Proposed Addition to the Lundbar Hills Subdivision, A.P. 301-031-39,
Off the East End of Lundblade Drive, Eureka, California

Dear Mr. Lundblade:

The enclosed report documents the results of our investigations for your proposed project. In
the report we discuss geotechnical site characteristics and risks, and provide specific
recommendations for site preparation, and design and construction of foundation and floor
slab systems for the proposed residential subdivision.

This report concludes our work on the project in accordance with our current agreement. If
you have any questions, please call either of us at 707/441-8855.

Sincerely,

SHN Consulting Engineers & Geologists, Inc.

[ Mt7 /JM”Y D: Pragrten

David R. Bradley, P.E. Gary Simpson, C.E.G.
Geotechnical Engineer Engineering Geologist
DRB:GDS:med

Enclosure
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R-1 Preliminary Engineering Geologic and
Geotechnical Investigation

Proposed Addition to the Lundbar Hills Subdivision
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Prepared for:

Ron Lundblade

CONSULTING ENGINEERS & GEOLOGISTS, INC.
812 W. Wabash Ave.
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707 /441-8855

August 2002

QA/QC:DRB él@,

G 2002\002185 \ rit \ LundbarR-1PrelimGeolnvest-rot.doc



Table of Contents

Page

T OCUICHION cee v tteere e cevresaeieessa e ras s eens s reesensas s s b e s s S sE R aa e b RS E S A SR SR AT STt SRS s 1

Field Investigation and Laboratory TESHNEG ..o 1

Geotechnical Site CONAILIONS. ...cvr e ierereeerrersisss s ss e s es s e sh b st et sttt s 2

@Y IoF:« o111 1T RO TSRO s s St RS 3

REGIONAL GEOLOZY w.vvvusvrissssssenssssssisesmmssrec i eims s iR s bt 3

SEISITIC SEHIILE ... vvovecirerenrtresmrmscr s sss s as bbb e 3

Concliisions and DISCUSSION c.u ettt sicetse s st sera s s nr e rea o0 sa s LR A s sttt s st st s 4

GEOTECHIUCAL ..eevvee e teree et seces e emss s et h s aR s ed eSS AR RS E RSt bbb 4

ENgineering GEOLOBIC .vvvvsrreeeueertemmisiiemmse i osisssss s sisssis s i e 5

Geotechnical RecOmMIMENdations. ..o i st sss e bass s saans st ssssssenas s s s 5

1. Site Preparation and Grading ...t cinsoens 5

2. FOUNAAHOTS 1uvurvrurrerrieeremeescereresseesrarsssessssressssssassssasssses s b s st bbb ar s a s s ss s e 7

3. SlADS-ON-GIAGE «.evvrreeriirerecieirreeese s resensstrsesan e st s gt et s e b e s e e e s 7

4. Retaining Walls. ..ttt s 8

5. GUIBATAITIS. . eveverrerecerirersrasesarsrssseseerees e essbsasra b sa s ss e bR TS s e e E LR SRS e e e s e e 9

6. Drainage and EFOSION ... iieiismrissess s cscstsss st st s bt st sens 11

Construction CONSIAETAHONS ..vuivrierereerrrerere ittt e as st s sttt 11

Construction Phase MOMEOIINE ..t sstss st s s nsss st s s s s s 12

LLITUIEATIONIS ervreeverseeertrsensirseseeseesrsssertasesbessasasasasaraa s se RS T a R T s £a e £ eSO A A AT SRR RS AT e a e s 13
Appendix A.  Subsurface Exploration Logs

Figure 1. St PIAN.cocueerreceremceessionssisinsennesbessersns g st s ras e v bbb an s s in map pocket

RS

(:\ 20027002185 \rpt\ LundbarR-1PrelimGeolnvest-rpt.doc i



Introduction

This report documents the results of SHN's geotechnical investigations conducted during June
and July 2002, at the subject site.

The subject site consists of an approximately 14-acre portion of a larger parcel, on which an
approximately 50- to 60-parcel residential subdivision with appurtenant streets is proposed.
The parcels will be created for construction of one to two story single-family residences, and is

in design development.

As with previous units of the subdivision, existing trees and vegetation will likely be removed
from the areas to be developed. Development will occur at approximate existing grades. Site
grading will be required to remove existing spoil fill mounds toward the northwest corner of
the subdivision, and we understand the spoil fill will be spread thinly across mildly to

- moderately sloping portions of the subdivision, outside of areas to support structures. We
understand other significant cutting and filling is not anticipated.

This report is intended to provide the owner with findings, conclusions, and recommendations
related to geotechnical aspects of project design and construction. The recommendations
contained in this report are subject to the limitations presented herein. Attention is directed to
the Construction Phase Monitoring and Limitations sections of this report.

For purposes of submission of this report to Humboldt County building and planning officials,
the words “Geotechnical” or “Geotechnical Report” herein can be considered synonymous with

“Soils” or “Soils Report.”

Field Investigation and Laboratory Testing

SHN conducted preliminary geologic and geotechnical investigations to evaluate site geologic
and subsurface soil conditions, and to provide foundation design and site development criteria
for the project. Our field investigations were limited to geologic and geotechnical
reconnaissance of the project site, supervising the excavation and sampling of 27 subsurface
exploration test pits, and establishing a setback line from steeper slopes.

The exploratory test pits were advanced to maximum depths of 8 feet below the ground
surface. The test pits were logged in general accordance with the Unified Soil Classification
System. (See Figure 1 for test pit locations, and Appendix A for Subsurface Exploration Logs.)
The test pits were advanced using a backhoe.

Selected undisturbed samples were collected, and laboratory tests were conducted. Laboratory
testing for index properties included in-place moisture content, dry density, unconfined
compressive strength by pocket penetrometer, and percent fines.

See the attached Subsurface Exploration Logs for detailed soil descriptions, and laboratory
index test results.

The slope setback line was staked in the field, and its location then surveyed by Kelly-O'Hern
Associates of Eureka. Its surveyed location is indicated on the attached Site Plan, Figure 1.

SV
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Geotechnical Site Conditions

Surveyed site topography is indicated on the attached Site Plan. Around the perimeter of the
site, where topography is not shown on the Site Plan, and no residential development is

planned, steep slopes generally exist.

The entire site is forested, with the exception of a previously cleared or former grassland area in
the northwest corner of the site. Spoil fill mounds from previous phases of subdivision
construction have been placed over much of this cleared area, particularly north of Lundblade

Drive.

The slope setback line shown on the Site Plan outlines a mildly to moderately sloping ground
area in which the residential development is planned.

Past logging and development activities have previously resulted in fill, including tree stumps,
being placed at some locations onto the existing steeper sideslopes around the perimeter of the
proposed development area. We understand that some fill has been excavated and removed
from steeper sideslopes in one area near the northwest corner of the site.

Specific descriptions of the soils encountered by the 27 test pits are presented on the attached
subsurface exploration logs. In general, soils encountered in the 27 test pits scattered across the
development area are predominately competent cohesive, clayey silts to generally cohesive
silty or clayey sands, typically overlain by native topsoil, and by uncontrolled fill at some
locations. Where past grading has not significantly disturbed the ground surface, test pits
encountered darker-colored, root-bearing topsoil which varied from 0.5 to 1.5 feet in thickness.
In summary, beneath existing uncontrolled fills at some locations, and beneath native topsoils,
relatively competent (strong and compact) soils were encountered.

No groundwater seepage was observed entering the test pits during the short time period they
were open, and no springs were observed in the mildly to moderately sloping area to be
developed. Springs (surface emergent groundwater) as evidenced by flowing surface water
and lush phreatophytic vegetation, do exist in the steeper slopes bordering the area to be
developed. Water levels at other times of year can be expected to fluctuate in response to
seasons, storm events, and other factors, and may become significantly higher or lower than
indicated by our field observations early in the dry season.

Lightly to heavily mottled soil coloration was observed in near-surface soils encountered in
Test Pits TP-18 and TP-19, excavated in an apparent poorly drained swale area. The heavily
mottled soil coloration may indicate an area in which groundwater rises essentially to the
surface during the wet season. Another relatively level area is in the vicinity of TP-24, which
also encountered lightly to heavily mottled soils.

The project area is subject to strong seismic ground motion, and is in Seismic Zone 4, with a
Seismic Zone Factor of 0.4, per Figure 16-2 and Table 16-I of the 1997 Uniform Building Code
(UBC), (ICBO, 1997). The site is located about 2.5 miles (4 kilometers) northeast of the surface
trace of the Little Salmon fault, however, the Little Salmon fault dips to the northeast, and
passes less than 2.0 kilometers (Km) below the site. It is shown as within 2 Km of a Type A
earthquake fault (the Little Salmon fault) based on the 1997 UBC .Maps of Known Active Fault
Near-Source Zones in California and Adjacent Portions of Nevada.” Near-source factors Na
and Nv of 1.50 and 2.00, respectively, from Tables 16-5 and 16-T are indicated. We estimate a

soil profile type Sp for the site.
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Geologic Setting
Regional Geology

The site is located on an uplifted late Pleistocene age marine terrace remnant. In the Eureka
area, as along much of the coastline in the region, sequences of late Pleistocene age marine
terraces have developed in response to Pleistocene age sea level fluctuations and regional
uplift. These terraces consist of planar abrasion platforms overlain by marine deposits typically
consisting of poorly consolidated sands, silts, clays, and gravels. Terrace deposits are typically
less than about 30 feet thick. The age of the marine terrace surface (or surfaces) underlying
Eureka is not well constrained, but is at least 64,000 years old, the age of the youngest emergent
marine terrace typically preserved along the California coast. Preliminary mapping based on
terrace distribution and spacing, as well as limited soils data, suggests the marine terrace at the
Lundbar Hills development site is 120,000 years old (i.e., “Fox Farm terrace” in Carver and
Burke, 1992). The terraces in the Eureka area lie in the hanging wall above the Little Salmon
fault, and have been broadly deformed by tectonic movement.

The marine terraces in the Eureka area are relatively thin and overlie sediments of the middle
Pleistocene age Hookton formation. The Hookton formation is of similar origin (i.e., shallow
marine) as the overlying marine terrace deposits, and it can be difficult to distinguish the two.
Hookton formation sediments are described as well to poorly sorted, loose marine sands,
gravel, and silt. The contact between the Hookton formation sediments and the overlying
marine terrace sediments is not mapped, but is likely present on hillslopes within the ravines
below the proposed development.

Mass wasting (i.e. landsliding) processes that affect hillslopes in the project vicinity are
characterized by shallow debris slides and translational failures. Two areas of recent sliding
were noted in the site vicinity during our field reconnaissance, and are shown on the Site Plan
(Figure 1). Under natural, unaltered conditions, this type of failure occurs when sufficient
colluvial material accumulates in a swale or hollow and a significant storm delivers enough
concentrated rainfall to raise pore pressures to a critical failure threshold (i.e., soil shear
strength is reduced enough to initiate failure). The recent debris slide mapped in the northeast
corner of the site appears to represent this type of naturally occurring failure. Deeper-seated
failures may occur where an impermeable stratigraphic horizon (i.e., clay layer) retards the
infiltration of groundwater. Sediments within the profile above the impermeable layer can
become super-saturated to the point that relatively deep-seated failures can develop.
Additionally, many slope failures in the project area have historically occurred when
alterations are made to the natural condition. These failures have typically occurred due to
surcharge fill loading and/or construction on uncontrolled fill. The slide near the water tank in
the southwest corner of the project area appears to have occurred in part due to fill loading

associated with site grading.

