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SECTIONONE Introduction and Project Description

1.1 INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT LOCATION

The California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) proposes the
Fortuna Dump Remediation Project (referred to as project and proposed project) to re-grade and
cap the former Fortuna Burn Dump with two feet of soil cover. A burn dump was operated on
the site as early as the mid-1950s. Currently, it is estimated that approximately 20,000 cubic
yards (CY) of waste is located within the project site (CIWMB, 2007). CalRecycle proposes to
cap the burn dump area to reduce the potential for environmental and public health and safety
risks.

The Fortuna Burn Dump is located at 4498 Mill Street, assessor’s parcel number (APN) 202-
321-13, approximately 0.8 mile east of the community of Rohnerville within the city of Fortuna
in Humboldt County, California (refer to Figure 1, Regional and Site Vicinity Map). According
to Humboldt County’s General Plan land use map, the project site is designated as Agriculture
and Suburban and zoned Residential Suburban (RS) with a 2.5-acre minimum parcel size with
mobile homes allowed. The project site is approximately nine acres with the inactive burn dump
area covering approximately 5.6 acres. According to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
Hydesville, CA 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Map, the project site is located at Township 2 North,
Range 1 East, in the southwest quarter of Section 7.

1.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The principal objective of the project is to reduce the potential for environmental and public
health and safety risks, such as personal exposure to damaged and dilapidated large glass and
metal objects and unstable slopes, as well as the potential for groundwater contamination. These
site risks would be reduced through the re-grading and capping of the former dump area.
Unstable slopes and landslide potentials pose potential safety risks. A further objective is to
improve the surrounding area above Mill Creek by the capping and redirection of stormwater
runoff to reduce soil and waste material erosion and the potential contamination of the creek.

1.3  EXISTING CONDITIONS AND SURROUNDING LAND USES

The project site is located in a rural area consisting of coniferous forest habitat dominated by
redwood forest at the perimeter of the property and the area along Mill Creek. The center of the
property and the roadsides are dominated by ruderal, disturbed non-native grasslands and non-
native shrubs with patches of tree clusters. Along Mill Creek are patches of wetland habitat.

As indicated in the Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the project area in
January 2012 (see Appendix A), a natural landslide exists along the steep south and
southwesterly facing slopes of the project site. This finding is based on the local geologic
mapping and review of aerial photographs. The existing slopes on the project site are marginally
stable under static conditions; however, under seismic conditions the slope would not be stable
(CalRecycle, 2012).

URS 1-1



SECTIONONE Introduction and Project Description

The burn dump area is on a steep south, southwest facing slope that extends downwards towards
Mill Creek which runs along the southwestern boundary of the parcel. Mill Creek flows in a
northwesterly direction. A single-lane paved road leading northwest from the property is the only
access driveway that connects to Mill Street (refer to Figure 2, Project Site). There is one single-
lane paved road connecting to the main access driveway which loops around to the east of the
property. There are two parallel single-lane dirt haul roads running across the slope through the
middle of the project site. Elevations at the site range from approximately 300 feet above sea
level at the southwestern edge of the property near Mill Creek to approximately 500 feet above
sea level at the northwestern edge of the property, along a ridgeline.

The burn dump area contains scattered pieces of debris and refuse as surficial wastes, primarily
non-combustible glass, metal, pottery, and burn ash. There are also scattered household
refrigerators, washing machines, tires, and car bodies along the slope. According to a Site
Investigation Report prepared in January 2007, the waste volume estimate of the burn dump area
is approximately 20,000 CY (CIWMB, 2007).

The project site is currently used to store logging and lumber milling equipment. In addition to
waste produced by the operation of the burn dump, the current land owner has also stored
personal items. These items include random large and small debris including vehicles (in various
degrees of repair), tanks, construction equipment, kitchen sinks, wood, and other items. These
are stored along the side of the paved roads on the north and northeast portion of the project site.

Surrounding the project site are residential uses to the north, northwest, and east. To the south
and west of the project site is coniferous forest. To the southeast of the project site is the
Redwood Empire Country Club. There are sensitive receptors located within 100 feet to the
north and east of the project site that includes residential buildings. The nearest school is located
approximately 1.5 miles to the west of the project site.

1.4 BACKGROUND

According to Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) records, the project site operated as a burn
dump from the late-1950s to 1972. From 1972 to 1987, the project site was used as a solid waste
transfer station. IT Corporation reported disposing 50,000 gallons of oil refinery and production
processes wastes including tank bottom sediment, oil and water at the project site, from 1950 to
1960 (CIWMB, 2007). From 1959 to 1972, under the name of Eel River Garbage Company, the
project site was used as a burn dump for municipal solid waste collection service in the greater
Fortuna area. Wastes were deposited near the top of the slope, burned for volume reduction and
then pushed down onto the side of the slope towards Mill Creek (CIWMB, 2007).

In 1972, the Eel River Garbage Company ceased operation as a burn dump and the project site
became a transfer station for the Table Bluff Sanitary Landfill (County Central Landfill Disposal
Site). Trucks brought waste to a concrete pad and dumped it through a chute into 55 CY bins
located below. The bins were removed to the landfill daily (CIWMB, 2007). In August 1978,
Solid Waste Facility Permit number 12-AA-0007 was issued for the project site. Activity ceased
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SECTIONONE Introduction and Project Description

at the project site as of May 1, 1987. At that time, the Eel River Garbage Company was sold and
the name was changed to Eel River Disposal. The southern portion of the project site between
Mill Creek and the top deck of the landfill was logged in 1995. No Closure Plan was prepared
(CIWMB, 2007).

1.5 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The project site is approximately nine acres with the inactive burn dump area covering 5.6 acres.
The project proposes re-grading the 5.6-acre burn dump area and relocating some existing burn
dump material to outside of the current burn dump footprint to improve the burn dump’s
underlying slope stability. Re-grading and relocating the burn dump material would increase the
size of the burn dump area to a total project impact area of six acres. The project impact area
would be capped with up to two-feet of soil (refer to Figure 3, Site Plan). The project would
include re-grading of the slope ranging from a mild minimum slope of three percent to slopes as
steep as 2:1 to 3:1, throughout the project impact area. The footprint of the cap area is six acres
with a depth of up to two feet or approximately 11,000 CY. Soil used for the cap would be free
of contamination from petroleum products or organics and construction debris, and not
containing solely rock or solely clay material. In addition, debris that is located adjacent to Mill
Creek would be redistributed to other areas of the burn dump area to create a 30-foot buffer
between the edge of the waste materials and subsequently placed cap and Mill Creek. At steeper
sloped areas, near the creek, gabions (wire cages filled with rock or earth material) would be
constructed to reduce the potential for soil cap erosion and possible contamination to the creek
(refer to Figure 3, Site Plan).

