PLANNING DIVISION
HUMBOLDT COUNTY PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT
3015 H STREET |EUREKA, CA 95501

Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration

1.0

INTRODUCTION

1. Project Title
Glendale Cannabis Facility. Conditional Use Permits and Special Permits: APN 516-111-064; Case Nos.
CUP16-1096, CUP16-1127, SP16-868, SP16-870, SP16-871, and SP16-872; App Nos. 13312, 13319, 13328,
13339, 13346, and 13360.
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Humboldt County Planning & Building Department, 3015 H Street,
Eureka, CA 95501-4484; Phone: (707) 445-7541; Fax (707) 445-7446
3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Caitlin Castellano (707) 445-7541; fax: (707) 268-3792
4. Project Location: The project site is located in Humboldt County in the Fieldbrook area,
approximately 1.5 miles north west of Blue Lake, and access to the site is via Glendale Drive off State
Highway 299. The project is on the property known as 1691 Glendale Drive. The project site is in
Section 13, Township 6 North, Range 1 East, Humboldt Base and Meridian, and the location of the
project site is depicted on the “Aerial Map”, “Topo Map”, and “Zoning Map” in Appendix A (Figures
1-3).
5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:
Applicant
Michael Brosgart
Arielle Brosgart
1815 Seventh Street
Berkeley, CA 94705