Seismic Setting

The project site is located in a region of high seismicity. Over sixty earthquakes have produced
discernible damage in the region since the mid-1800s (Dengler et al., 1992). Historic seismicity
and paleoseismic studies in the area suggest there are six distinct sources of damaging
earthquakes in the Eureka region (see Figure 2): (1) the Gorda Plate; (2) the Mendocino fault;
(3) the Mendocino Triple Junction; (4) the northern end of the San Andreas fault; (5) faults
within the North American Plate (including the Mad River and Little Salmon fault zones); and
(6) the Cascadia Subduction Zone (Dengler et al., 1992). '
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The Cascadia Subduction Zone represents the most significant potential earthquake source in
the north coast region. A great subduction event may rupture along 200 km or more of the
coast from Cape Mendocino to British Columbia, and may generate an earthquake up to
magnitude 9.5. The April 25, 1992 Petrolia earthquake (magnitude 7.1) appears to be the only
historic earthquake involving slip along the subduction zone, but this event was confined to the
southernmost portion of the fault. Paleoseismic studies along the subduction zone suggest that
great earthquakes are generated along the zone every 300 to 500 years. A great subduction
earthquake would generate long duration, very strong ground shaking throughout the north

coast region.

As discussed above, the site is located about 2.5 miles (4 kilometers) northeast of the surface
trace of the Little Salmon fault. The Little Salmon fault appears to be the most active fault in
the Humboldt Bay region, and is capable of generating very large earthquakes. The fault
strikes northwesterly, and dips to the northeast, beneath the site. Offset relations within the
upper Wildcat Group suggest vertical separation exceeds 5,900 feet (1,800 meters), representing
about 4.4 miles (7 km) of dip-slip motion on the Little Salmon fault since the Quaternary (i.e., in
the past 700,000 to 1 million years). Paleoseismic studies of the Little Salmon fault indicate that
the fault deforms late Holocene sediments at the southern end of Humboldt Bay (Clarke and
Carver, 1992). Estimates of the amount of fault slip for individual earthquakes along the fault
range from 15 to 23 feet (4.5 to 7 meters). Radiocarbon dating suggests that earthquakes have
occurred on the Little Salmon fault about 300, 800, and 1,600 years ago. Average slip rate for
the Little Salmon fault for the past 6,000 years is between 6 and 10 mm/yr. Based on currently
available fault parameters, the maximum magnitude earthquake for the Little Salmon fault is
thought to be between 7.0 (CDMG/USGS, 1996) and 7.3 (Geomatrix Consultants, 1994).

Conclusions and Discussion

Geotechnical

Based on the results of our field and laboratory investigations, it is our opinion that the project
site can be developed as proposed, provided that our recommendations are followed, and that

noted conditions and risks are acknowledged.

The primary geotechnical site considerations are adequate setbacks from steeper sideslopes that
may be unstable, management of excess soil moisture where residences may be developed in
relatively low-in-elevation, poorly drained areas, and deeper required foundations or soil
remediation that may be required where upper soils were disturbed and loosened by removal
of tree stumps and their major root systems.

The slope setback line indicated on the Site Plan was established in the field with concurrence
from both a Geotechnical Engineer and an Engineering Geologist. The intent of the line is to
demark areas that can be developed utilizing typical Building Code foundation criteria, at a
low risk of slope instability from either creep or landsliding associated with the site’s steeper
sideslopes. Recommendations are made to limit the proposed residential foundations to
locations behind the setback line, unless site-specific additional geotechnical /geologic
investigations are made for a subject parcel. A low risk of slope instability is considered
generally suitable for conventional residential structures, provided the mandates of the
currently-in-use edition of the Uniform Building Code are followed. Development in the low
slope stability hazard area within the slope setback line is not expected to contribute to, or be
subject to substantial geologic hazards throughout the economic life span of the project,
provided that our recommendations are followed.

ISEY
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Recommendations are provided below for residential construction utilizing typical shallow
foundations and slab-on-grade, or structurally supported, floor systems. Subdrains and
underdrains for control of potential excess soil moisture conditions are recommended for
residences under certain conditions. Raised building pads or perimeter subdrains are
recommended for the two Groundwater Mitigation areas indicated on the site plan.

No high plasticity clayey soils strata were encountered, or are generally anticipated in the
marine terrace sediments underlying the site, and risk of adverse consequences to the structure
from expansive soils is considered low. As a precaution, however, recommendations are
provided for geotechnical engineering review of the foundation excavations prior to pouring
the foundations, so that the anticipated absence of high-plasticity, potentially expansive soils
can be confirmed.

In our opinion, the risk of significant post-construction settlement will be mitigated to a low
level if the recommended site preparation is completed, and if the structures are supported on
conventional shallow foundations. Due to the variability of soils deposits and the inherent
limitations of current engineering and construction practices, some post-construction vertical
settlement may occur. We estimate that with the project constructed in accordance with the
following recommendations, total post construction settlement is not likely to exceed one-half
inch, and post-construction differential settlement is not likely to exceed one-quarter inch.

Engineering Geologic

The risk associated with liquefaction and other secondary seismic effects is low at the subject
site. The liquefaction potential for the site appears negligible because the earth materials
underlying the site are not typically susceptible. Test pits at the site encountered mostly clayey
silts and sands, with minimal amounts of clean sand or silt, the most susceptible earth materials
to liquefaction. Soil deposits most susceptible to liquefaction are geologically recent, saturated,
low density, low cohesion sediments or man made fill deposits, located adjacent to streams,
rivers, bays, or beaches. These materials or conditions are not present within the project site.
The late Pleistocene terrace deposits present at the site are typically too old to lose shear
strength during earthquakes because of the accumulation of clays that develop in soil profiles,
and the general consolidation of the material.

Seismogenic effects at the site are likely to be limited to earthquake-induced landsliding along
the hillslopes bordering the project area. Impacts associated with these failures are likely to be
mitigated by the slope setback discussed above, but we cannot preclude that larger, deeper-
seated failures may develop if a very large earthquake occurs, particularly during the rainy
season. An additional margin of safety to mitigate this low probability event can be established
by locating structures further from the setback line.

Geotechnical Recommendations

1.  Site Preparation and Grading

In the following recommendations, "compact” and "compacted” refer to obtaining a minimum
of 90% of the maximum relative dry density as referenced to the ASTM D1557-91 test method.
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We recommend the following:

a.

As appropriate, notify Underground Service Alert (1-800-642-2444) prior to
commencing site work, and use this location service and other methods to avoid injury
or risk to life from underground and overhead utilities, and to avoid damaging them.

Strip all existing cultural debris, vegetation, root-systems, dark-colored organic-rich
topsoil, and uncontrolled existing fill from areas to receive structural fill or
improvements, and for three feet outside. Where trees are removed, additionally
remove their major root systems. Additionally, excavate as required to accommodate
design grades and planned minimum fill or pavement section thicknesses.

Do not place spoil fill generated by the stripping operations, or any other fill, onto site
areas outside the slope setback line indicated on the Site Plan, unless such placement is
concluded to be allowable following a site-specific additional geotechnical/geologic
investigation addressing the proposed fill placement in that area. Where uncompacted
spoil fill is to be placed on mildly sloping ground, strip all vegetation from the site
surface, and follow the placement recommendations for spoil fill in Item “j” below. For
placement of structural fill to support structures or improvements, follow the
recommendations in the following itemized paragraphs.

With the exception of vertical sides or steps, subgrade surfaces to receive structural fill
to support structures or improvements should be cut-graded to slope no steeper than 10

percent.

Conduct a geotechnical engineering review of exposed subgrade surfaces. The
geotechnical engineer will recommend that remaining unsuitable soils, such as overly
weak, compressible, or disturbed soils, be additionally stripped. Where tree stumps
were removed, excavate any loosened soils by the removal, 5o that firm, undisturbed
subgrade is exposed.

Scarify and compact the upper six inches of exposed subgrade soils which are to receive
structural fills. Alternatively, the subgrade surface may be proofrolled using a 10
wheel, 10 cubic yard dump truck loaded with soil, or equivalent. The proofrolling
should be accomplished under the observation of the geotechnical engineer with the soil
damp or moist (not wet or dry), and a firm, non-yielding surface should be evident
during the proofrolling. If a yielding surface is observed (pumping, weaving under
wheel loads), additionally excavate the yielding area, and replace the over-excavated
material with Caltrans specification Class 2 baserock, in a manner that will result in a
stable subgrade surface under the proofrolling, following the overexcavation and

replacement.

Structural fill material should consist of relatively non-plastic (Liquid Limit less than 35,
Plasticity Index less than 12) material containing no organic material or debris, and no
individual particles over 6 inches across. We suggest the use of granular soils (sand,
gravel) for fill, because these soils are relatively easy to moisture condition and

compact.

Structural fill should be placed to design grades and compacted to a minimum of 30%
of the maximum relative dry density as determined by the ASTM D1557-91 test method.
Cut and fill slopes up to 6 feet in height should be placed no steeper than 1-1 /2to1and
2 to 1 (horizontal to vertical), respectively. Higher or steeper slopes should be reviewed
by this office for stability.
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For placement of spoil fill, select site areas not planned for structures or improvements,
The areas to receive spoil fill should slope at 12% or less in gradient. Strip vegetation
from the site surface, and place spoil fill not exceeding 2 feet in depth. Asa minimum,
moderately compact the fill until firm by wheel rolling or track walking, with

" equipment at least as heavy as a full sized backhoe, in lifts not exceeding one foot in
thickness, and with the soils in a damp or moist (not dry or wet) condition. Remove all
cultural debris (wood, metal, plastic, glass, sheetrock, etc) from the fill to be placed.
Spoil fill placed as recommended will erode easily, and should be protected from
concentrated flows of surface water. If erosion occurs in the spoil fill, sediment will be
generated. Spoil fill placement may also divert or otherwise alter existing surface
runoff. Spoil fill placement should be planned and accomplished in a manner that will
not result in adverse erosion, sedimentation, or site surface drainage effects.

2. Foundations

Following site preparation as recommended, foundations may be constructed. Foundations
should be sized, embedded, and reinforced to at least the minimums presented in the current
edition of the Uniform Building Code.” The recommendations provide for foundations to be
supported by competent, undisturbed native subsoils, or by structural fill placed onto
competent native subsoils. Such foundations may be designed so they do not exceed an
allowable bearing capacity of 1500 pounds per square foot (psf) for dead plus live loads. These
values may be increased by one-third to account for the short-term effects of wind and /or

seismic loading.

The bearing pressure values may be increased for increases in footing depth as provided in the
current edition of the Uniform Building Code. The provided bearing values are applicable to
both competent, undisturbed, native subsoils, and structural fill placed as recommended.

A friction coefficient of 0.3 may be used for the footing/soil contact, in conjunction with an
allowable lateral passive pressure represented by an equivalent fluid weighing 200 pounds per
cubic foot (pcf) for short term loadings, such as lateral foundation resistance in response to

wind or earthquake loadings.