As mentioned above, to increase stability along the southern and southwesterly facing slope of
the project site, the area would be re-graded and materials redistributed. A new surface drainage
pattern would be created diverting the flow of stormwater to the perimeter of the soil cap. In
addition, two soil berms and gabion retaining walls would be constructed to further stabilize the
soil cap located nearest to the creek.

The existing water drainage pattern would be altered during re-grading of the waste materials to
drain stormwater towards the perimeter of the project impact area. Any stormwater runoff
emanating from the capped slopes would be intercepted by one of two re-graded drainage
benches located on the bottom one-third and middle one-third of the newly capped slopes (refer
to Figure 3, Site Plan). Stormwater flowing down from upper slopes would be intercepted by a
slope drainage berm diverting stormwater to one of two filter fabric/rip-rap lined perimeter
drainage ditches (one located on both the western and eastern perimeter of the capped area).
Stormwater flowing down these perimeter ditches would flow through a series of gabions, and
across lower drainage ditches. These facilities would be installed to reduce the surface water
flow rate and limit erosion of the newly placed soil cap and the perimeter native soils. Near the
bottom of these slopes, the surface water would be directed to flow across a flat rip-rap lined
bench prior to draining toward and into Mill Creek (refer to Figure 3, Site Plan).
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SECTIONONE Introduction and Project Description

Upon placement of the soil cap, a vegetative cover would be established to help limit erosion of
the new cap. The vegetative cover would include native grasses and small shrubs.

1.5.1 Lot Line Adjustment’

The burn dump material is located on a property owned by Mr. Patrick Thomson (APN 202-321-
013), a portion of which was acquired in February 2013 via a lot line adjustment with an adjacent
property to the southeast formerly owned by Mr. Sean O’Day (APN 202-241-074) (refer to
Figure 2). Hence, the burn dump material is located within one parcel as shown in Figure 3.

1.5.2 Construction Details

Construction is anticipated to occur in the summer of 2013. During construction, large waste
materials such as vehicles, refrigerators, and washing machines would be collected, removed,
and recycled, disposed at an appropriate disposal site, or left in place, crushed and buried. It is
anticipated there would be approximately 19,000 cubic yards of material would be excavated and
relocated on the site; 11,000 cubic yards of soil would be imported for the proposed cap. The
main haul route includes Mill Street as this is the only access road to the project site. It is
anticipated that the majority of imported soil would be hauled to the project site from an off-site
source.

Since the preparation of the Draft ISSMND, there is a minor revision to the proposed construction
action. This revision includes the removal of approximately four pieces of debris observed
within Mill Creek. These items are approximately three- by four-feet in size and are
characterized as metal tanks and tires. They would be removed by hand or with mechanical
equipment with an extended gripping attachment. The machine would be situated outside the
creek’s ordinary high water mark, which will be clearly marked by a qualified ecologist as part
of previously proposed construction-period actions and monitoring measures. These objects
would also be collected, removed, and recycled, disposed at an appropriate disposal site, or left
within the project site to be crushed and buried.

1.6 REQUIRED APPROVALS

The following approvals would be required for the proposed project:

e Regional Water Quality Control Board. As the proposed project would result in
demolition and construction activity on over one acre of land it would be subject to the
permitting requirements of the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction General
Permit) (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002). The SWRCB
established the Construction General Permit program to regulate stormwater discharges

! A lot line adjustment is a minor movement of a property line between adjacent parcels to correct minor
trespasses.
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from construction sites. The Construction General Permit requires preparation and
implementation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), which would
provide Best Management Practices (BMPSs) to minimize potential short-term increases in
transport of sediment and other pollutants caused by construction.

e North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District (District). The District
regulates fugitive dust emissions. The provisions that cover these operations are found in
District Rule 104 Section 4, Fugitive Dust Emissions, which requires that reasonable
precautions be taken to prevent particulate matter from becoming airborne.

Regarding the removal of approximately four pieces of debris within Mill Creek, Mr. Kelley
Reid of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Department of the Army), Eureka Field Office, has
indicated, that due to the number and location of debris in Mill Creek, the type of debris to be
removed, and the proposed removal methods, no Department of the Army permit or other
authorization is required relative to their jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(Reid, 2013).

With regard to California Department of Fish and Wildlife responsibility under the Fish and
Game Code (Section 1602), the proposed activity would not substantially divert or obstruct the
natural flow of Mill Creek, or substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel or
bank. No debris or waste would be deposited. For this reason, notification to this agency is not
required regarding these modifications to the proposed project.

The change to the proposed project is minor, and consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section
15073.5, does not require recirculation of the Draft IS/MND prior to adoption of the Mitigated
Negative Declaration because a new, avoidable significant effect was not identified and no new
mitigation measures, or other actions, are needed to reduce potential effects.

1.7 CONSISTENCY WITH ZONING, PLANS, AND APPLICABLE LAND USE
CONTROLS

As described above, the project site is designated in the Humboldt County General Plan as
Agriculture and Suburban and zoned Residential Suburban (RS) with a 2.5-acre minimum parcel
size minimum with mobile homes allowed. The project is consistent with the General Plan and
zoning requirements because it does not involve either 1) the construction or maintenance of any
permanent structures; or 2) any long-term use of the property. There are no land-use controls on
the property that would restrict the project activity.
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SECTIONTWO Initial Study Determination

21 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The evaluation of potential environmental impacts provided in Section 3 of this Initial Study
determined that the proposed project will not result in environmental impacts for the topics that
are denoted with a "*". Environmental impacts of the topics that are denoted by a "=" were
determined to be less than significant. Environmental impacts of the topics that are denoted with
a"v"" can be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures that
are identified by this Initial Study. The proposed project will not result in any "Potentially

Significant Impacts".

* Aesthetics ¥ Agriculture Resources ° Air Quality
v Biological Resources v Cultural Resources v Geology/Soils
° Greenhouse Gas Emissions ° Hazards & Hazardous Materials ° Hydrology/Water Quality
* Land Use/Planning * Mineral Resources v Noise
* Population/Tlousing * Public Services * Recreation
v Transportation/Traffic 3 Utilities/Service Systems v Mandatory Findings
* No impact

e Less-than-significant impact
¥ Less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated

Determination
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

[ find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
34 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.

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

[ 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 the effects that remain to be addressed.

O] | 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 Environmental Impact
Report (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.