Owner
Same as Applicant

Agent
Brittney Crosby
1270 Myrtle Ave. #3
Eureka, CA 95501

6. General Plan Designation: Commercial Services (CS), Airport Federal Aviation Regulation Area
(Transitional); Fieldbrook-Glendale Community Plan Area (CPA); Density: N/A; Slope Stability:
Relatively Stable (0).
7. Zoning: Unclassified (U).
8. Project Site Vicinity History: The project site is comprised of Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN): 516-111064, which is approximately 1.77 acres in size. The site is approximately 1.5 miles northwest of Blue
Lake and is situated approximately 0.25 mile east of the Exit 4 off-ramp for Highway 299.
The project site is entirely paved, and no structures exist on the subject property. The project site was
previously used by a mill for stacking clean lumber. The Framework Plan (General Plan Prior to 2017)
designation that applied to the subject parcel on December 28, 2016, when the application was
submitted, was Community Planning Area (CPA). The comprehensive update of the Humboldt
County General Plan adopted on October 23, 2017 changed the designation of the subject parcel
to Commercial Services (CS). The CS land use designation is intended for heavy commercial uses
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and compatible light industrial uses not serving day to day needs. The current land use designation
is compatible with the uses proposed in the cannabis application.
9. Description of the Project:
The project applicant is applying for two Conditional Use Permits and four Special Permits for a
wholesale nursery, indoor cultivation, processing, volatile manufacturing, non-volatile extraction
manufacturing, and distribution, in accordance with Humboldt County Code Section 314-55.4.8.7. The
proposed project includes the construction of approximately 28,000 square feet (sf) of new buildings,
22,000 sf of driveway and parking areas, and 26,000 sf of new landscaping, which comprises nearly
100 percent of the project site. The project site development plan is depicted on Figure 4, Site Plan,
provided in Appendix A.
The proposed project components are described in detail below.
Wholesale Nursery
The proposed nursery would be 6,710 sf and divided into the following spaces: seed/clone/mother
room, vegetation room, weighing station area, quarantine area, 140 sf of office space, and a
wholesale loading and unloading zone. The nursery would be located on the 1st floor in Building A as
depicted on the site plan.
Below is a detailed outline of the nursery cultivation process:
1) Receive seeds from distribution facility or in-house;
2) Sprout seeds (approximately 1 to 3 weeks);
3) Transplant seedlings for vegetative growth;
4) Take cuttings for clones;
5) Transplant clones for vegetative growth;
6) Prepare for transport/transfer to distribution center.
Indoor Cultivation and Operations
The proposed indoor cultivation would cover 10,000 sf and would be divided into the following
spaces: clone/mother room, vegetation room, bloom room, weighing station area, quarantine area,
storage room, in-take room, and 140 sf of office space. The indoor cultivation facility would be
located on the 2nd floor of Building A as depicted on the site plan.
Below is a detailed outline of the indoor cultivation process:
1) Receive clones from in-house nursery or licensed nursery cultivator;
2) Clones go to indoor cultivation facility to get planted into 3-5 gallon pots (clones veg for 10 days);
3) Clones are flipped into flowering cycle between 8 and 12 weeks (dependent on strain);
4) All cannabis is flushed using hydro-enzymatic techniques in the last 2 weeks of flowering cycle;
5) Plants are harvested and prepared for transfer to the processing facility.
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Processing Operations
The proposed project would include 9,000 sf of processing, which would be divided into three
locations. As depicted on the site plan, Processing Center #1 includes 4,400 sf of processing located
in Building C and would provide 140 sf of office space to be used to administer each processing
division. The remaining 4,600 sf of processing would occur within Processing Centers #2 and #3 in
Building A: Processing Center #2 includes 3,000 sf on the 1st floor and Processing Center #3 includes
1,600 sf on the 2nd floor.
Processing Center #1 would receive materials from two sources:
1. Distribution center: Fresh and dried materials would be transferred to processing where the
materials (now known as 'in-process materials') would be further processed by means other than
extraction or go directly for packaging and labeling. Then, the ‘in-process’ materials would be
transferred back to the distribution facility as finished products.
2. Manufacturing facility: ‘In process’ materials would transfer out of the volatile or non-volatile
manufacturing facilities to processing where the ‘in-process’ materials would be further processed
by means other than extraction or go directly for packaging and labeling. Then, the ‘in-process’
materials would be transferred back to the distribution facility as finished products.
Processing Center #3 would receive materials from the indoor cultivation facility also located on the
2nd floor of Building A. Once harvested, the "fresh" materials would be inspected and transferred to
Processing Center #2 or #3, varying by harvest cycle. Once in processing, "fresh" materials would be
dried, bucked down, trimmed, cured, and then packaged for transfer to the distribution facility
located in Building C. Drying time varies between 5 to 10 days, and the curing process varies
between 5 to 20 days.
Volatile Manufacturing Facility
The volatile manufacturing facility would be 3,120 sf and divided into the following spaces: weighing
station area, quarantine area, and 140 sf of office space. The volatile manufacturing facility would be
located in Building B as depicted on the site plan.
Fresh and dried materials would be securely transferred from the distribution center to the volatile
manufacturing facility where the materials are then identified as 'in-process materials' for inventory as