The ground surface around the structure perimeter should be sloped away, or other design
measures implemented to provide positive surface water drainage away from perimeter

foundation areas.

If the project includes depressed crawl spaces below exterior grade elevation, subdrains are
recommended to prevent excess moisture problems. Additionally, if depressed crawl spaces
are constructed, we recommend that positive surface drainage be provided so surface water can
drain from them instead of ponding. Subdrains are also recommended if slabs on grade are
low in elevation with respect to exterior grade, and for residences constructed in the two
Groundwater Mitigation Areas indicated on the Site Plan. Subdrain recommendations and
criteria are presented under “Subdrains” and “Slabs-on-Grade” below.

3. Slabs-on-Grade

Following site preparation and grading as recommended, slabs-on-grade may be constructed.
If the project includes slab-on-grade construction where the finished slab grade is one-half foot
or less above exterior grade elevation, we recommend shallow subdrains be installed around
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the perimeter foundations, as recommended below under “Subdrains.” In habitable areas, any
soil supported floor slabs that are one or more feet below planned exterior grade (depressed
floor slabs) should be provided with a “blanket” underdrain system. Specific
recommendations for underdrainage for depressed floor slabs should be made following
review of specific plans and grades on a site by site basis.

High plasticity, potentially expansive soils should not underlie slabs, and should be removed
and replaced if encountered. None are anticipated. As a precaution, subgrade soils to support
slabs should be reviewed along with foundation excavations for the unanticipated, but possible

presence of, high plasticity clayey soils.

Congcrete slabs can become damp from capillary water migration. As a precaution to minimize
transmission of soil moisture up through floor slabs in habitable areas, or other areas where
damp slabs should be avoided, we recommend that the slabs be underlain by an impermeable
polyethylene membrane at least six mils in thickness. This membrane should overlie a capillary
break consisting of a 4 inch layer of No. 4 U.S. Sieve (0.187 inch) minimum, up to 1 inch
maximum, gravel, or Class 1 Type A permeable material per Caltrans Standard Specifications
68-1.025. A thin layer of clean sand may be placed over the membrane to protect it during
concrete placement. (The capillary break provides a layer with relatively large, intergranular,
void spaces, which inhibit capillary rise of ground moisture or "wicking.")

4.  Retaining Walls

Retaining walls should be designed to resist active lateral soil pressures represented by an
equivalent fluid weighing 35 pcf (pounds per cubic foot) for cantilevered walls (capable of
tilting), and 60 pcf if they are non-cantilevered walls (structurally restrained from tilting),
provided the walls are backdrained as recommended below, and provided the ground surface
behind the wall slopes at 10 percent or less for a horizontal distance equal to at least 2/3 the
height of retained soil. For more steeply sloping backfill, up to a maximum slope of 2:1
(horizontal to vertical), design the walls to resist an active lateral soil pressure represented by
an equivalent fluid weighing 50 pcf for cantilevered walls (capable of tilting), and 75 pcf if they
are non-cantilevered walls (structurally restrained from tilting), or, specific analysis and
recommendations can be made. For backfill sloping more steeply than 2: 1 (horizontal:vertical),
or for cases in which the surface of the backfill behind the wall is to be loaded, specific analysis

and recomunendations should be made.

All retaining wall foundations should be embedded into competent, undisturbed native soils,
or structural fill placed in accordance with the grading recommendations. (Existing or
proposed spoil fill is not suitable for support of retaining wall foundations.) Lateral forces can
be resisted by the passive pressure exerted on the side of the footing and by friction along the
base. The passive pressure can be taken as that pressure exerted by an equivalent fluid
weighing 150 pounds per cubic foot {pcf) for the steady state lateral loadings that will be
applied by the retaining wall foundations, which can be increased to 200 pcf under dynamic
loadings including earthquake forces. The friction coefficient may be taken as 0.3. The footings
for the walls should be embedded a minimum of 18 inches into the site's competent soils,
beneath any unsuitable surficial soils.

The design active soil pressure presented above is predicated on positive drainage being
provided behind the retaining walls, to avert potential hydrostatic pressure build-up. We
suggest that a perforated pipe/drainrock backdrain system be placed behind the wall, with the
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drainpipe near the bottom of the wall, and with the drainrock extending up to within two feet
of finished grade. This backdrain system should be encased in filter fabric, and have a gravity
drainage outlet. Alternatively, commercially available drainage matting (consisting of an outer
filter fabric layer, a spacing layer to allow water drainage, and an inner, impermeable or filter
fabric, layer) may be placed behind the wall in accordance with the manufacturer's
recommendations and should be gravity drained by a discharge pipe.

Where a retaining wall forms the wall of a habitable or dry storage area, control of moisture is
important, and the back of the wall should be waterproofed using established methods and
materials, as well as installing backdrainage as recommended above. The wall backdrain and
waterproofing should be constructed down to the elevation of the base of the footing
comprising the heel of the wall. =

For backdrain filter fabric, use 6-ounce per square yard minimum weight, non-woven,
geotextile fabric by a reputable manufacturer, specifically designed for the purpose of allowing
water passage while retaining soil materials.

For backdrain permeable material, use free draining, durable, granular material, 100 percent
passing the 1-1/2 inch sieve, and not over three percent passing the No. 10 sieve. Washed pea
gravel, or drainrock as commonly used for septic leachfield applications should qualify as

permeable material.

Perforated pipe should be durable, and at least three inches in minimum diameter. Holes or
slots should be matched to surrounding permeable material such that the finer particles do not
enter the pipe during or subsequent to installation.

To avoid settlement of the backfill, backfill should not be undercompacted. To avoid excess
pressure against the wall, backfill should not be overcompacted. We recommend backiill
within three feet behind the walls should be compacted to between 85 and 90 percent of the
maximum relative dry density as determined by the ASTM D1557-91 test method, and backfill
further from the wall should be compacted to a minimum of 90% per ASTM D-1557. Backfill
consisting of relatively "impermeable” soil, at least 1.5 feet thick, should be placed above the
permeable backdrain to prevent infiltration of surface water. This "impermeable” backfill
should consist of compact clayey or silty soil, but should not be expansive (the Liquid Limit
should not exceed 35, and the Plasticity Index should not exceed 20). Alternatively, competent
asphalt or concrete pavement may be substituted for the "impermeable” backfill.

The surface should be sloped such that runoff is not allowed to pond above the backdrain
system. All surface runoff conveyance systems (including rooftop downdrains) should be
isolated from the backdrain systems, and provided with positive gravity flow discharge.

| 5. Subdrains

If finished floor slabs are to be less than one-half foot in height above average exterior finished
grade, or if depressed crawl spaces are used, where crawl space grade lies below average
exterior finished grade, we recommend a subdrain be installed around the perimeter of the
residence. The perimeter subdrain should be located within five feet outside the perimeter
foundation. The subdrains should extend to a minimum of three feet below finished grade, and
a minimum of two feet beneath the finished slab grade, whichever is deeper. In the case of
depressed crawl spaces, they should additionally extend to at least one foot below the crawl

SN
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space elevation. Where perimeter subdrains are installed, they should be designed such that
the subdrain trench excavation does not intersect a hypothetical support prism of soil beneath
any foundation, as defined by lines sloping outward and downward from any point on the
perimeter of the foundation base at slopes of 1:1 (horizontal:vertical). If they do, deepen the
foundation at that location. On certain parcels, where perimeter subdrains are constructed as
recommended in the following paragraph to reduce risk from potentially high groundwater
conditions, subdrains as recommended in this first paragraph under “Subdrains” are not

required.

For residences to be constructed in the two Groundwater Mitigation Areas indicated on the Site
Plan, or at any residence location where footing excavations may disclose strongly mottled or
gleyed (typically white, green, or blue) soil colorations, high groundwater conditions during
the wet season are considered likely. In the Groundwater Mitigation Areas, or where footing
excavations disclose strongly mottled or gleyed soil colorations, we recommend either building
up the building and appurtenant structure sites with structural fill so that the building pad is at
least one foot minimum above highest adjacent finished exterior grade, or, a perimeter
subdrain should be installed. Perimeter subdrains should extend to a minimum depth of five
feet below the existing ground surface around the uphill sides of the residences, and a
minimum of three feet below the existing ground surface around the downbhill sides of the
proposed residences on these parcels. They should be constructed within 10 feet of the
residence perimeter, and should be designed such that the subdrain trench excavation does not
intersect a hypothetical support prism of soil beneath any foundation, as defined by lines
sloping outward and downward from any point on the perimeter of the foundation base at
slopes of 1:1 (horizontal:vertical). These subdrains should be gravity drained to daylight, or to
the storm drainage system for the project, provided a backflow preventer is included if
necessary to stop water building up in the storm drain system from flowing into the subdrain
system. If grades do not allow gravity drainage, subdrains should be drained to a sump pump,
which discharges any collected water from the subdrain to daylight, or to the project storm

drainage system.

Construction of subdrains early in the construction sequence may facilitate remaining
construction, and may mitigate cut slope instability hazards.

We recommend a system of perforated pipe, permeable material, and filter fabric for subdrains.
The perforated pipe should be surrounded on at least three sides by a minimum of six inches of
permeable material, and the permeable material and the drainpipe should be completely
wrapped in filter fabric. The subdrains should be constructed in an excavated trench or
equivalent, and the permeable material should extend from the trench bottom up to within
about two feet of the ground surface. The perforated pipe system should gravity drain to
daylight, and should have a cleanout extending to the ground surface at the uphill end, and

cleanouts at every angle point over 30 degrees.

For filter fabric, use 6-ounce per square yard minimum weight, non-woven, geotextile fabric by
a reputable manufacturer, specifically designed for the purpose of allowing water passage
while retaining soil materials. '

For permeable material, use free draining, durable, granular material, 100 percent passing the
1-1/2 inch sieve, and not over three percent passing the No. 10 sieve. Washed pea gravel, or
drainrock as commonly used for septic leachfield applications should qualify as permeable

material.
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Perforated pipe should be durable, and at least four inches in minimum diameter. Holes or
slots should be matched to surrounding permeable material such that the finer particles do not

enter the pipe during or subsequent to installation.

Backfill consisting of low permeability soil, at least 1.5 feet thick, should be placed above the
wrapped permeable material to prevent infiltration of surface water. The low permeability
backfill should consist of compact clayey soil. Alternatively, competent agphalt or concrete
pavement may be substituted for the "impermeable” backfill.

The surface should be sloped such that runoff is not allowed to pond above the subdrain
system. All surface runoff conveyance systems (including rooftop downdrains) should be
isolated from subdrains systems. Subdrain pipe outlets should be constructed in a manner that
will not allow surface drainage to back up into the subdrain system during periods of heavy
runoff. Subdrain outlets should be screened to prevent the entry of animals.

6. Drainage and Erosion

To mitigate erosion potential, we recommend the following measures:

a Wherever possible, design finished grade to allow sheet runoff rather than concentrated
runoff.
b. Where concentrated runoff will occur, minimize its velocity by controlling slopes, and

protect the channel and discharge area by dissipating flow energy, using rock or other
erosion resistant surfacing as appropriate.