: \\\/—(‘{/f% /s

Mark De Bie
Deputy Director
CalRecycle
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SECTIONTHREE Initial Study

3.1

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A "No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact"” answer
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a
project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of 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.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then
the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact” is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are
one or more "Potentially Significant Impact"” entries when the determination is made, an
EIR is required.

"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated™ applies
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially
Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level (mitigation measures from "Earlier Analyses," as described in (5) below,
may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses 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.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant
to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

¢) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were
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incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats;
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are
relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9) The explanation of each issue should identify:
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.

3.2 AESTHETICS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially | With Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant
Will the project: Impact Incorporated | Impact No Impact
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic v
vista?
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including
but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and 4

historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its v
surroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which will adversely affect day or nighttime v
views in the area?
DISCUSSION:

a-d) Noimpact. The proposed project would not adversely impact scenic vistas or the

aesthetic quality of the project area. According to the California Department of
Transportation, there are no designated state scenic highways adjacent to the project. The
nearest eligible state scenic highways are United States (U.S.) Route 101 and Route 36,

URS

3-2



SECTIONTHREE

located approximately 1.8 miles east and 1.4 miles south of the project site, respectively.
There is a golf course located less than one mile to the south of the project site which is
not in visual range due to existing terrain. There are residential units located farther to the
northwest and northeast of the project site. The site is primarily surrounded by dense
growth of redwoods, Douglas firs, grand firs, and California non-native grassland.

The project site is not visible from U.S. Route 101 or Route 36. The existing tree
coverage and canopy would remain intact. Upon placement of the soil cap, shrub and
vegetation would be planted as part of the proposed project to prevent erosion.

There are no existing sources of nighttime lighting and glare at the project site. Nighttime
construction activities are not proposed. Construction would occur during daytime hours

and no construction lighting would be used. The proposed project would not require
lighting or the use of reflective materials upon completion. Therefore the proposed
project would not contribute to night lighting or glare.

3.3 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources
Board. Will the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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 Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

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

3-3
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c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland

(as defined by Public Resources Code section v

4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of

forest land to non-forest use? v
e) Involve other changes in the existing

environment which, due to their location or

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, v

to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

DISCUSSION:

a)

b)

c-d)

No impact. Based upon a review of maps entitled “Important Farmland in California
2008,” prepared by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) of the
California Resources Agency and published in December 2010 (FMMP, 2010), farmland
in Humboldt County is not mapped by the FMMP as Humboldt County is in the process
of having a countywide soil survey produced by the Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS). No prime agricultural soils are identified on the project site as
determined by the County’s online GIS Mapping System. Based on this information, the
project site contains no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance. The site has not been used recently or historically for growing crops.
Surrounding land uses include rural residences and dense mature trees and vegetation. As
such, no impacts to farmland resources are anticipated due to the proposed project.

No impact. Based on review of Humboldt County’s online GIS Mapping System
(County, 2012), no Williamson Act contract exists at the site. In addition, the parcel is
zoned Residential Suburban with a 2.5 acre parcel size minimum. The proposed project
would close the site that has been used as a burn dump in the past. Therefore, the project
would not conflict with existing zoning for agriculture use or Williamson Act contract.

No impact. The project site consists of native coniferous forest habitat dominated by
redwood forest at the perimeter of the property and the area along Mill Creek. The center
of the property and the roadsides are dominated by ruderal, disturbed non-native
grasslands and non-native shrubs. Installation of the soil cap and vegetation on the project
site would not result in removal of mature trees. There is no timberland found on the
project site. Furthermore, the project site is currently zoned “Residential Suburban” by
the County of Humboldt Zoning Ordinance, a non-forestland zoning designation.
Therefore, no conflict with areas zoned as forest land or timber land, or conversion of
such lands to other uses would result from the proposed project.
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e) No impact. The project site is zoned “Residential Suburban” by the County of Humboldt
Zoning Ordinance. The project proposes placement of a two to three foot soil cap over
the existing forest floor, revegetation, and rerouting of runoff to preserve the soil cap. No
buildings or structures are proposed. Due to the nature of the project, no adverse
environmental impacts to agricultural resources would result from the proposed project.
Therefore, no loss or conversion of agricultural lands would occur.

34 AR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria Less Than

established by the applicable air quality Significant

management or air pollution control district may Potentially | With Less Than

be relied upon to make the following Significant | Mitigation Significant
determinations. Will the project: Impact Incorporated | Impact No Impact

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality plan?

v

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air v
quality violation?

¢. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is in non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality v
standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

DISCUSSION:

The proposed project is anticipated to start construction in the summer of 2013. It is anticipated
that approximately 75 days would be required to complete construction of the proposed project
based on the construction schedule identified in Appendix B, Air Quality Memorandum.
Construction would consist of land clearing, placement of the soil cap, enhancing ditches for
stream flows, stabilizing the land, and landscaping.

Vehicles and heavy equipment used during the construction would include various pieces of off-
road construction equipment such as scrapers, loaders, dozers, backhoes, skid steer loaders, and
water trucks. The complete list of construction equipment by phase is shown in Appendix B.

In addition to the off-road construction equipment, there would be on-road motor vehicles from
workers commuting to the project site and trucks importing and exporting material to the site. It
is estimated that about 2,000 cubic yards of material would be removed during clearing of the
project site. During the excavation it is estimated that 19,000 cubic yards of material would be
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relocated on the site. Although 11,000 CY of soil would be imported, the modeling assumed a
worst-case scenario estimating 19,000 CY of imported soil required for the soil cap. Additional
material hauling trips were assumed for the import of other project materials such as ditch lining
material and gabions. Default trip lengths for Humboldt County were utilized for the project.
Refer to Appendix B for more detail regarding the number of trips and trip lengths assumed for
the workers and material hauling.

Emissions for project construction were estimated using the California Emission Estimator
Model (CalEEMod) version 2011.1.1. CalEEMod is a statewide land use project emissions
model designed as a uniform platform to quantify potential criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions associated with construction and operation from a variety of land uses, such as
residential and commercial facilities. CalEEMod utilizes basic land use information to estimate
default construction equipment and mobile source trips and lengths. Refer to Appendix B for
more detail regarding the inputs utilized in the model. The estimated emissions from CalEEMod
are shown in Table 1, Construction Emissions.