well as the Track and Trace program.
The process for transferring the materials to the volatile manufacturing facility would include
inspection of the materials by authorized personnel in the distribution center’s secure in-take room.
Inspections include but are not limited to: visual inspection, physical inspection, cross reference of
materials with electronic shipping manifest, and acception or rejection of materials. If accepted
samples are taken and released for transfer, then 'in-process' materials would then be securely
transferred from the distribution center in Building C to the volatile manufacturing facility in Building B.
'In-process' materials would then be checked into volatile manufacturing facility and properly stored
(if not immediately processed). ‘In-process’ material extractions would be conducted in a
closedloop system that is commercially manufactured and bears a permanently affixed and visible
serial number.
Upon completion of volatile extractions, the 'in-process' material would be either transferred or stored.
If further manufacturing is needed, the materials would be transferred to the facility on the 2nd floor of
Building C. If no further processing is required, then materials would be transferred to the facility on the
1st floor of Building C for packaging, labeling, and preparation for transfer to distribution center.
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Non-Volatile Extraction Manufacturing Facility
The proposed non-volatile extraction manufacturing facility would be 4,400 sf and located in Building
C. The facility would be specially built to ensure the safety of the surrounding environment and facility
personnel. Access to Building C would be gained through a secured entrance for authorized
personnel with a laminated ID badge only.
Fresh and dried materials would be securely transferred from the distribution center to the non-volatile
extraction manufacturing facility where the materials would be then identified as 'in-process
materials' for inventory as well as the Track and Trace Program.
The process for transferring the materials to the non-volatile extraction manufacturing facility would
include inspection of the materials by authorized personnel in the distribution center’s secure in-take
room. Inspections include but are not limited to: visual inspection, physical inspection, cross reference
of materials with electronic shipping manifest, and acception or rejection of materials. If accepted
samples are taken and released for transfer, then 'in-process' materials would then be securely
transferred from the distribution center to the non-volatile extraction manufacturing facility.
'In-process' materials would then be checked into non-volatile extractions and properly stored (if not
immediately processed). In-process material extractions would be conducted using either
mechanical or solventless extractions or chemical extractions with non-volatile solvents.
Upon completion of non-volatile extractions, the 'in-process' material would be either transferred or
stored. If further manufacturing is needed, the materials would be transferred to the facility on the 2nd
floor of Building C. If no further processing is required, then materials would be transferred to the
facility on the 1st floor of Building C for packaging, labeling, and preparation for transfer to distribution
center.
Distribution Center
The proposed distribution center would be 2,226 sf and have designated and secured areas for the
in-take of fresh and dried materials, as well as storage for fresh and dried materials and finished
products. The distribution center would be located in Building C as depicted on the site plan.
Activities in the distribution center would involve receiving cannabis products through the in-take
area. The in-take process would involve cross reference to shipping manifest, inspection, sample for
testing, and tagging by authorized personnel. Tagging would be completed in compliance with the
Humboldt County Track and Trace Program and monitored through real time radio-frequency
identification (RFID) monitoring technology. Tagged fresh and raw materials would then be moved
into storage until released for distribution to a licensed processing/manufacturing facility to be
converted into a finished froduct. Finished products would be stored appropriately until released for
shipping to a dispensary.
The Glendale Cannabis Facility will adhere to all Local and State Laws and Regulations of the Track
and Trace Program in place for each project component, from cultivation to sale.
Water Use and Storage
The projected water use is based on a) personnel usage for restrooms, hand washing sinks, and water
fountains, b) sanitary stations for cleaning equipment, utensils, and storage/transfer containers, and c)
cannabis activity water use for all proposed project operations. The proposed project would use
approximately 42,340 gallons of water per month.
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The water for the project site is provided by Fieldbrook-Glendale Community Services District via a 6inch water main. Water used for indoor cultivation is stored in two 1,000-gallon holding tanks for
dechlorinization and secondary reverse osmosis treatment.
An additional 8,400 gallons of water would be needed per month for landscape irrigation; however,
the project applicant proposes to reuse clean spent cultivation irrigation water for landscape
irrigation. Waste water from organic indoor cultivation would be drained into a 1,000-gallon holding
tank and used for landscape irrigation. Waste water collected from floor drains in cleaning areas
would be drained into a 1,000-gallon holding tank and sent to the on-site water treatment system
before reuse or transfer to the sewer system.
Employees and Schedule of Operations
At peak operation, the estimated maximum number of staff on-site would be 22 employees.
The following table summarizes the square footage and staffing for each of the proposed uses:
Table 1. Summary of Staffing for Proposed Uses