C. Compact exposed fill slopes, and protect both cut and fill slopes from concentrated
runoff or heavy sheet runoff by utilizing brow ditches or other drainage control
facilities.

d. Erodable cut or fill slopes, or other soil surfaces, should be protected by using

vegetative cover, jute mesh and straw, rock slope protection, or other measures to
provide erosion resistance.

e. Perform site work and vegetation establishment during seasons not subject to repeated
or prolonged rainfall.

f. Provide periodic maintenance of erosion control measures.

Construction Considerations

The following construction considerations are presented to aid in project planning. These
considerations are not intended to be comprehensive; other issues may arise which will require
coordination between the owner, the engineer, and the contractor's construction methods and

capabilities.

Wintertime groundwater levels were not observed or determined. It is important to note that
even small quantities of persistent seepage may substantially complicate construction
operations if the proposed excavation extends near or below areas of saturated soil.
Construction difficulties resulting from near surface ground water or excess soil moisture will
tend to become less likely if grading activities are conducted in the midsummer to fall time

period.
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Following site stripping, exposed soil subgrade will require compaction prior to placing
structural fill or pavement baserock. Compaction of the soil subgrade, or achieving a firm soil
subgrade surface under proofrolling, may be difficult or impractical if high groundwater or
excess soil moisture conditions prevail, and remedial subgrade stabilization measures may be
required. Recommendations for remedial subgrade stabilization measures should be
specifically provided, following review of conditions encountered. These conditions are
anticipated to be most likely to occur in the relatively low-in-elevation areas in the two
Groundwater Mitigation Areas shown on the Site Plan, but could occur in other site locations as

well.

Construction of the building pads and vehicle pavement areas will include stripping dark-
colored topsoil, which is typically indicated to be from 0.5 to 1.5 feet in thickness across the site.
This will generate a significant volume of material, and may require replacement bya
significant volume of structural fill, depending upon design grades.

Existing moderately plastic spoil fill free from vegetation, dark-colored topsoil, and cultural
debris (wood, metal, plastic, glass, sheetrock, etc) is likely to be suitable for use as structural fill.
No high-plasticity clayey soils were observed in the portions of existing spoil fill mounds
observed.

OSHA trench and excavation safety regulations should be acknowledged and followed.
Compliance with safety regulations is the responsibility of the contractor.

Most site soils are anticipated to be cohesive and relatively strong. Some low-cohesion sandy
soils may be encountered. Due to the potential weak nature of some of the site's soil strata,
some trenches may be subject to sidewall instability (sloughing, running, or sudden collapse of
the trench sidewalls).

Construction Phase Monitoring

In order to assess construction conformance with the intent of our recommendations, it is
important that a representative of our firm:

« monitor adequate site stripping, including removal of vegetation, root-filled soils, dark-
colored organic topsoils, and uncontrolled existing fill soils from areas to receive
structural fills;

* monitor compliance with setback requirements;

» monitor adequate subgrade preparation for support of structural fill and floor slabs;

¢ monitor placement of structural fill;
e monitor foundation excavations and soil subgrade surfaces to support floor slabs;

¢ monitor subdrains, retaining wall backdrains, underdrains if required, and retaining
wall waterproofing; and

s monitor preparation and compaction of pavement section subgrades and structural fill,
and pavement section materials.

This construction phase monitoring is important because it provides the owner and SHN the
opportunity to verify anticipated site conditions, and recommend appropriate changes in
design or construction procedures if site conditions encountered during construction vary from
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those described in this report. They also allow SHN to recommend appropriate changes in
design or construction procedures if construction methods adversely affect the competence of

onsite soils to support the structural improvements.

Limitations

The analyses, conclusions, and recommendations contained in this report are based on site
conditions that we observed at the time of our investigation, data from our subsurface
explorations and laboratory tests, our current understanding of proposed project elements, and
on our experience with similar projects in similar geotechnical environments. We have
assumed that the information obtained from our limited subsurface explorations is
representative of subsurface conditions throughout the site. In order to confirm this
assumption, a representative of our firm must observe and evaluate actual soil conditions

encountered during project construction operations.

Subsurface conditions may differ from those disclosed by our limited investigations. If
differing conditions are encountered during construction, our firm should be notified
immediately so that we can reevaluate the applicability of our conclusions and
recommendations. Such an evaluation may result in reconsidered and/or amended
recommendations. If the scope of the proposed construction, including the proposed loads,
grades, or structural locations, changes from that described in this report, our
recommendations should also be reviewed.

" Our firm has prepared this report for your exclusive use on this project in substantial
accordance with the generally accepted geotechnical engineering practice as it exists in the site
area at the time of our study, including time and budget constraints. No warranty is expressed
or implied. The recommendations provided in this report are based on the assumption that an
adequate program of tests and observations will be conducted by our firm during the
construction phase in order to evaluate compliance with our recommendations.

If there is a substantial lapse of time between the submission of our report and the start of work
at the site, or if conditions have changed due to natural causes or construction operations at or
adjacent to the site, we should review our report to determine the applicability of the
conclusions and recommendations considering the changed conditions and time lapse. This
report is applicable only to the project and site studied.

The field and laboratory work was conducted to investigate the site characteristics specifically
addressed by this report. Assumptions about other site characteristics, such as hazardous
materials contamination, or environmentally sensitive or culturally significant areas, should not

be made from this report.

3T
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July 7, 2003 Job No. 0217

Gary Boughton, PE, Senior Engineer

City of Eureka, Departiment of Public Works
Engineering Department

531 “K” Street

Eureka, California 95501

Re:  Lundbar Hills Unit No.6, Major Subdivision
APN 301-031-03%, Lundblade & Dickson Drives
Preliminary Drainage Study and Hydrology Report

Dear Gary,

Please find attached two copies of this Preliminary Dramage Study and Hydrology
Report covering the above captioned subdivision.

INTRODUCTION:

The subject property is located at the easterly end of Lundblade Drive, and is the final
unit of the Lundbar Hills area of southeastern Eureka, as illustrated on the attached
topographic Hydrology Maps & USGS quad map. It is located on a ridge of timberland
that drains to a tributary of Martin Slough. Approximately eighty percent of the portion
of the land to be developed drains northerly along an existing well-defined drainage
course, down a gulch through the proposed remainder parcel, and into Martin Slough. A
portion of the stormwater runoff from the fully-built Unit 5 of this subdivision runs east
and north through the subject property along an existing drainage easement over this
same gulch. Since this property is on a ridge, there are areas that flow to other dramages.
However, since most of this will become the backyards of the proposed development,
these other drainages will be minimally impacted.

Therefore, this preliminary analysis will be focussed on demonstrating the feasibility of
directing the increase in runoff to the primary drainage, and showing that the impacts can
be substantively mitigated by using underground detention structures and standard
erosion control measures.

METHODS:

The Rational Method is used to determine approximate flows at critical design points.
The following equations (from CalTrans Hydraulics Dept.) were used to calculate
Intensity from Times of Concentration:

110 =0.82 T
1100=1.16 T

These are essentially the same equations as graphed on the I.D.F. curves presented as



Figure I'V-1 in reference No.1. The "C" factor was chosen from references 1, Table IV-1.
The existing zoning and Genera!l plan designations were determined from current
Planning Department information, see attached Area Table. Since the extreme
headwaters is in forested land, I have chosen an initial Time of Concentration of 15
minutes for the initial 1.81 acre sub-basin. See Reference 1, page IV-4 and Table IV-2.

The basin was divided into sub-areas, and the flood flows were calculated for the points
of concentration shown at location of proposed drainage structures. Hydrology maps
were prepared showing the tributary drainage areas and proposed and existing drainage
facilities. The drainage areas were ‘planimetered’ using AutoCad area measurements
from the attached Hydrology Maps. The flows are tabulated and calculated on the
attached Rational Method Drainage Study forms, as outlined in Reference 2. Also, an
open channel flow computer program by Haestead Methods (Reference 3) was used to
determine approximate flow depths, velocities, & capacities for proposed drainage
structures, with these results used indirectly to estimate the travel times A BPR culvert
nomograph is used to show capacity of the proposed culverts.

RESULTS & DISCUSSION:

The following table summarizes the expected stormwater flows for 10-vear and 100-year
flood events for both pre and post development measured at point of concentration No.6:

Table 1: Runoff Flow Rates for Pre- and Post-Development for 10- and 100-year storms

Pre-Development Post-Development
10-Year Flood 331 cfs 7.23 cfs
100-year Flood 4.69 cfs 10.23 cfs

Note that the Post-Development flows in the above table do not yet reflect the mitigation
impact of the proposed detention structures. Several trial solutions for detention
structures are presented in the attached calculation documents, showing that it is feasible

to meet the City’s detention requirements.

Proposed Improvements:

Please refer to the accompanying ‘Tentative Map ~ Utility & Grading Design’ showing
the proposed storm drain system. It is proposed that the runoff will flow overland from
offsite and be initially collected by curb and gutter flow to two drop inlets at a sag point
in the proposed Dickson Drive. From preliminary detention calculations, placement of
underground 48-inch diameter pipe under Dickson Drive (not shown) with a reduced-size
outlet can be sized to provide adequate detention time. From there, the drainage will be
conveyed by 18-inch storm drain to drop inlets collecting the drainage from Lundblade
Drive. Immediately downstream northerly from Lundblade Drive an additonal
underground detention structure will be placed in a easement on Lots 213 & 214; or
alternately (or additionally) the underground detention structure can be placed within the
Lundbiade Drive right of way. Further downstream in the existing gulch, rock energy
dissipators, rock check dams, and standard erosion control measures shall be placed to



provide a stable natural channel down the gulch to the tributary to Martin Slough.

CONCLUSIONS:

Attached please find calculations estimating storm runoff, and hydraulic capacity of
proposed and existing drainage facilities. These capacity calculations show that the
designed storm drain facilities are adequate, and that is is practical and feasibile to
incorporate adequately-sized underground detention structures into the proposed
improvements for this wubdivision. A complete hydraulic and hydrologic analysis with
detailed detention structure specifications will be presented at the time of Improvement
Plan submittal.

If you have any questions or need any other information concerning this project please do
not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,
FORSYTH ENGINEERING & SURVEYING

By:
Jon D. Forsyth, RCE 36,444
Principal Engineer

JDF/df

Attachments

REFERENCES:

1. Eureka Drainage Study, by Winzler & Kelly, 1996.

2. Flood Control Design Criteria Manual, Sonoma County Water Agency, Santa
Rosa, Calif. August 1983,

3. Flowmaster, Open Channel Flow Computer Program, ver.3.42, (based on
Manning's Equation) Haestead Methods Inc, Waterbury Conn., 1991.