Table 1: Construction Emissions

Tons Metric
Tons

ROG | NOx | CO | SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMyo | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2s | COze
PM1o PMy | Total | PM2s PM2s | Total

0.33 | 3.02 | 1.61 | 0.00 | 0.72 0.11 0.83 | 0.12 0.11 0.23 | 389.58

Source: Refer to Appendix B for the complete CalEEMod output.

a) No impact. The project site is located within the North Coast Air Basin (basin) which is
under the jurisdiction of the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District
(District). The basin is comprised of three air districts, the District, the Mendocino
County Air Quality Management District, and the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution
Control District. The District includes Del Norte, Humboldt, and Trinity Counties. The
basin currently meets all federal air quality standards; however, the entire air basin is
currently designated as nonattainment for the state 24-hour and annual average
particulate matter smaller than 10 microns in size (PMy) standards. The air basin is
designated as unclassified for the state and federal annual PM,.5 standard (particulate
matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter). Both natural and anthropogenic sources of
particulate matter (including vehicle emissions, wind generated dust, construction dust,
wildfire and human caused wood smoke, and sea salts) in the basin have led to the PMyg
nonattainment designation.

To address nonattainment for PMyy, the District adopted a Particulate Matter Attainment
Plan in 1995. This plan presents available information about the nature and causes of
PM o standard exceedance and identifies cost-effective control measures to reduce PMyg

URS 3-6



SECTIONTHREE Initial Study

emissions to levels necessary to meet California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS). The Fortuna General Plan calls for the City to coordinate with the District for
this project, given the District’s primary role in achieving air quality goals.

The District has created Rule 104 Section 4, Fugitive Dust Emissions, which requires that
reasonable precautions shall be taken to prevent particulate matter from becoming
airborne. Some of the relevant precautions for this project include the following:

e Covering open bodied trucks when used for transporting materials likely to give
rise to airborne dust.

e The use of water or chemicals for control of dust in the grading of roads or the
clearing of land.

e Application of asphalt, oil, water or suitable chemicals on dirt roads, materials
stockpiles, and other surfaces which can give rise to airborne dusts.

e The prompt removal of earth or other track out material from paved streets onto
which earth or other material has been transported by trucking or earth moving
equipment, erosion by water, or other means.

As shown in Table 1, the project would generate 0.83 tons of PMy and 0.23 tons of
PM_2 5, a minor amount of particulate emissions over the duration of construction in the
form of dust and vehicle emissions as a result of earthwork, grading and related
construction activities. The project would not cause any long term increase in the
emission of particulate matter or other air pollutants. The project would be subject to
Rule 104 and thus control fugitive dust emissions associated with construction of the
project. While the basin is in nonattainment for PM, the temporary nature of
construction activities combined with compliance with Rule 104 for control of fugitive
dust would result in negligible increases in PMy for the local area.

In the long term, the project would not substantially add to the level of PMyq or other
emissions. There are no operational uses proposed and therefore no operational emissions
associated with the project. The project site would be vegetated to minimize fugitive dust
emissions. Therefore, the project would not impede implementation of the District’s
particulate matter attainment plan. The project would also be consistent with applicable
City of Fortuna General Plan policies related to air resources. Therefore, no impact is
anticipated.

b) Less-than-significant impact. Under the federal Clean Air Act of 1977, the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) is required to identify National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect public health and welfare. The US
EPA has established NAAQS for six criteria air pollutants. The basin does not meet or
exceed any of these NAAQS. Under the California Clean Air Act, California Air
Resources Board (CARB) has adopted more stringent standards for the criteria air
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d)

pollutants. The basin is in nonattainment with the California PM, standards (both 24-
hour and annual). The District has adopted a particulate matter attainment plan. Recent
air monitoring data, November 2011 to October 2012, did not show any PM,
exceedances and had one PM, 5 exceedance of the 24-hour NAAQS. The District does
not have a mass emissions significance threshold for criteria air pollutants. The District
does require Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for stationary sources;
however, this project does not propose any operational uses, including stationary sources.

In the basin, most particulate matter is caused by vehicle emissions, wind generated dust,
construction dust, wildfire and human caused wood smoke, and sea salts. Health effects
from particulate matter include reduced lung function, aggravation of respiratory and
cardiovascular diseases, increases in mortality rate, and reduced lung function and growth
in children.

Project construction activities would cause the release 0.83 tons of PM;o and 0.23 tons of
PM, 5 (see Table 1), a small amount of PMyg and PM, 5 emissions related to fugitive dust,
exhaust emissions from on-road haul trucks, worker commute vehicles, and off-road
construction equipment. However, because of the small footprint and duration of the
proposed construction, and with compliance with Rule 104, construction of the proposed
project would not cause a violation of air quality standard or contribute substantially to
existing or projected air quality violation. The proposed project would re-grade and cap a
former burn dump area, thus there would be no operational emissions. The proposed
project would only release a negligible amount of air quality pollutants and would not
substantially contribute to any air quality standard violation. Therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.

Less-than-significant impact. As described above, the basin is in nonattainment for the
criteria air pollutant PMy. Project construction would cause only minor and short-term
production of PMyo and would not significantly increase background levels. As there are
no operational uses proposed, there would be no long term emissions associated with an
operational use. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Less-than-significant impact. Project construction would create temporary emissions of
toxic air contaminants, primarily as a component of diesel emissions. Due to the variable
nature of construction activity, the generation of toxic air contaminant emissions would
be temporary. In addition, current methodologies for conducting health risk assessments
are associated with longer-term exposure periods which do not correlate well with the
temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities. The project would result
in a minor and short-term construction related air emissions. As these emissions are
temporary in nature, health risks from project construction are not anticipated. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.
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e)

3.

Less—than-significant impact. During construction the various diesel-powered vehicles
and equipment could create localized odors. Furthermore, since the site is a former burn
dump, substrates could be encountered in sub-surface construction that may create
objectionable localized odors. These odors would be temporary and not likely to be
noticeable for extended periods of time beyond the construction zone due to atmospheric
dissipation and natural vegetation screens surrounding the project site. Project operation
would not create any objectionable odors as the site would have a vegetative cover placed
over the soil cap. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Will the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive,
or special status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 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 regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 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 to marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, 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 migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

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

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?
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DISCUSSION:

a-b) Less-than-significant with mitigation incorporated. The project site was surveyed on
June 9, 2009, by Senior Ecologist Casey Stewman and a Biological Constraints Analysis
and Wetland Delineation Report was prepared. The reconnaissance-level survey covered
the entire project study area, using transects and intuitive survey methods. A rare plant
survey was also conducted for the special status plant and animal species resulting from
the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and the California Native Plant
Society (CNPS) search queries and the Unites States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Species List. The project site was re-surveyed on December 12, 2012, to document
current biological resources potentially affected. Biologist Joe Bandel and Planner
Michelle Dunn conducted the site visit. Mr. Bandel prepared an Addendum to the 2009
Biological Constraints Analysis and Wetland Delineation Report in December 2012 (see
Appendix C, Biological Addendum). The 2009 special status species list was updated in
2012 via a CNDDB and CNPS database search and current USFWS species list.