Proposed Use
Indoor Cultivation
Volatile Manufacturing Facility
Non-volatile Extraction Manufacturing Facility
Distribution Center
Processing Facility
Wholesale Nursery
Total

sf
10,000
3,120
4,400
2,226
9,000
6,710
35,456

Employees
3
3
4
3
5
4
22

Hours of operation are Monday through Saturday, 7:00 am to 7:00 pm.
Access/Parking
The project site is currently accessed directly off Glendale Drive via an existing driveway on the
adjacent parcel to the west (APN 516-111-066). In accordance with the Department of Public Works’
standards, the project applicant would be required to construct two 24-foot-wide commercial
driveways that meet County Urban Driveway No. 1 standards.
The project would provide twenty-one parking spaces along the eastern side of buildings B and C
(including two ADA-compliant accessible spaces), six parking spaces along the western side of
buildings B and C, and fifteen parking spaces between buildings A and B. Total off-street parking
provided would be 42 spaces.
Storm water Management
The project site is flat and completely paved. Approximately 33 percent of the project site would be
landscaped with designated composting areas, trees, grass, and storm water capture basins. The
roofing of the proposed buildings would include gutters and channels designed to disperse rain run
off into the proposed storm water capture basins to slow down and naturally filter runoff.
Watershed and Habitat Protection
There are no naturally-occurring aquatic resources, streamside management areas (SMAs), or
sensitive habitat areas on or adjacent to the project site. Hall Creek is approximately 700 feet south of
the project site with light industrial and vacant lands between the project site and the SMA for the
creek. The property is in the Mill Creek-Mad River Hydrologic Unit (HUC-12) and the Mad River
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Planning Watershed. The perimeter of the project site would be fully fenced to discourage wildlife
from entering the project site.
On-site Water Treatment Facility
The proposed project includes a supplemental water treatment system for personnel and industry
waste water used by cannabis processing and manufacturing activities on site. The proposed facility
would be approximately 1,066 sf and would be situated in the southwest corner of Building C. The
proposed onsite water treatment system would treat approximately 800 gallons of waste water per
hour and is designed to remove hydrocarbons and solids so that water may be reused for
landscaping irrigation or transfered to the sewer system. If approval for this facility is not obtained from
the Regional Water Board, or applicable regulatory agency, then wastewater will be taken off-site to
a licensed disposal facility approved by the Division of Environmental Health.
Hazardous Materials and Waste
The proposed cultivation would utilize a hydroponic soil-less growing medium. The medium would
consist primarily of cococoir (coconut husk), perlite, and liquid and top dressed amendments. Top
dressed amendments include liquid teas from locally sourced bacteria with kelp, molasses, and teas
added. Adding teas to the soil mixture makes the medium naturally act as fertilizer and pesticide.
All pesticides, fertilizers and/or soil amendments would be stored on site separately from Hazardous/Toxic materials, each in a properly constructed and maintained storage room that would protect
personnel and the environment.
The proposed project includes volatile extraction operations. Solvents used in extraction would include food grade ethanol, hexane, carbon dioxide, and butane. All chemical extractions using volatile solvents would be conducted in a closed loop extraction system that was commercially manufactured for that purpose.
Odors
Ventilation and control equipment would be installed to control dust, odor, and vapors that would
prevent or reduce cross contact or contamination of cannabis produces, cannabis product packaging materials, and cannabis product contact surfaces. Additionally, rubbish disposal would be conveyed, stored, and/or disposed of to minimize the development of odor, deflect attraction of pests,
and protect against cross contamination of any cannabis products.
Electrical Service
Electricity on the property is supplied by Pacific Gas and Electric (PGE). The project applicant
proposes to install solar panels on all available roof top space for each proposed building. The exact
square footage is currently unknown but will be determined when final building plans have been
developed. If the renewable energy from the solar panels does not provide enough energy to cover
the entirety of the proposed project’s energy usage, the project applicant will set up an account with
a carbon offset company (like TerraPass) and purchase the remaining amount needed.
10. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting
The project site is in a mixed use area in the community of Glendale in western Humboldt County,
approximately 1.5 miles northwest of Blue Lake. Properties to the north and east of the project site are
large-lot, single-family residential, and lands south and west of the project site are in
commercial/industrial uses. Elevations range from approximately 98 feet above mean sea level (amsl)
to approximately 105 feet amsl. The project site’s relative slope stability is rated 0 (relatively stable).
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The Humboldt County General Plan, adopted October 23, 2017 (2017 General Plan), designates the
project area as “Commercial Services” (CS). The CS designation provides for heavy commercial uses
and compatible light industrial uses not serving day to day needs. Full range of urbans services
required (i.e., good access, public sewer and water, electricity, fire protection, and waste disposal).
The parcel is zoned as “Unclassified” (U), and principal permitted uses of U include one-family
dwelling, general agriculture, rooming and boarding of not more than two (2) persons, and
manufactured home. All other uses not specified in principal permitted uses may be permitted upon
the granting of a Use Permit.
The project site and surrounding areas are not located in any hazardous areas including the 100-year
flood zone mapped by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) or Alquist-Priolo Fault
Zone. No schools, school bus stops, places of worship, public parks, or tribal cultural resources are
located within six hundred (600) feet of the project site.
11. Other Public Agencies whose Approval is Required: (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation
agreement.)
The proposed cultiavtion, nursery and processing facility will require a license is required from
California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) CalCannabis Cultivation Licensing. The
proposed volatile extraction manufacturing facility and non-volatile extraction manufacturing facility
will require a license from the California Department of Public Health Manufactured Cannabis Safety
Branch (MBC).The proposed distribution center will require a license from the Bureau of Cannabis
Control California (Bureau). The applicant will need written verification from California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) that a lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement is not needed.
Locally, permits from the Humboldt County Building Division are required for all proposed buildings.
The project applicant must also obtain an encroachment permit from the Humboldt County
Department of Public Works for the construction of a portland cement concrete (PCC) Caltrans Type
A2-6 curb and gutter with a curb adjacent a 6-foot-wide sidewalk along Glendale Drive fronting the
subject property (approximately 207 feet). Due to the need for curb grade and line for this project, a
sidewalk survey will be required by a licensed land surveyor or registered civil engineer for approval
by the Department of Public Works prior to the start of any concrete form work. The applicant shall
also construct two commercial driveways that meet County Urban Driveway No. 1 standards.
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2.0