4, Open Channel Hydraulics, Ven Te Chow, PhD. McGraw-Hill, 1959,
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LUNDBAR HILLS HYDROLOGY STUDY 6-6-03
Area  Square Feetl Acres C-Pre-Dev C-Post-Dev

Al 78,998.24 1.81 0.30 0.30
A2 10086.31 0.23 0.30 0.30
A3 2173 0.50 030 030
B1 79318.3 1.82 030 060
B2 85824.79 1.97 0.30 0.60
C1 132906.38 3.05 0.30 0860
C2 16399.66 038 030 060
19905.59 0.46 0.30 0.60
89269.97 2.05 030 060
30738.56 0.71 03¢ 0.60
17703.09 0.41 030 0.60
40325.37 0.93 0.30 060
14827.62 0.34 0.30 060

—ITOMMQ

Total 638,034.88 14.65
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Circular Channel Analysis & Design
Solved with Manning's Equation

Open Channel - Uniform flow

Worksheet Name: 0212hydro
Comment: PC3 to PC4 Velocity
Sclve For Actual Depth

Given Input Data:

Diameter.......... 1.50 ft
Slope............. 0.0150 ft/ft
Manning's n....... 0.013
Discharge......... 2.70 cfs
Computed Results:
Depth.....couun... 0.47 ft
Velocity.......... 5.76 fps
Flow Area......... 0.47 st
Critical Depth.. 0.62 ft
Critical Slope.... 0.0051 ft/ft
Percent Full...... 31.10 %
Full Cagpacity..... 12.87 cfs
QMAX @.94D........ 12.84 cfs
Froude Number..... 1.75 (flow is Supercritical)

Open Channel Flow Module, Version 3.42 (c) 1991
Haestad Methods, Inc. * 37 Brockside R4 * Waterbury, Ct 06708



Circular Channel Analysis & Design
Solved with Manning's Equation

Open Channel - Uniform flow

Worksheet Name: PC4 to PCS
Comment: PC4 to PCH
Solve For Actual Depth

Given Input Data:

Diameter.......... 1.50 ft
Slope. ... 0.0140 fr/ft
Manning's n....... 0.013
Discharge......... 4.34 cfs
Computed Results:
Depth............. 0.61 ft
Velocity.......... 6.41 fps
Flow Area......... 0.68 st
Critical Depth.... 0.80 ft
Critical Slope.... 0.0055 f£t/ft
Percent Full...... 40.79 %
Full Capacity..... 12.43 cfs
OMAX @.94D........ 13.37 cfs
Froude Number..... 1.67 {(flow igs Supercritical)}

Open Channel Flow Module, Version 3.42 (c) 1991
Haestad Methods, Inc. * 37 Brookside Rd * Waterbury, Ct 06708



Worksheet Name:

Comment ;

Circular Channel Analysis & Design
Solved with Manning's Equation

Open Channel - Uniform flow

PC5 to PCe

PC5 to PCe

Solve For Actual Depth

Given Input Data:

Computed

Diameter..........
Slope.............
Manning's n.......
Discharge.........

hO O

Results:

Depth.............
Velocity..........
Flow Area.........
Critical Depth...
Critical Slope....
Percent Full.....,
Full Capacity.,...
QMAX @.94D........
Froude Number.....

[23]

}.—I
HOWVWWORKRRKHUNO

.50 ft
.0080 ft/ft
.013

.91 cfEs

.96 £t

.81 fps

.19 sf

.02 £t
.0067 ft/ft
.75 %

.40 cfs

.11 cfs

.13 {flow is Supercritical)

Open Chammel Flow Module, Version 3.42 (c)

Haestad Methods, Inc. * 37 Brookside RA * Waterbury, Ct 06708

1991
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Sidnie Oison

From: RICK BENNETT

Sent: Saturday, March 12, 2005 10:22 AM
To: Sidnie Olson

Ce: ERIC SMITH; Gary Boughton
Subject: Lundbar Hills Unit 6

Sidnie,

I have met with City staff and the developers of Lundbar Hills Unit Six Subdivision for the past two years. A
significant impediment to this project has always been the Fire Code requirement for secondary access. When a
secondary access 1s not feasible, the Fire Code allows the Fire Chief to accept additional fire protection features
as an alternative. It is my impression a secondary access is not feasible. Isuggested the developers hire a fire
protection specialist, which they did. Their consultant made several suggestions, all of which are included in the
project information provided by Kelly-O’Hern Associates, dated March 2, 2005.

I believe the six mitigations regarding secondary access listed in the project information meet the intent of the
Fire Code requirernents.

Rick Benneit
Fire Marshal



Kelly-—-——O’Hem Associates

i

PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYORS

3240 MOORE AVE. - EUREKA, CA 95501

LUNDBAR HILLS — UNIT 6

RECEIVED

HAR 2 7005 PROJECT INFORMATION
DEPART
COMINTY DveL oy REVISED MARCH 2, 2005
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicants request approval of a major subdivision of 19.2 acres, resulting in
56 parcels and a remainder. The lots range in size from 6,500 square feet to 49,400
square feet. The lots will be served by the extension of Lundblade Drive and Dickson
Drive. Lundblade Drive will be extended and improved to the South boundary line of the

707-442-7283

property to provide access to adjacent parcels and eventually a second access for Lundbar

Hilis.

The applicants propose that all residences to be constructed in this unit of
Lundbar Hills will have Class A rated roofs and roof assemblies, non-combustible siding
and NFPA 13D compliant automatic fire sprinkler systems for the house and garage.

Approximately 12.3 acres of previously logged land will be cleared for roadway
construction and building site preparation. Approximately 250,000 board feet of timber
will be removed. Due to the size of the area {(greater than three acres) no permit is
needed from the City of Eureka. All timber harvesting will be done in compliance with
timber harvesting regulations of the State of California.

The project also includes a lot line adjustment and one variance. These will be
requested by a separate application.

SURROUNDING LAND USE AND SETTING

The project site is located on a broad ridge running in a generally East—-West
direction near the Southern boundary of the City of Eureka. This ridge runs Westerly to
Fairway Drive through the neighborhood of Lundbar Hills. The ridge runs Southerly
through timberland to Ridgewood Drive in Cutten.

Land to the west of the subject property is the neighborhood of Lundbar Hills,
developed with single family residences. Land to the North and East is relatively steep
timberland. Land to the South is undeveloped timberland and recently cutover land.



AESTHETICS

The view from the site is of undeveloped timberland to the North, East and South.
New single family residences are visible to the West.

Due to tree cover, the subject property is only visible from the streets and
residences that are West of this property. After subdivision and development of
residences, the subject property will be a continuation of the existing residential
neighborhood.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

The subject property has been used for growing and harvesting trees. The
property is lightly stocked with trees at this time. An area of Monterey Pines was planted
some time ago. These trees are now mature and near the end of their life span. The
predominant species of tree is Redwood. Douglas Fir and Sitka Spruce are also found on
the site.

Due to the relatively small size of the parcel and the residential zoning of this and
adjacent parcels, the subject parcel is not an economically viable agricultural parcel.

AIR QUALITY

During construction of road improvements and during site grading, dust may be
produced at levels that may affect air quality with regards to particulate matter. In order
to reduce this effect, the site should be watered to control dust.

Burning of brush and logging slash will create smoke that will also contribute to
an increase in particulate matter. Burning should be done at times when winds will carry
smoke away from residences, or brush and slash should be chipped for spreading on site
or removal.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

No rare or endangered species are known to exist on the portion of the parcel
proposed for subdivision. The remainder parcel may include riparian vegetation, but this
area is not proposed for development by this project.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The project site has been logged at least twice in the last 150 years. No historical
structures were found on the property. Due to the forest canopy and past logging
activities, it is unlikely that archeological sites will be found on the subject property.



GEOLOGY AND SOILS

A Preliminary Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation was prepared
by SHN Consulting Engineers and Geologists. Building site recommendations are
included in the report. A slope setback line was established in the field. The intent of the
line is to identify the limit of the area that may be developed using typical Building Code
foundation criteria. Development proposals for areas outside of this line will require site-
specific geotechnical/geclogic investigations.

Two areas requiring mitigation for high groundwater are identified in the SHN
report.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Based on past land use as undeveloped timberland, it is unlikely that hazardous
materials will be found on the site. Proposed residential uses are not expected to produce
hazardous substances.

‘The possibility exists that adjacent timberlands may be subject to wildland fires.
The location of fire hydrants and a nearby City of Eureka water storage tank provide
resources for the fire department to protect residences within the proposed subdivision.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Runoff from the project site flows to Martin Slough. City of Eureka policy
requires on-site detention to mitigate the increase in impervious surfaces caused by road
construction and house construction. Detention facilities have been included in
preliminary engineering plans that are part of the application package.

In order to protect water quality, erosion control measures will be included in
subdivision improvement plans.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

The proposed subdivision is in compliance with City of Eureka general plan and
zoning regulations, with the exception of a variance that is needed for one proposed lot.
The proposed extension of Lundblade Drive will provide for the orderly development of
adjacent property.

Enclosed is a copy of the Figure 17 “Circulation Map” from the Humboldt
County Eureka Community Plan. The extension of Lundblade Drive is shown on this
map, thus the proposed subdivision is in conformance with the circulation route shown in

the County general plan.



MINERAL RESQURCES

No mineral resources are known to exist on the project site. Development of the
project area will use mineral resources, i.e. gravel and paving. The amount used will be
insignificant compared to the available resource.

NOISE

Since the site is surrounded on three sides by trees, the area is relatively quiet.
Noise consistent with residential uses are heard along the West portion of the property.
As the proposed project is developed, these sources of residential noise will be added to
the site. No unusual sources of noise are anticipated.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

The proposed lots will be similar in size to somewhat larger than adjacent parcels
in Lundbar Hills. The proposed project is expected to be the last extension of Lundbar
Hills by the owners. The proposed lots will be developed with residences that are similar
to those currently found in Lundbar Hills.

PUBLIC SERVICES

Fire protection and police services required for the proposed lots will be similar to
those required for the previous units of Lundbar Hills. There will be an incremental
increase in the need for these services.

The City of Eureka Fire Marshail has indicated that a second access to Lundbar
Hills should be available for fire protection. A second access for Lundbar Hills has been
studied for previous phases of Lundbar Hills. Enclosed is a memorandum to the City
Engineer regarding a secondary access for Lundbar Hills. The conclusion of the City
Engineer’s Office, as described in a May 15, 2000 memorandum, is that “a secondary
access over the Barnum and Lundblade properties do not appear to be physically or
economically feasible”, and “The connection to Ridgewood Drive and/or Walnut Drive to
the south appear to be the most suitable secondary access route”.

Based on the memorandum from the City Engineer’s Office, and based on studies
by engineers for previous phases of Lundbar Hills (as described in the information
included in the memorandum), permanent secondary access is not feasible on the Barnum
and Lundblade property. The logical second access route is shown on the Circulation
Map included in the Eureka Community Plan (Figure 17, copy enclosed). Since the need
for a second access currently exists, the proposed subdivision will provide an incremental
step toward completion of a second access route. In fact, if the proposed subdivision is
not constructed then the undeveloped land could become a gap in a second access route if
the road system shown on the Eureka Community Plan is constructed.



Mitigation measures proposed at this time regarding the issue of a second access
include:

» Installation of oversize waterlines to the South property line to provide for
services for the future extension of Lundblade Drive.

* Continuation of Lundblade Drive to the South property line, constructed at the
same width as previous units of Lundbar Hills. This provides a step towards
completion of a second access route.

+ Installation of two additional fire hydrants over the number specified by the
Fire Marshall. These hydrants, along with the 500,000 gallon water tank
installed by the owners, facilitate fire fighting capabilities for the City of
Eureka.

* Each home will have an NFPA 13D compliant automatic fire sprinkler system
for the house and garage.

* Al construction will be provided with a Class A rated roof and roof assembly.

* All construction shall have non-combustible siding.