Special-Status Plants Species

The project site consisted predominantly of coniferous forest habitats which included
redwood forest which dominated the perimeter of the property and the area along Mill
Creek. The center of the property and the roadsides were dominated by ruderal, disturbed
non-native grasslands, non-native vines and, in places, non-native shrubs. During the
2012 field visit, the vegetation at the site was found to be similar to what was
documented in the 2009 survey. However, in general the undergrowth vegetation in the
unforested areas was denser, and more overgrown. No special-status plant species with
potential to occur based on habitat and local occurrences were discovered in the project
site. A complete list of the vascular plants discovered at the project site is provided in
Appendix C. The blooming period and time for best identification for most of the plant
species with potential habitat in the project area coincided with the 2009 survey. The
potential for special-status plants to occur on the site or be impacted by the project is
considered low.

Special Status Wildlife Species

Appendix C includes a list of the special-status wildlife species, their status, habitat
association(s), and potential for each species to occur within the project area. This list has
been updated per the 2012 survey and is provided in Appendix C. Abundant potential
nesting habitat and foraging habitat is available in the study area for Cooper’s hawk
(Accipiter cooperii) and sharp shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus). Both are identified as a
species of special concern by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or
on CDFW’s Watch List. During the 2009 survey, a large nest likely a raptor nest was
observed in one of the Grand fir trees in the northern part of the property and was
occupied by a Cooper’s hawk. A sharp shinned hawk was not observed during the survey,
however, there is potential for the hawks to use the site for foraging or nesting. During
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the 2012 survey, no nests were observed; however, there is a medium to high potential
for these two hawk species to occur at the project site. Mitigation Measure BI1O-1
would reduce impacts to sensitive birds to a less-than—significant level.

Special status terrestrial animals that have potential to occur on the project site include
northern red-legged frog (Rana aurora aurora) and foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana
boylii). Both the species are identified as species of special concern by CDFW or on
CDFW’s Watch List. One adult northern red-legged frog was observed during the 2009
survey along the stream banks of Mill Creek. No species were observed during the 2012
survey. Potential foraging and dispersal habitat is available for the species near Mill
Creek on the project site. Several of the pools along Mill Creek within the project site
appear to be of sufficient depth to provide breeding habitat for this species. Mitigation
Measure BIO-2 would reduce impacts to sensitive animals to less-than-significant
levels.

Mill Creek at the southwest edge of the project site was inspected for signs of fish and
fish habitat. No anadromous fish habitat occurs in the project site because of a passage
barrier on Mill Creek at the northwest edge which is the most downstream side of the
project site. The barrier is a 10 foot vertical cliff within the creekbed. Nonetheless, storm
water from the project site does drain off the property into Mill Creek and downstream
into anadromous fish habitat. Downstream of the property Mill Creek is a tributary to
Strong Creek which is then tributary to the Eel River which is habitat for anadromous
fish. Erosion, sedimentation, leaching of metal compounds and toxic substances from the
dump site and destruction of headwater vegetation can all have a deleterious effect on the
water quality of Mill Creek, downstream watercourses and the watershed as a whole.
Degradation to the water quality can potentially adversely impact steelhead in all life
stages in the habitat downstream. However, the proposed project would comply with the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements for construction
site storm water discharges as soil disturbance within the project area is greater than 1
acre in size. A SWPPP is required to be prepared and implemented under these
requirements, which includes appropriate erosion-control and water quality-control
measures be implemented during site preparation, grading, and construction. The
implementation of the SWPPP for the proposed project would minimize short-term
erosion impacts and would reduce impacts to fish habitat downstream.

BIO-1: Prior to initiating any construction activity during the nesting period (February
1 to August 31), a pre-construction nesting bird survey for the presence of
raptors and Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) species shall be conducted by
a qualified biologist within 30 days prior to construction activities to establish
the status of these species on the project site and identify any active nests
within 200 feet of the project site. If ground-disturbing activities are delayed or
suspended for more than 30 days after the pre-construction survey during the
nesting period, the site shall be resurveyed. If occupied raptor nests or other
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nesting MBTA species are observed within 200 feet of the proposed project
site, the USFWS shall be consulted to develop measures, including establishing
an appropriate buffer distance to avoid disturbance of nesting species, prior to
the initiation of any construction activities. If nesting raptors or MBTA species
are discovered within 200 feet of the project site after initiation of ground
disturbing activities, then notification shall be provided to the USFWS.

BIO-2: A CDFW-approved biologist shall be present on site during all construction
activities within 50 feet of Mill Creek where there is habitat for northern red-
legged frog and foothill yellow-legged frog. If either amphibian species is
found, all work shall cease until the identified frog leaves the work area.

C) Less-than-significant with mitigation incorporated. URS biologist Casey Stewman

conducted a jurisdictional delineation of waters of the U.S. in the project site on June 14,
2011. Waters of the U.S. were formally delineated by the survey team in accordance with
the routine onsite method described in the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation
Manual, and under guidance from the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region.
The wetland delineation report is included in Appendix C along with the subsequent
survey conducted in 2012 by Mr. Bandel to verify current biological resource conditions
on the project site.

Jurisdictional waters are potentially present in the project site. The total area of
waters of the U.S. (under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act) within the project
site is 0.190 acre (8,259 square feet); 0.108 acre (4,697 square feet) function as
other waters of the U.S., and 0.082 acre (3,562 square feet) function as wetlands
within waters of the U.S. Table 2, Potential Waters of the United States within the
Project Site, summarizes the area of each type of potential jurisdictional feature in
the project site.

Table 2: Potential Waters of the United States within the Project Site

Delineated
Feature Type and Label Length (feet) Square Feet Acres
Other Waters of the United States
OW-1: Intermittent stream (Mill Creek) 2,071 4,568 0.11
OW-2: Ephemeral stream (Unnamed drainage) 90 129 0.00
Other Waters of the United States Subtotal 2,161 4,697 0.11
Wetlands
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Table 2: Potential Waters of the United States within the Project Site

Delineated
Feature Type and Label Length (feet) Square Feet Acres
WL-1: Perennial freshwater wetland (Mill Creek) 191 1,561 0.04
WL-2: Perennial freshwater wetland (Mill Creek) 163 928 0.02
WL-3: Perennial freshwater wetland (Mill Creek) 152 970 0.02
WL-4: Perennial freshwater wetland (Mill Creek) 45 103 0.00
Wetlands Subtotal 551 3,562 0.08
Total Waters of the United States 2712 8,259 0.19

Source: Appendix C, Biological Addendum.