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

 Aesthetics

 Agriculture Resources

 Air Quality

 Biological Resources

 Cultural Resources

 Energy

 Geology / Soils

 Greenhouse Gases
Emissions

 Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

 Hydrology / Water Quality

 Land Use / Planning

 Mineral Resources

 Noise

 Population / Housing

 Public Services

 Recreation

 Transportation

 Tribal Cultural Resources

 Utilities/Service Systems

 Wildfire

 Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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3.0

DETERMINATION: (TO BE COMPLETED BY THE LEAD AGENCY)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:
 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 the 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.

Signature

Cliff Johnson

Date

Humboldt County Planning & Building Department

Printed name

For
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4.0

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1) 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).
2) All answers must 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.
3) 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.
4) “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 Section
21, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced).
5) 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 Addresses. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the
scope of and adequately analyze in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.
c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures 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 plan, 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 sources that have been used
and individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8)

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 significant.
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5.0 CHECKLIST, DISCUSSION OF CHECKLIST RESPONSES, PROPOSED
MITIGATION
5.1

AESTHETICS

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section
21099, would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?









b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?









c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those that are









d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?









experienced from publicly accessible vantage
point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would
the project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

Setting:
Humboldt County is an area of diverse visual character. The project site is in a mixed use area in the
community of Glendale in the western portion of the County. The surrounding project area features low
density residential, commercial, and light industrial uses. Properties to the north and east of the project
site are large-lot, single-family residential uses, and lands south and west of the project site are in
commercial/industrial uses.
The proposed project is consistent with the surrounding area. The project site is entirely paved, and no
structures exist at the subject property as the site was formerly used by a mill for stacking clean lumber.
The project site is located on Glendale Drive, which is accessed directly from Highway 299. Part 3,
Chapter 10.7 of the 2017 General Plan states that, although there are no “officially designated” scenic
highways in Humboldt County, State Route 299 from from Arcata to Willow Creek could be eligible for
official designation. The 2017 General Plan defines a scenic highway as one that, in addition to its
transportation function, provides opportunities for the enjoyment of natural or scenic resources. The 2017
General Plan states that “[s]cenic highways direct views to areas of exceptional beauty, natural
resources or landmarks, or historic or cultural interest.” 1 The property is not visible from SR 299.

1

Humboldt County General Plan, page 10-46.
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Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project will not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. No impact.
Discussion: A scenic vista is defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highlyvalued landscape (such as an area with remarkable scenery or a resource that is indigenous to
the area) for the benefit of the general public. There are no features on the project site commonly
associated with scenic vistas (peaks, overlooks, ridgelines, etc.). There are no designated scenic
vistas in the area. No impact would occur.

b)

Finding: The project will not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. No impact.
Discussion: According to the California Scenic Highway Mapping System 2, there are no
designated state scenic highways in the project vicinity. SR 299 is listed as an “Eligible State Scenic
Highway,” however, the project site does not contain any landmark trees, rock outcroppings, or
buildings of historical significance and is not visible from the highway. Therefore, no impact would
occur.

c)

Finding: The project, located in an urbanized area, would not conflict with applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic quality. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: Sensitive viewer groups typically include residents, recreationists, and motorists.
Properties adjacent to the project site feature low density residential and light industrial uses. The
proposed project would construct one- and two-story buildings on a property zoned
“Unclassified” (U). Principal permitted uses of U include one-family dwelling, general agriculture,
rooming and boarding of not more than two (2) persons, and manufactured home. The proposed
buildings would be consistent with existing commercial/industrial uses on the properties to the
south and west of the project site. The proposed project would not substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. The project would install 26,000
square feet of landscaping, which would constitute approximately 33 percent of the site. While
the proposed project would result in a change in visual character on-site, the proposed land use is
consistent with the overall characteristic of the area. Potential impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation would be necessary.

d)

Finding: The project will not create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: Any new lighting associated with the development of the proposed project would be
subject to Humboldt County standard practices regarding night lighting that would be made a
condition of approval of the Conditional Use Permit and Special Permit. The proposed project
components would comply with design standards outlined in the Humboldt County Code. The
exterior of the proposed buildings would not be made of reflective materials that would introduce
a new source of glare, and existing County standards would limit light spillover and intensity.
Therefore, impacts would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is necessary.