RECREATION

The owner and developer of previous units of Lundbar Hills dedicated a park for
public use. This park provides a recreational area for future residences of this unit of
Lundbar Hills.

TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC

A traffic study for Lundbar Hills was completed and updated for past phases of
Lundbar Hills. This study has been updated for this proposed unit. Enclosed is a copy of
traffic information from Walter B. Sweet, Civil Engineer. His conclusion is that the
proposed subdivision will add a level of traffic that is within the capacity of the presently
developed street.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

The owners have installed utilities in previous phases of Lundbar Hills with
sufficient capacity to provide services for the proposed subdivision. For example, the
owners paid for a large transformer at the end of Unit 5 in order to provide for electrical
services for the proposed subdivision.



Water mains that have been installed previously were sized to provide service to
the proposed subdivision. The owners constructed a 500,000 gallon water tank adjacent
to this subdivision.

Sewer mains that have been installed previously were also sized to provide
service to the proposed subdivision. The Golf Course Lift Station that serves Lundbar
Hills and adjacent areas is reported to be at or near capacity. There is apparently a
problem with storm water runoff entering the sewer system and dramatically increasing
the flows during storms. City staff has indicated that mitigation measures may be
available in order to increase the capacity of the lift station. Construction of the Martin
Slough Trunk line should eliminate the need for this 1ift station. The trunk line is
currently in the planning and design stage.

VESTING TENTATIVE MAP

The applicants have decided to request approval of a vesting tentative map in
order to secure development rights as provided in Section 66498.1 of the Government
Code. Under current market conditions the subdivision should be fully developed with
residences over a timespan of a few years. A significant downturn in the economy,
however, could delay full development by several years. A vesting tentative map will set
development conditions that can be relied on if development is delayed for several years.

REMAINDER PARCEL

The remainder parcel includes land that is hillside, sloping down from the
subdivision property, and nearly level land that is a valley floor. This land cannot be
accessed from the proposed subdivision without great difficulty. Access from Fairway
Drive is relatively simple, through adjacent land owned by one or more of the applicants.
If the remainder is ever to be subdivided or developed with a residence, access would be
from Fairway Drive.



CITY OF EUREKA

TRAFFIC/SIGNALS DIVISION
Dan Moody, Traffic Operations Manager

531 K Street » Eureka, California 85501-1146
Ph (TO7) 441-4180 « Fx (707} 441-4202 « dmoody@ci.eureka.ca.gov

MEMORANDUM

To:

Sidnie Olson, Senior Planner

Thru: Brent Siemer, City Engineer @

Thru: Gary Boughton, Assistant City Engineer e

From: Dan Moody, Traffic Operations Manager T,

Subject: Lundbar Hills Unit No. 6 REC By
VEp

Date: January 25, 2006 FEB 2 4 2005
COMMuiTAR TMENTQF
Recommendation: T¥ DE: Ve

Accept the findings of the Final Traffic Study for Lundbar Hills, Unit 6, by Walter Sweet,
CE. Our Department has no other recommendations to make regarding traffic issues.

Background

On January 11, 2006, we received a copy of the Final Traffic Study for Lundbar Hills,
Unit 6, by Walter Sweet, CE. This report addresses the concerns that were expressed in
our August 22, 5005 comments. On December 20, 2005, Gary Boughton and 1 met with
Mike O,Hern, Bob Barnum and Bill Barnum to discuss the abbreviated traffic study for
this project and the City’s comments on the original study. The most significant issues
were sight distance and available gaps for traffic exiting from Lundblade Drive onto
Fairway Drive and the adequacy of the length of the left turn lane from Fairway onto
Lundblade Drive. In the Final Traffic Study the author of the study addressed these
issues by stating, “In my opinion, sight distances for drivers stopped on Lundblade Drive
are adequate...” and “In my opinion, the left turn lane will remain adequate for future
increases in traffic.” Suggestions are made in the study for increased sigmng to
emphasize the speed limit, which is 30 mph.

Sight distances at the Lundblade/Fairway intersection as shown within the traffic study
do not to meet the national standards for “Intersections with Stop Control on the Minor
Road”. The traffic study shows a measured sight distance to the east of the
Lundblade/Fairway intersection as 265 feet with an 85" percentile speed of 40 mph. The




e D R S T AT L e T A A R U AT L T A A B SRR R S A

2001 AASHTO Green Book recommends a minimum sight distance for a vehicle making
a left turn from a minor street with stop controls onto a major street with a prevailing
speed of 40 mph as 445 feet. The traffic study also shows the measured sight distance to
the west as 348 feet with an 85" percentile speed of 38 mph. The AASHTO
recommended sight distance for a right turn with a prevailing major street speed of 38
mph is between 335 and 385 feet.

There is little opportunity to improve sight distance to the cast of this intersection as the
crest of the roadway restricts the sight distance. ~Sight distance to the west of the
intersection can be improved by trimming vegetation along the south side of Fairway
Drive.

Collision history at this intersection does not indicate sight distance problems. Looking
back through collision reports between 1992 and 2005, T could not find any collisions at
the Lundblade/Fairway intersection that were related to lack of sight distance. There
were no reported collisions involving vehicles exiting Fairway Drive with Lundblade

Drive traffic.

The City has received complaints regarding the speed of traffic on Fairway Drive and
obstructions growing into the sight triangles. Afier receiving such complaints the
vegetation is trimmed to allow improved sight distance.

The traffic study recommends that considering the favorable accident record at the
Lundblade/Fairway intersection that no changes should be made. It also recommends
periodic reviews and assessments of traffic conditions on Fairway Drive.




qwe_-
Sweet_._'
RECEIVED

JAN LT 7008

. S DEPARTMEN
. =NT OF
Jr COMMUNfTYDEVELOPMENT- :

January 9, 2006

Mr. Robert Barnum and Mr. Fred Lundblade,
P.O. Box 1425
Eureka, CA 95502

TRAFFIC STUDY FOR LUNDBAR HILLS
SOUTHWOOD SUBDIVISION, UNIT 6

INTRODUCTION

This report is prepared to serve as a traffic study for Lundbar Hills Southwood
subdivisions in south central Eureka, It is intended particularly to address Unit 6, which
will complete development of Lundbar Hillg Subdivisions.

STREET SYSTEM

Access to and from this area is Lundblade Drive, a paved two-lane street, which
terminates at Fairway Drive, an arterial city street from the south center of Eureka
proceeding southwesterly to State Highway 101 south of Eureka.

Lundblade Drive is and will continue to be the focal area for all traffic to and
from Lundbar Hills. From its three-way intersection at Fairway Drive, Lundblade Drive
is a winding street, maximum grade 15%, for about 700 feet before reaching the first
residences. There are vehicle access restrictions along this 700-foot length, and this area
is not available for parking. The next 300 feet of Lundblade Drive includes a four-way
intersection with Boyle Drive, a local street, with residences adjacent to streets. The
remaining length of Lundblade Drive has dedicated right-of-way widths of 60 feet and 62
feet, with a proposed additional length of about 1,850 feet, terminating at the easterly
limit of Unit 6. All additional existing and proposed streets are local streets intersecting
with Lundblade Drive. o I S

TRAFFIC VOLUME

- A traffic count was taken on Lundblade Drive south of Fairway Drive from noon
on Wednesday, June 29, 2005, to noon the next day. There were 1,380 vehicles recorded,
752 entering the subdivision and 628 leaving. The peak hourly traffic was from 5 p.m. to
6 p.m., when 92 vehicles entered and 44 vehicles left, =~ o SR

TEL 805 658 5820 - WALTER B, SWEET, INC @

FAX BOS B35 5729 o : Walter B. Sweel, G.E. Principal

' 8222 Bishop St. : . ,
Ventura, CEPQBDDd John Bulinski, C.E. Principal



On that date the Lundbar Hills residential area consisted of 173 lots, 'including
Lots numbers 1 through 164 plus nine parcels created by minor subdivisions. The
number of residences is several fewer, with some houses located on more than one lot,
and with a park and water tank located within the subdivisions.

The above traffic count calculates to 8.0 trips per lot per day. Using the more
generally accepted figure of 9.5 ADT (average daily trips), the estimated ADT for the full
development of Lundbar Hills and Lundbar Hills Southwood subdivisions is 2,175 ADT
(9.5 x 229). This figure is consistent with the 1981 traffic study figure of 2,316 ADT
when a greater number of lots were estimated for full development of Lundbar Hills.
Based on the increased number of lots (56), our estimated increase in traffic along
Lundblade Drive is 25 per cent. The increased traffic along Fairway Drive due to 56
more lots in Lundbar Hills is discussed below.

Traffic volumes can be accommodated by Lundblade Drive, a collector street, and
by other local streets. Traffic along F airway Drive, measured in October 2004, shows
weekday averages of 4,592 northbound vehicles and 4,771 southbound vehicles. The 56
lots for Unit 6, based on an ADT of 9.5, could increase these numbers by as much as 532
daily trips along Fairway Drive, or 5.75% of the 2004 total of 9,260 trips. Based on
traffic counts for Lundblade Drive of 8.0 ADT, this increase would be 4.84%.

Fairway Drive offers minimal opportunities for residential development.
Appreciable increase in traffic along Fairway Drive is forecast due to expected increased

congestion on downtown Eureka thoroughfares.

TURNING MOVEMENTS

All intersections within Lundbar Hills and Lundbar Hills Southwood, present and
proposed, are at approximate right angles, and consist of three or four streets. Traffic
entering or crossing Lundblade Drive can be expected to stop at intersections with
Lundblade Drive. Stop signs are installed at intersections with Lundblade Drive to more
firmly establish expected driving habits for drivers continuously using the area and to aid
occasional drivers who have not become used to the area.

The intersection of Lundblade drive with Fairway Drive is a three-way
intersection, which can be expected to remain a three-way intersection indefinitely.
Traffic entering Lundblade Drive uses a left-turn lane painted full width for a length of
208.5 feet, sufficient for storage of nine or ten vehicles, Distances were measured on
October 3, 2005 by Michael O’Hern, Land Surveyor.

Traffic flows along Fairway Drive as observed on a City of Eureka monitor show
breaks in northbound traffic sufficient to require storage of fewer vehicles than the nine
or ten now provided. In my opinion, the left turn lane will remain adequate for future
increases in traffic.



From a vehicle stopped at Lundblade Drive, a driver has a sight distance of 348
feet to his (her) left for northbound traffic. Based on the 85" percentile speed of 38 miles
per hour (mph), or 56 feet per second (fps), six seconds is available for Lundblade Drive
drivers to turn right with a clear sight. For drivers in the left turn lane, the same six
seconds are available when the northbound lane of Fairway Drive is clear.

For drivers stopped on Lundblade Drive planning on turning left onto Fairway
Drive, the sight distance is measured at 265 feet, looking north, With the g5® percentile
speed of 40 mph, or 59 fps, 4.5 seconds are available to turn left with clear sight in both
directions. A stop sign for vehicles leaving Lundbar Hills is at the intersection with
Fairway Drive. It is suggested that additional speed limit sign(s) be placed along Fairway
Drive. Greater attention for driving at the speed limit would increase available time for

turming movements,

In my opinion, sight distances for drivers stopped on Lundblade Drive are
adequate, as described above. Recent observations as a passenger in a car turning left on
to arterial streets across one lane of traffic were timed at two to three seconds for left
turns. Less time is needed for right turns.

TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS

The City of Eureka Traffic Collision History Report at the intersection of
Lundblade and Fairway Drives for the five-year period of June 30, 1999, to June 30,
2004, states a total of four collisions. Three of the four were non-injury collisions. One
collision resulted in non-fatal injury(ies) caused by driving under the influence.

EMERGENCY ACCESS

This study continues to anticipate and recommend that Lundblade Drive remain
the access to Lundbar Hills subdivisions, Units 1 through 6. This will complete
development of lands held by the Lundbar Hills partners.

Access for emergency vehicles can be protected by reducing the likelihood of
temporary closures of Lundblade Drive in the area from Fairway Drive to the first
intersection within the subdivision at Boyle Drive. This area has no residences, but does
contain trees overlooking Lundblade Drive. It is recommended that trees be removed that
have a potential for falling onto the street. Recommendations from a state-licensed
forester should be obtained. To best retain stability for the slopes supporting the street,
stumps should remain, with trees cut at or above ground level, not excavated.

Numerous recent studies and reports indicate that a secondary access for Unit 6 is
not feasible. The City Fire Code, in this instance, allows the Fire Chief to accept
additional fire protection measures as an alternative to a secondary access. See
memorandum from Rick Bennett, Fire Marshal, to Sidnie Olson, City Planner, copy
enclosed. See also the report by Kelly-O’Hern Associates, Project Information, Lundbar
Hills, Unit 6, revised March 2, 2005, copy enclosed. Reference is also made to a



memorandum from Gary Boughton, Deputy City Engineer, to Rick Bennett, Fire
Marshall, Lundbar Hills Subdivision Unit 6, Previous Discussion re: Secondary Access,
dated March 13, 2003. Reference is made also to Secondary Access Feasibility Study,
Discussion Draft, prepared by Kelly-O’Hem Associates and Forsyth Engineering, dated
August 31, 2004. '

RECOMMENDATIONS

I recommend that Lundblade Drive be the principal street for all development of
your parcels through Unit 6. Local streets can each serve a few blocks, which are
directed to Lundblade Drive. Stop signs should be installed for local streets at
intersections with Lundblade Drive, to encourage the use of Lundblade Drive for vehicles
making trips longer than a few blocks. Right-of-way for the extension of Lundblade
Drive should be 62 feet, and rights-of-way for local streets should be 50 feet. Right-of-
way for Lundblade Drive should extend to the easterly limit of Unit 6, to allow vehicles
access to other potential parcels.

The intersection of Lundblade Drive with Fairway Drive should be left as it is.
Traffic flows can continue to be handled by the existing installation. Development of
Unit 6 would increase traffic on Lundblade Drive by 25 per cent. Increased traffic
generated by Unit 6 would increase traffic along Fairway Drive by a smaller percentage.
Another major constderation for this recommendation is the favorable accident record.
As long as traffic continues to pass safely through this intersection, no changes should be
implemented.

I recommend that trees along the 700-foot length of Lundblade Drive be
monitored for potential for falling, as discussed earlier in this report.

I recommend periodic reviews and assessments of traffic conditions of Fairway
Drive, as may affect Lundbar Hills subdivisions entry and streets.

Report prepared by:

Walter B. Sweet, Civil Engineer
R.C.E. 13184
License expires 3-31-07

1o, LUUé
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Enclosures



CITY OF EUREKA CITY MANAGER

531 K Street »  Eureka, California 95501-1146 = (707) 441-4144
fax (707) 441-4138

May 25, 2005

RECEIVED

Fred H. Lundblade, Jr.
C. Robert & Patricia B. Barnum MAY 25 2009

DEPARTMENT OF
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Subject: Lundbar Hills, Unit No. ¢
Case No: SD-03-003
Can and Will Serve Letter of Commitment

Dear Fred H. Lundblade, Jr. and C. Robert & Patricia B. Barnum:

The City has received your application for a major subdivision of property located east end of Lundblade
Drive (APNs 301-031-039 and 301-031-038) into 56 lots and a remainder. The property has Zoning &
General Plan Designations of One-Family Residential; Low Density Residential. The lots range in size
from 6,500 square feet to 49,900 square feet.

By this letter, the City of Eureka is committed that it can and will serve this project with water service and
wastewater disposal.

City Manager '

Cc:  ~-Sidnie Qlson, Senior Planner
Kevin Hambilin, Community Development Director
Mike Knight, Public Works Director / Building Official
Brent Siemer, City Engineer




CITY OF EUREKA

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Kevin R. Hamblin, AICP, Director

Sidnie L. Olson, AICP, Senior Planner
531 K Street e Eureka, California 95501-1146
Ph (707) 441-4265 e Fx (707) 441-4202 e solson@ci.eureka.ca.gov

MITIGATION MONITORING/REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)

This Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared for
the project described below in conformance with Section 21081.6 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines.

SCH #: 2006082100

PROJECT TITLE: Lundbar Hills Subdivision, Unit No. 6

PROJECT APPLICANT: Fred Lundblade, Jr, and Robert & Patricia Barnum
CAaske No: SD-03-003; V-03-013; LLA-03-003; C-06-008

PROJECT LOCATION: Lundbar Hills Subdivision near the intersection of Dickson
Drive with Lundblade Drive; APN 301-031-039; 301-281-038

ZONING: Single Family Residential (RS-6000);
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Low Density Residential (RL)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicants are requesting approval of a subdivision,
variance, lot line adjustment and conditional use permit that would facilitate the
construction of Lundbar Hills Subdivision, Unit No. 6; which is the final phase of the
Lundbar Hills Subdivision. Unit No. 6 would consist of 56 new lots ranging in size from
6,500 square feet to 49,900 square feet with a remainder parcel of about 8.5 acres. All
but five lots will exceed 7,000 square feet.

The subdivision would extend Lundblade Drive to the east curving south to the
south property line; and it would extend Dickson Drive to the South then to the east to
intersect back with Lundblade Drive near the southeast corner of the property. Twenty
lots would front on the extension of Lundblade drive, 23 lots would front on the
extension of Dickson Drive, and 13 lots would be served by a new cul-de-sac, Kathleen
Court, which will intersect with Lundblade Drive and extend to the north.

New construction on Lots 178 & 179 uphill and to the rear of 5110 and 5120
Lundblade Drive would include engineering to remedy any existing surface runoff that
crosses those properties.

Unit No. 6 would require approval of one variance to allow a reduced lot depth
for Lot 170. The Zoning Regulations specify a minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet
with a minimum lot width of 60’ and minimum lot depth of 100 feet. Lot 170 would have



Lundbar Hills Unit #6 MMRP

a lot size of about 7,800 square feet, a lot width of about 100’ and a lot depth of about
80'.

The applicant is requesting approval of a condition use permit that would allow
timber harvesting of about 12 acres of previously logged land for roadway construction
and building site preparation purposes. Approximately 250,000 board feet of timber
would be removed. The timber harvest will also require approval by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection of a Timber Harvest Plan.

The project also includes a lot line adjustment that would transfer about 4,650
square feet from Unit No. 6 (APN 301-031-039) to 4829 Dickson Drive (APN 301-281-
038). The property at 4829 Dickson Drive is currently about 8,350 square feet and after
the lot line adjustment would be about 13,000 square feet. The Director of Community
has authority for approving or denying the lot line adjustment; the Director approved
the lot line adjustment on January 9, 2007.

INTRODUCTION: On January 8, 2007, the above described project was approved
by the Planning Commission of the City of Eureka; mitigation measures were made a
condition of project approval. The purpose of this MMRP is to ensure that the
mitigation measures adopted in connection with project approval are effectively
implemented. This MMRP establishes the framework that the City of Eureka and others
will use to implement the adopted migration measures and the monitoring and/or
reporting of such implementation.

CEQA provides that the City of Eureka may choose whether the MMRP will
monitor mitigation, report on mitigation, or both. "Reporting" generally consists of a
written compliance review that is presented to the decision making body or authorized
staff person. A report may be required at various stages during project implementation
or upon completion of the mitigation measure. "Monitoring" is generally an ongoing or
periodic process of project oversight. There is often no clear distinction between
monitoring and reporting and the program best suited to ensuring compliance in any
given instance will usually involve elements of both. The choice of program may be
guided by the following:

(@) Reporting is suited to projects which have readily measurable or
guantitative mitigation measures or which already involve regular review. For example,
a report may be required upon issuance of final occupancy to a project whose mitigation
measures were confirmed by building inspection.

(2) Monitoring is suited to projects with complex mitigation measures, such
as wetlands restoration or archeological protection, which may exceed the expertise of
the City of Eureka to oversee; are expected to be implemented over a period of time; or,
require careful implementation to assure compliance.

(3) Reporting and monitoring are suited to all but the most simple projects.
Monitoring ensures that project compliance is checked on a regular basis during and, if
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necessary after, implementation. Reporting ensures that the City of Eureka is informed
of compliance with mitigation requirements.

ENFORCEMENT: In accordance with CEQA, the primary responsibility for making
a determination with respect to potential environmental effects rests with the City of
Eureka rather than the monitor or preparer of the CEQA documents. As such, the City of
Eureka is identified as the primary enforcement agency for this MMRP.

PROGRAM MODIFICATION: After adoption of this MMRP, minor changes to this
MMRP are permitted but can only be made by the City of Eureka. The Director of
Community Development, after consultation with affected Departments or Agencies,
may make minor modifications to this MMRP. If, for any reason, any mitigation
measure specified in this MMRP cannot be implemented due to factors beyond the
control of the owner/developer and/or the City of Eureka, at a noticed public hearing
before the Planning Commission of the City of Eureka substitution of another mitigation
measure may be approved. In no case shall deviations from this MMRP be permitted
unless this MMRP continues to satisfy the requirements of Section 21081.6 of CEQA, as
determined by the City of Eureka.

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL PROJECT IMPACTS: Below is a table that summarizes
the impact potential for each category of impact as identified and analyzed in the Initial
Study.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant No Impact
S I

1. Aesthetics 4

1. Agricultural Resources v
1. Air Quality 4

V. Biological 4

V. Cultural 4

VI. Geology and Soils 4

VII. Hazards and Hazardous v

Materials

VIIl. Hydrology and Water Quality 4

I1X. Land Use and Planning 4
X. Mineral Resources 4
XI. Noise 4

XIl.  Population 4
XIIl. Public Services 4

XIV. Recreation 4
XV. Transportation and Traffic 4

XVI. Utilities & Service Systems 4

XVIl. Mandatory Findings of v

Significance
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MMRP IMPLEMENTATION TABLE: To assure that this MMRP is effectively
implemented the following pages establish the framework that the City of Eureka and
others will use to implement the adopted migration measures and the monitoring
and/or reporting of such implementation. The following abbreviations will be used in
the MMRP table:

ACOE .....cccociiiiiiiiiis Army Corps of Engineers

AQMD ....ccevviieieiiine Air Quality Management District

BD oo City of Eureka Building Department
BMP ..o Best Management Practice(s)

CCC e California Coastal Commission

CCR e, California Code of Regulations
CDD.covvvveeeeeeeeieeen Community Development Department
CDFG ..ovvveiviieeeeiie California Department of Fish & Game
CEQA ..o, California Environmental Quality Act

(O] C 1 O California Government Code

(01} 4V City of Eureka

ENG.....ooooeeeee City of Eureka Engineering Department
ESHA ..o, Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area
MND ... Mitigated Negative Declaration

PRC ..o Public Resources Code

PW.. ., City of Eureka Public Works Department
RWQCB......ccevveveeeeens Regional Water Quality Control Board

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 1. Any exterior lighting, other than street lights on
public roads, shall be low, fully shielded, directional lighting that will focus light on the
project parcel, and specifically away from the adjacent gulch greenway, neighboring
residences, and roadways, to minimize off-site light and glare effects to the satisfaction
of the City of Eureka.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: The street lighting fixture design/details shall
be shown on the Improvement Plans.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City of Eureka Community Development
Department and applicants.