Note: Due to rounding of acreages the sum of wetland acreages does not equal subtotal.

Four areas containing wetlands occur along the lower stream banks of Mill Creek and
within the project site. These perennial freshwater wetlands are vegetated with western
skunk cabbage (Lysichiton americanus), salmonberry (Rubus spectabilis), and threeleaf
foamflower (Tiarella trifoliata) with an overstory cover of big leaf maple, and white
alder. The boundaries of the wetlands remain consistent with the 2011 survey. No
additional wetlands or other waters of the U.S. were discovered during the 2012 survey.
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would reduce impacts to less-than—significant levels.

BIO-3:

Prior to any construction activity, the wetland areas shall be clearly marked by

a qualified biologist using readily visible temporary construction fencing that
shall be maintained throughout the construction period. All construction
activities and deposition of imported soil material shall avoid any degradation
of wetlands functions, including reduced water quality due to erosion or run-

d)

off from adjacent construction activities.

Less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated. The project site contains
scattered debris and refuse composed of primarily non-combustible glass, metal, pottery,
and burn ash. These limited density and extent of existing debris and the proposed actions
preclude the possibility of impeding wildlife movement corridors or the use of native
wildlife nursery sites. Although no recorded migration corridors or stream channels used
by special-status fish or wildlife species occur on the existing project site, Mill Creek
could be considered a riparian corridor for the Northern red-legged frog and the foothill
yellow-legged frog and construction activities could interfere with the movement of these
species. However, incorporation of Mitigation Measure BI1O-2 would mitigate potential
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, with mitigation incorporated it is
anticipated that a less-than-significant impact would occur.
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e)

f)

3.6

No Impact. No mature trees would be removed as part of this project. No impacts would
occur.

No Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with existing habitat conservation
plans or natural community conservation plans in the County of Humboldt. No impact
would occur in this regard.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Less Than
Significant
Potentially | With Less Than
. . Significant | Mitigation Significant
Will'the project: Impact Incorporated | Impact No Impact

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in v
Section 15064.5?

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource v
pursuant to Section15064.5?

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique v
geologic feature?

d. Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

DISCUSSION:

a-b)

Less—than-significant impact. A Cultural Resources Survey and Site Evaluation dated
June 2009 was completed for the proposed project. For the Cultural Resources Survey
and Site Evaluation, an archaeological site record was completed, including a Primary
Record, an Artifact Record, and a Sketch Map. An intuitive pedestrian survey of the
project site was performed by URS archaeologist Russell Bevill on June 9, 20009.
Findings of the Cultural Resource Survey and Site Evaluation can be found in Appendix
D. A records search of all pertinent survey and site data was conducted at the North
Coastal Information Center at Klamath, California, on May 28, 2009 [File No. Nilsson
09-01]. The records were identified on the Fortuna and Hydesville, California, USGS 7.5
Minute Quadrangle, in Humboldt County. The records search included previous
archaeological studies conducted within % mile of the project site. The Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento was contacted and a list of appropriate
individuals or groups to contact regarding the significance of the proposed project was
requested. After the 2009 Cultural Resources Survey and Site Evaluation was written,
subsequent responses were received from the NAHC, THPO for the Blue Lake Rancheria
Tribes, THPO for the Bear River Band, and the former Tribal Administrator for the
Wiyot Tribe. All letter responses indicated that there were no known cultural resources
within the project site (see Appendix D).
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Based on the physical evidence at the project site, the deposit is limited primarily to
metal, glass, ceramic, and calcined bone. Some items of rubber, plastic, and leather have
also survived, but are fewer in number. The automobile tires are stacked on the surface
and are of a more recent date. The artifacts deposited within the dump have been subject
to extensive burning and mixing that precludes the possibility of associating them with a
particular person or place. Most artifacts deposited within the dump are younger than 50
years, dating to a period after circa 1955. Overall, the artifacts deposited within the
project site may be described as ordinary, domestic refuse mixed with discarded
structural materials and automotive parts and do not meet the eligibility criteria for listing
on the California Register. In addition, much of the deposited materials lack physical
integrity, having been incinerated to reduce volume and subsequently crushed. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.

C) Less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Paleontological resources
are the fossilized evidence of past life found in the geologic record. Despite the
prodigious volume of sedimentary rock deposits preserved worldwide, and the enormous
number of organisms that have lived through time, preservation of plant or animal
remains as fossils is an extremely rare occurrence. Because of the infrequency of fossil
preservation, fossils — particularly vertebrate fossils — are considered to be nonrenewable
resources. Because of their rarity, and the scientific information they can provide, fossils
are highly significant records of ancient life. Paleontologic resource localities are those
sites where the fossilized remains of extinct animals and/or plants have been preserved.

The project site has been historically used as a burn dump and scattered with various
discarded and disposed materials. The proposed project does not involve excavation of
existing soils. However, construction activities may inadvertently unearth a
paleontological resource. Mitigation Measure CR-1 is provided to reduce this
potentially significant impact to a less-than—significant level.

CR-1:  Aninadvertent discovery clause for paleontological resources shall be
incorporated into the construction contract for the proposed project.
CalRecycle shall notify a qualified paleontologist of unanticipated discoveries,
made by construction personnel and subsequently document the discovery as
needed. In the event of an unanticipated discovery of a breas, true, and/or trace
fossil during construction, excavations within 50 feet of the find shall be
temporarily halted or diverted until the discovery is examined by a qualified
paleontologist. The paleontologist shall notify the appropriate agencies to
determine procedures that shall be followed before construction is allowed to
resume at the location of the find.

d) Less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated. The project site has been
used as a burn dump and transfer station in the past. As noted earlier, the NAHC did not
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respond to previous request or indicate any recorded Native American sites in the project
area. The proposed project does not involve excavation of existing soils. However, in the
event of an accidental discovery or recognition of any human skeletal remains during
project activities, all excavation or disturbance must cease at the site or any nearby area
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until the District complies with

the procedures outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5. Mitigation Measure CR-2 is

provided to reduce this potentially significant impact to a less-than—significant level.

CR-2:  If human remains of Native American origin are discovered during project
construction, it is necessary to comply with state laws relating to the
disposition of Native American burials, which fall within the jurisdiction of the
NAHC (Public Resources Code Section 5097). If any human remains are

discovered in any location on the project site, there shall be no further

excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected

to overlie adjacent human remains until:

e The Humboldt County coroner has been informed and has determined
that no investigation of the cause of death is required; and

e If the remains are of Native American origin:

o The descendants of the deceased Native Americans have made
a recommendation regarding the disposition of remains and
any associated grave goods, as provided in Public Resources
Code Section 5097.98; or

o The NAHC was unable to identify a descendant or the

descendant failed to make a recommendation within 24 hours
after being notified.