Findings:
a) The project will not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista: No impact.
b) The project will not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway: No impact.

2

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/; accessed December 11, 2018
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c) The project, located in an urbanized area, would not conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality: Less than significant impact.
d) The project will not create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area: Less than significant impact.
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5.2

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES
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?









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 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?









e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?









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 the forest
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:

Setting:
As previously mentioned, the project site is designated “Commercial Services” (CS) in the 2017
Humboldt County General Plan and is zoned Unclassified (U). The project site is fully paved and is not
used for agriculture.
The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) of the California Resources Agency has not
yet mapped farmland in Humboldt County 3. According to the Humboldt County Web GIS mapping,
the project site does not contain prime agricultural soils.

3

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/; accessed October 10, 2018
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As a means of agricultural land preservation, the State Legislature enacted the California Land
Conservation Act of 1965 commonly called the “Williamson Act.” Under the Act, property owners may
enter into contracts with the County to keep their lands in agricultural production for a minimum of
10 years, in exchange for property tax relief. Lands covered by Williamson Act contracts are assessed
based on their agricultural value instead of their potential market value under non-agricultural uses
and are known as “Agricultural Preserves.” According to Humboldt County Web GIS mapping, there is
no Williamson Act contract for the project site.
The Z’berg-Warren-Keene-Collier Forest Taxation Reform Action 1979 requires counties to provide for
the zoning of land used for growing and harvesting timber as timberland preserve. The project site is
not zoned for timber harvest, and there are no commercial timber tree species on the project site.
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project would not 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. No
impact.
Discussion: As previously mentioned, Humboldt County is not included in the FMMP and prime
agricultural soils have not been identified in the project site. Additionally, the proposed project
site is completely paved. Therefore, no impact would occur.

b)

Finding: The project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract. No impact.
Discussion: The project site is zoned Unclassified (U). According to Humboldt County Web GIS
mapping, there is no Williamson Act contract applicable to the project site. The proposed
project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract.
No impact would occur.

c)

Finding: The project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)) or timberland (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 4526). No impact.
Discussion: There is no forest land or timberland on the project site. No impact would occur.

d)

Finding: The project would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest use. No impact.
Discussion: There is no forest land or timberland on the project site. The proposed project would
not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact
would occur.

e)

Finding: The project would not involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact.
Discussion: The project site is surrounded by industrial/commercial development and low
density residential. Therefore, the project would not lead to the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use or forest land to non-forest use in the surrounding project area. No impact
would occur.

Findings:

15

a)

The project would not 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: No impact.

b)

The project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract: No impact.

c)

The project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)) or timberland (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 4526): No impact.

d)

The project would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use: No impact.

e)

The project would not involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use. No impact.
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5.3

AIR QUALITY
Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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









b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard?









c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?









d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?









Where available, the significance criteria established by
the applicable air quality management district or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the project:

Setting:
The project site is in Humboldt County, which lies within the North Coast Air Basin (NCAB). The NCAB
extends for 250 miles from Sonoma County in the south to the Oregon border. The climate of NCAB is
influenced by two major topographic units: the Klamath Mountains and the Coast Range provinces.
The climate is moderate with the predominant weather factor being moist air masses from the ocean.
Average annual rainfall in the area is approximately 50 to 60 inches with the majority falling between
October and April. Predominant wind direction is from the northwest during summer months and from
the southwest during winter storm events.
Project activities are subject to the authority of the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District
(NCUAQMD) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB). NCUAQMD is listed as "attainment" or
"unclassified" for all the federal and state ambient air quality standards except for the state 24-hour
particulate (PM 10 ) standard, which relates to concentrations of suspended airborne particles that are
10 micrometers or less in size.
In determining whether a project has potentially significant air quality impact on the environment,
agencies often apply their local air district’s thresholds of significance to project impacts in the review
process. The District has not formally adopted specific significance thresholds, but rather utilizes the
Best Available Control Technology (BACT) emissions rates for stationary sources as defined and listed in
the NCUAQMD Rule and Regulations, Rule 110 – New Source Review (NSR) and Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD), Section 5.1 – BACT (pages 8-9) 4.
Sensitive receptors near the project site primarily include low density residences; the nearest of which
are approximately 10 feet north of the property line and 30 feet east of the property line.
Analysis:
a)