Monitoring Frequency: Once to review plans; once after construction is completed to
assure compliance.

Evidence of Compliance: Exterior lighting is not creating a substantial glare beyond
property-lines or onto the adjacent gulch greenway, neighboring residences, or
roadways.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 2. The applicant, at all times, shall comply with Air
Quality Regulation 1, Chapter IV to the satisfaction of the North Coast Unified Air
Quality Management District (NCUAQMD). This will require, but may not be limited
to: (1) covering open bodied trucks when used for transporting materials likely to give
rise to airborne dust; and (2) the use of water or chemicals for control of dust in the
demolition or construction operations, the grading of roads or the clearing of land.

4
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Burning will be done at times when winds will carry smoke away from residences and
are consistent with the NCUAQMD guidelines. Brush and slash should be chipped for
spreading on-site or removal.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: During timber harvest activities, grading, and
construction of the subdivision.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: NCUAQMD and applicants.

Monitoring Frequency: Continuous during timber harvesting, grading and construction
of the subdivision.

Evidence of Compliance: All ground disturbing activities comply at all times with the
NCUAQMD standards.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 3. No disturbance to wetland areas at the bottom of
the drainage shall occur.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: During grading and construction of the
subdivision.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City of Eureka and applicant.

Monitoring Frequency: Continuous during timber harvest activities, grading, and
construction of the subdivision.

Evidence of Compliance: Timber harvest activities, grading, construction of the
subdivision and stormwater management are conducted so that there is no disturbance
to wetland areas at the bottom of the drainage.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 4. Construction of the Lundblade Drive extension
road and detention facility will include sediment control measures (rock energy
dissipaters, rock check dams, etc.) that will provide a more stable and functioning gulch
and ensure protection from sedimentation to downstream wetlands.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: During construction of the Lundblade Drive
extension and detention facility.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: The City of Eureka Engineering
Department and/or Building Department and applicant.

Monitoring Frequency: Once to review plans; once after construction is completed to
assure compliance. Ongoing compliance checking during winter months.

Evidence of Compliance: Visual inspection confirmation that the sediment control
measures are effectively protecting against sedimentation of downstream wetlands.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 5. If any area of cultural deposits is discovered
during the course of the project, as required by law, all work shall cease and a qualified
cultural resources specialist shall be contacted to analyze the significance of the find and
formulate further mitigation (e.g. project relocation, excavation plan, protective cover).
And, pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, if human
remains are encountered, all work must cease and the County Coroner contacted.
Timing for Implementation/Compliance: During timber harvest activities, grading, and
construction of the subdivision.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: The applicants.

Monitoring Frequency: Continuous during timber harvest activities, grading, and
construction of the subdivision.

Evidence of Compliance: If discovered, cultural deposits are protected/not disturbed
until evaluated by appropriate entities.
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MITIGATION MEASURE. NO. 6. All activities of this project site shall comply with
the recommendation of the Preliminary Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical
Investigation report prepared by SHN Consulting Engineers and Geologists, Inc, August
2002. These include activities associated with: (1) site preparation and grading, (2)
structural foundations, (3) slabs-on-grade, (4) retaining walls, (5) sub-drains, and (6)
drainage and erosion. If a new or revised Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical
Investigation report is prepared, the recommendations of the new or revised report shall
be followed. This mitigation measure shall be completed to the satisfaction of the City.
Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Reviewed for compliance during individual
building permit review as well as during timber harvesting, grading and construction of
the subdivision improvements.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City Engineer and Building Dept. to
review, applicant to assure compliance.

Monitoring Frequency:; Continuous during timber harvest activities, grading, and
construction for erosion control, especially after rain events; once after completion of
the subdivision to assure compliance and at the building permit application level
Evidence of Compliance: Field check by Engineering Dept prior to recording each phase
of the Final Map; Building permit approval, inspections; then visual/lack of complaints.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 7. During project construction, if there is any
evidence that indicates contaminated soils are present on the site, either from visual
observations or odors indicative of regulated substances, the applicant shall be
responsible for performing soil sample analyses. The findings of the survey shall be
submitted, as applicable, to the Regional Water Board (RWQCB) and any other
appropriate regulatory agencies. The applicant shall comply at all times with the
requirements and regulations of the RWQCB, DTSC, and other agencies with regard to
the handling, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials such as contaminated soils
to the satisfaction of the applicable agencies.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: During timber harvest activities, grading, and
construction of the subdivision.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: Building permit inspections, RWQCB,
City of Eureka, and the applicants.

Monitoring Frequency: Continuous during excavation, grading, and construction of the
subdivision.

Evidence of Compliance: Any and all hazardous substances are identified, handled,
transported and disposed of in compliance with state law and RWQCB standards.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 8. To mitigate potential impacts to water quality and
waste discharge requirements to less than a significant effect, applicant shall secure a
Storm Water and Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), prior to the commencement of
any construction activities. The applicant shall provide a copy to the City Community
Development Department.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Reviewed during timber harvest activities,
grading, and construction of the subdivision and once construction is completed.
Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City Engineer to review; RWQCB and
applicant to assure compliance.
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Monitoring Frequency: Continuous during timber harvesting, grading and
construction; on-going once construction is finished, especially after rain events.
Evidence of Compliance: SWPP Plan review; then visual/lack of complaints.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 9. To mitigate the potential for storm water to carry
additional pollutants from the project site, good housekeeping including maintenance
and cleaning of the construction staging area(s) shall be on a regular basis. No debris,
soil, silt, sand, bark, slash, sawdust, rubbish, cement or concrete washings, oil or
petroleum products, or other organic or earthen material from construction operations
shall be allowed to enter or be placed where it can enter the Martin Slough. All erosion
control measures and handling of petroleum products will be followed as specified in the
SWPPP. Best Management Practices (BMP)’s will be implemented during all phases of
construction.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Reviewed during timber harvest activities,
grading, and construction of the subdivision and once construction is completed.
Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City Engineer to review; RWQCB and
applicant to assure compliance.

Monitoring Frequency: Continuous during timber harvesting, grading and
construction; on-going once construction is finished, especially after rain events.
Evidence of Compliance: Field verified during Improvement Plan Inspections; then
visual/lack of complaints.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 10. Hours of construction activities shall be limited to
daylight hours, generally from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday. The
hours of construction may be allowed to be increased with prior approval from the City
Community Development Director based on an expressed need by the contractor.
Timing for Implementation/Compliance: During timber harvesting, grading and
construction.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: Applicants/City of Eureka

Monitoring Frequency: Continuous during timber harvesting, grading and construction.
Evidence of Compliance: No construction occurs beyond the times and days approved
by the City of Eureka/lack of complaints.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 11. Installation of waterlines to the south property
line sized to provide for services for the future extension of Lundblade Drive shall be
constructed to the satisfaction of the City.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Reviewed as part of improvement plan
approvals and when construction is completed.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City Engineer to review, applicant to
assure compliance.

Monitoring Frequency: At the improvement plan review; during construction; after
construction to assure compliance.

Evidence of Compliance: Plan review; visual inspection after completion.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 12. Continuation of Lundblade Drive to the south
property line, constructed at the same width as previous units of Lundbar Hills shall be
constructed.
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Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Reviewed as part of improvement plan
approvals and when construction is completed.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City Engineer to review, applicant to
assure compliance.

Monitoring Frequency: At the improvement plan review; during construction; after
construction to assure compliance.

Evidence of Compliance: Plan review; visual inspection after completion.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 13. Fire hydrants as specified by the Fire Marshall
shall be installed.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Reviewed as part of improvement plan
approvals and when construction is completed.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City Engineer, Eureka Fire Department,
and applicant.

Monitoring Frequency: At the improvement plan review; during construction; after
construction to assure compliance.

Evidence of Compliance: Plan review; visual inspection after completion.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 14. Each home shall have an NFPA 13D compliant
automatic fire sprinkler system for the house and garage, installed to the satisfaction of
the City Fire Department.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Reviewed during improvement plan review,
subsequent building permit applications, during construction, and once construction is
completed.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City Engineer, Eureka Fire Department,
Building Official, and applicant.

Monitoring Frequency: At the building permit application level; during construction;
after construction to assure compliance.

Evidence of Compliance: Plan review; visual inspection after completion.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 15. All construction will be provided with a Class A
rated roof and roof assembly.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Reviewed during building permit
applications, during construction, and once construction is completed.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City Building Official, Eureka Fire
Department and applicant.

Monitoring Frequency: At the building permit application level; during construction;
after construction to assure compliance.

Evidence of Compliance: Plan review; visual inspection after completion.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 16. All construction shall have non-combustible
siding.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Reviewed during building permit
applications, during construction, and once construction is completed.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City Building Official, Eureka Fire
Department and applicant.

Monitoring Frequency: At the building permit application level; during construction;
after construction to assure compliance.
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Evidence of Compliance: Plan review; visual inspection after completion.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 17. Stop signs shall be installed for local streets at
intersections with Lundblade Drive. Right-of-way for the new segment of Lundblade
Drive shall be 62 feet, and rights-of- way for new local streets shall be 50 feet. Right-of-
way for Lundblade Drive shall extend to the easterly limit of Unit 6.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Reviewed during improvement plan review
and once construction is completed.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City Engineer and applicant

Monitoring Frequency: At the application level; during construction; after construction
to assure compliance.

Evidence of Compliance: Plan review; visual inspection after completion.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 18. The applicant shall assure that no construction
materials, debris, or waste be placed or stored where it may be subject to erosion and
dispersion; Any and all debris resulting from construction activities shall be
immediately removed following completion of construction; concrete trucks and tools
used for construction be rinsed at the specified wash-out area(s); and staging and
storage of construction machinery and storage of debris on any public street rights-of-
way will require an encroachment permit.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: During timber harvest activities, grading, and
construction of the subdivision. Subsequent review during building inspections.
Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: Applicants and the City of Eureka
Monitoring Frequency: Continuous during timber harvest activities, grading, and
construction of the subdivision. Building official to check during building permit
inspections.

Evidence of Compliance: Visual inspection/lack of complaints.

MITIGATION MEASURE NO. 19. For potable water supply, if needed, the applicant
will either add an additional booster pump or up-size the existing one in order to
provide the minimum gpm and psi to the new lots to the satisfaction of the City Public
Works and Engineering Departments.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Reviewed during improvement plan review,
during construction, and once construction is completed.

Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City Public Works, City Engineer, and
applicant.

Monitoring Frequency: At the application level; during construction; after construction
to assure compliance.

Evidence of Compliance: Plan review; inspection after completion.