3.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Will the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a. Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving:

i. Rupture of a 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
evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Pub. 42.
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
Will the project: Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? v
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, v
including liquefaction?
iv. Landslides? v
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss v
of topsoil?
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that will become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in v

on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Be

Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?

located on expansive soil, as defined in

Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems v
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

DISCUSSION:

a-i)

a-ii)

No impact. The State of California has established Earthquake Fault Zones by the
Alquist-Priolo (AP) Earthquake Fault Zone Act of 1972. The nearest AP zoned fault is
the Little Salmon fault, located approximately 4,900 feet (0.9 mile) northwest of the
project site, and an AP zoned branch of the fault is also located approximately 5,600 feet
(1.06 miles) southeast of the project site. Other nearby faults identified by the Humboldt
County General Plan include the Ferndale (Goose Lake) fault and the Russ fault, located
approximately 2.3 and 6.2 miles southwest of the project site, respectively. There are no
active or potentially active faults identified on the project site. Therefore, there are no
impacts.

Less-than-significant impact. Humboldt County is located in one of the most
seismically active regions of the state and the project site can be expected to experience
periodic minor earthquakes and possibly a major earthquake on one of the nearby active
faults. The project site would be subject to strong to very strong shaking during a large
event on the nearby faults. The project site is located near the Cascadia Subduction Zone
(the subducting Gorda and Juan de Fuca Plates form the “Cascadia Subduction Zone”
which runs north-south offshore of northern California, Oregon, and Washington. The
seaward edge of the Cascadia Subduction Zone is approximately 30 miles west (offshore)
of the project site), the nearby AP zoned Little Salmon fault and other nearby active
faults as mentioned above. As such, there is a high potential for the project site to
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a-iii)

experience moderate to strong ground shaking during a major earthquake on one of these
faults.

The project proposes capping the project site with two feet of soil, establishing a
vegetative cover over the soil cap and designing the site to direct all stormwater runoff to
the perimeter of the soil cap to prevent erosion. Construction activities are anticipated to
occur only during the summer of 2013. Upon completion of construction activities, the
project is complete as there are no operational uses proposed. Although exposure to
strong seismic ground shaking is high due to the seismically active region, due to the
relatively short construction period and no operational use proposed, a less-than-
significant impact would occur.

Less-than-significant impact. Strong ground shaking caused by large earthquakes can
induce ground displacement and/or failure such as liquefaction, compaction settlement,
and slope movement. Susceptibility to these hazards relates to the site topography, soil
conditions, and/or depth to groundwater. Liquefaction occurs when soils are loose,
cohesionless, granular soil below the water table.

The project site is located outside the County of Humboldt liquefaction hazard zone. In
addition, according to the Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation prepared in February
2012 (see Appendix A), the project site soils were generally soft to hard clays or clayey
gravels. Groundwater was encountered near the elevation of Mill Creek. Based on the
clayey nature of the soils and the depth to groundwater, the hazard from ground failure
such as liquefaction on the site is low. However, liquefaction is possible within the
alluvium found in the channel of Mill Creek. Therefore, potential impacts would be less
than significant.

a-iv, ¢) Less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated. According to the Geologic

and Geotechnical Study (see Appendix A), a landslide has been identified along the lower
slopes of the project site, extending down to Mill Creek. The landslide most likely is a
result of a combination of things including weak soils within the underlying geologic
formations, high rainfall and elevated groundwater levels, toe erosion by the adjacent
Mill Creek and strong seismic shaking every few hundred years. This feature is an
“ancient” landslide, composed of several smaller landslides that resulted in a larger
landslide. The landslide is due to a natural process that is not unique to the project site.
Future grading or construction within the landslide area could reactivate the landslide due
to removal of material at the toe or bottom of the landslide, adding more soil or waste to
the head or top of the landslide, changes in the groundwater conditions, or reactivation of
the landslide due to strong seismic shaking.
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b)

The project proposes to remove waste and landslide debris along the top of the landslide
materials to reduce landslide susceptibility and increase slope stability. The debris would
be relocated to an area beyond the limits of the landslide area. In addition, soil berms are
proposed to increase slope stability and reduce landslide susceptibility. However, during
construction activities, potentially triggering a landslide could occur. Implementation and
incorporation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce potential impacts to a less-
than-significant level. As there are no operational uses proposed, no additional impacts
would occur.

GEO-1: All site preparation and earth-work shall be completed under the observation of
a qualified Geotechnical Engineer and in accordance with applicable Caltrans
Standard Specifications, including Section 19, Earthwork. In addition, the
construction contractor shall comply with the California Geological Survey’s
Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California
(Special Publication 117), which specifically address the mitigation of
liquefaction and landslide hazards in designated Seismic Hazard Zones. All
recommendations of the geotechnical investigation shall be incorporated into
project designs.

Less-than-significant impact. Silty to clayey sand mixed with roots, wood debris, and
other organic materials cover the project site in areas not previously disturbed. The
project proposes redistributing the existing burn dump material, placing a two-foot soil
cap over the existing landfill, grading the site to drain stormwater towards the perimeter
of the project impact area, and establishing a vegetative cover to help prevent and
minimize erosion. The project would redirect any stormwater to the perimeter of the
project impact area and direct the stormwater flow towards and into Mill Creek to prevent
erosion. Therefore, as the project is designed to prevent and minimize erosion of soils, a
less-than-significant impact would occur.

No impact. Expansive soils are those that possess “shrink-swell” characteristics and are
usually fine-grained clay sediments that expand and contract due to moisture and
desiccation. Based upon soil data provided in the Geology and Geotechnical
Investigation, the project site primarily consists of silty to clayey sand with colluvium
consisting of dark brown to yellowish brown silty sand with gravel and firm to soft, gray
to yellowish brown clay. These are not considered to be expansive soils. Thus, there
would be no impacts associated with expansive soils.

The proposed project would not include the installation of septic tanks. Therefore, the
capability of the soils to support the operation of such tanks does not need to be
evaluated.
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3.8

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Less Than
Significant
Potentially | With Less Than
. — Significant | Mitigation Significant
Will the project: Impact Incorporated | Impact No Impact

a.

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 4
impact on the environment?

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 4
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

DISCUSSION:

a)

b)

Less-than-significant impact. Project construction activities would cause the release of
a small amount of GHG emissions related to exhaust emissions from on-road haul trucks,
worker commute vehicles, and off-road construction equipment. As shown in the Air
Quality section above, Table 1 identifies 389.58 metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (CO.e) would be emitted as a result of the proposed project. However,
because of the small footprint and duration of the proposed construction, the proposed
project would cause only a negligible release of GHG emissions. Furthermore there
would be no operational emissions associated with the proposed project. As such, the
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact with regards to GHG
emissions.

Less-than-significant impact. The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
(Assembly Bill 32) definitively established the state’s climate change policy and set GHG
reduction targets. This target is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The
CARB has established several regulations aimed at guiding the state to meet this target.
These strategies are outlined in CARBs Scoping Plan and include various measures
across numerous source categories aimed at reducing GHG emissions. Through this plan
and subsequent enactment of regulations, the state is on the path toward meeting the
goals of Assembly Bill 32.

The District does not have any rules, regulations, or thresholds of significance for non-
stationary or construction related GHG emissions.

The City of Fortuna General Plan does not address GHG emissions and global warming
in detail, but does establish related goals and policies that would assist in reducing GHG
emissions. This includes encouragement of infill development, promoting energy
conservation, energy efficiency and reliance on alternative energy sources in new and
existing development.
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3.9

The construction activities of this project with its negligible amount of GHG emissions
generated from non-stationary sources would not conflict with Assembly Bill 32 nor
would it conflict with local goals aimed at GHG emission reductions. As such, impact

would be less-than-significant.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Will the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

v

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

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

Be located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, will create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment.

For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or
public use airport, will the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?

For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, will the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?

Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

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

a-d)

9)

Less-than-significant impact. The project proposes to cap the former burn dump with
two feet of soil. Large bulky items such as cars would be removed and taken to either a
landfill, recycled, or left in place. The principal objective of the project is to reduce the
potential for environmental and personal health and safety risks, such as personal
exposure to damaged and dilapidated large glass and metal objects, as well as unstable
slopes and contamination, through the re-grading and capping of the former dump area.
The project would remove an existing hazard to the public. Therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.

The nearest school is located approximately 1.5 miles to the west of the project site.
There would be no impact to schools.

The project site is not located on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 (Envirostar, 2013). As previously mentioned, the
project would remove an existing hazard to the public. Therefore, impacts would be less
than significant.

Less-than-significant impact. The Rohnerville Airport is located within two miles
southwest of the project site. According to the City of Fortuna’s General Plan Update
2030, the project site is outside the airport’s Land Use Compatibility Zone (City, 2010).
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in safety hazards for people residing or
working in the project area.

Less-than-significant impact. The County of Humboldt Sheriff Department’s Office of
Emergency Services (OES) coordinates countywide response to disasters, is responsible
for alerting and notifying appropriate agencies when disaster strikes, coordinates with
responding agencies, ensures mobilization of available resources, develops plans and
procedures for response and recovery, and provides materials to the public. The OES
coordinates evacuation planning in the event of seismic events, tsunamis, slope failure,
floods, storms, fires, and hazardous materials spills. The OES has an Emergency
Operations Plan (EOP) established in the case of emergency.

The proposed project is located approximately seven miles inland and ranges in elevation
from 300 to 500 feet above sea level and is therefore not located within the tsunami
inundation zone and therefore would not experience a tsunami in the event of a strong
earthquake. The proposed project would not impair the implementation of or physically
interfere with emergency evacuation plans or response plans because it would not
obstruct emergency routes or cause changes to existing emergency plans. Furthermore,
there are no operational uses proposed and would not increase the number of people
expose to potential emergencies. It is not anticipate the project would interfere with any
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h)

emergency response plans or evacuation plans and therefore a less-than-significant
impact is anticipated.

Less-than-significant impact. According to the City of Fortuna General Plan Draft
Programmatic EIR dated July 2010, the proposed project is located in the Fire Hazard
Severity Zone in State Responsibility Area identified as “high risk”. However, according
to the Humboldt County Operational Area Hazard Mitigation Plan, the Humboldt County
Fire History map 1908-2004, there has not been a major wildlife in the project area in the
last century (County, 2008). The project proposes construction activities to grade the
project site and place a two-foot soil cap over the existing burn dump. Upon construction,

the proposed soil cap would not involve operational uses that would expose individuals
or structures to wildfires. Therefore impacts would be less than significant related to

exposure to wildland fire hazards.

3.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Will the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a.

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

v

b.

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there will be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells will drop to a level which will not
support existing land uses or planned 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 manner which
will result in substantial erosion or siltation on or

off-site?

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 will result in flooding on or off-
site?

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

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially | With Less Than
Will the project: Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact

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

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area

structures which will impede or redirect flood v
flows?
i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including v
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?
j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? v
DISCUSSION:
a) Less-than-significant impact. The proposed project would not result in an increase in

the discharge of wastewater as there are no operational uses proposed. Therefore, the
project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.
The impact would be less-than-significant.

b) No impact. The project would not increase impervious surfaces or interfere with
groundwater recharge. The project proposes the placement of a two-foot soil cap with the
drainage redirected to the perimeter of the soil cap and down towards Mill Creek to
prevent erosion. There would be no impact.

c-f)  Less-than-significant impact. The proposed project would alter the existing drainage
pattern but would not result in substantial erosion or siltation or flooding (refer to Section
1.5, Project Characteristics, and Figure 3). The proposed project is designed to reduce
erosion of the soil cap and redirect stormwater flows to the perimeter of the soil cap and
down towards Mill Creek. The proposed project also includes installing berms, drainage
ditches, filter fabric/rip-rap, and gabions to redirect and slow the flow of stormwater run-
off. Thus, a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Construction of the proposed project would result in short-term soil-disturbing activities
that could lead to increased erosion during grading and the removal of vegetation.
However, the proposed project would comply with the NPDES requirements for
construction site storm water discharges as the project is greater than one acre in size. A
SWPPP is required to be prepared and implemented under these requirements, which
includes appropriate erosion-control and water quality-control measures be implemented
during site preparation, grading, and construction. The implementation of the SWPPP for
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the proposed project would minimize short-term erosion and related impacts on water
quality would be less than significant.

The project does not propose operational uses and only consists of construction activities
and it is not anticipated that the project would substantially degrade water quality or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Thus a less-than-significant
impact would occur.

g-J) No impact. The project does not propose any operational uses and therefore would
not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area or in an area that would be
inundated in the event of a dam failure. The project site is not located immediately
downstream of a dam, is not located adjacent or directly downstream from lakes which
could cause a seiche, and is located well inland and is not within a County of Humboldt-
designated Tsunami Run-Up Zone (City, 2010b). There would be no impacts.

3.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Will the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Physically divide an established community? v

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of