4

Finding: The project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan. No impact.

www.ncuaqmd.org ; accessed December 11, 2018
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Discussion: A potentially significant impact to air quality would occur if the project would
conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the applicable air quality management or
attainment plan. Therefore, it is necessary to assess the project’s consistency with these plans.
The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) requires the NCUAQMD to achieve and maintain state
ambient air quality standards for PM 10 by the earliest practicable date. The NCUAQMD
prepared the Particulate Matter Attainment Plan, Draft Report, in May 1995. This report includes
a description of the planning area (North Coast Unified Air District), an emissions inventory,
general attainment goals, and a listing of cost-effective control strategies. The NCUAQMD’s
attainment plan established goals to reduce PM 10 emissions and eliminate the number of days
in which standards are exceeded. The plan includes three areas of recommended control
strategies to meet these goals: (1) transportation, (2) land use and (3) burning. Control
measures for these areas are included in the Attainment Plan. The project design incorporates
control measures identified in the PM 10 Attainment Plan appropriate to this type of project, such
as:
1) The project would be located in the Fieldbrook area. By locating the project on a site in an
urban/developed area, and combining cultivation, processing, and manufacturing
activities on the same property, vehicle miles traveled would be reduced and would result
in less associated vehicular exhaust emissions generated when compared with cannabis
operations located in the more rural areas of Humboldt County.
2) The site is accessed by paved roads which would result in less fine particulate matter (PM 10 )
generated when compared with traffic on unpaved rural roads.
3) The project involves a commercial cannabis cultivation, processing, manufacturing, and
distribution operation. The Humboldt County General Plan designates the project area as
“Commercial Services” (CS). The CS designation provides for heavy commercial uses and
compatible light industrial uses not serving day to day needs. Particulate emissions from the
proposed project would be appropriate for its General Plan Designation.
4) The proposed project’s cannabis operation does not include any burning and would not
employ wood stoves for heat.
The proposed project would not obstruct implementation of the NCUAQMD Attainment Plan for
PM 10 . No impacts would occur.
b)

Finding: The project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard. Less than Significant Impact.
Discussion: By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. No single project is
sufficient in size to, by itself, result in nonattainment of ambient air quality standards in a region.
Instead, a project’s individual criteria pollutant and precursor emissions contribute to existing
cumulatively significant adverse air quality impacts in the region.
The NCUAQMD is currently listed as being in “attainment” or is “unclassified” for all Federal
health protective standards for air pollution (ambient air quality standards). However, under
State ambient air quality standards, the air district has been designated “nonattainment” for
particulate matter less than ten microns in size (PM 10 ) 5.
The NCUAQMD has advised that, generally, an activity that individually complies with the State
and local standards for air quality emissions will not result in a cumulatively considerable

5

http://www.ncuaqmd.org/index.php?page=northcoast.airbasin ; accessed Deceber 11, 2018
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increase in the countywide PM 10 air quality violation. In general, construction activities that last
for less than one year, and use standard quantities and types of construction equipment, are
not required to be quantified and are assumed to have a less than significant impact 6. The
project will comply with all NCUAQMD regulations and rules, and the construction would last
less than one year. Therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.
Air quality standards within the NCUAQMD 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 proposed project involves the construction and operation of a commercial cannabis
cultivation, processing, manufacturing, and distribution operation. No activities resulting in
visible emissions, including intentional fire/burn, would be associated with the project.
Air quality impacts can be divided into two phases for a project: construction and operation.
Mobile sources of emissions include equipment used during short-term construction and
vehicle/truck traffic and light-duty equipment from long-term operation. According to
NCUAQMD Rule 102, the Air District does not currently require permits for the operation of
heavy equipment used for construction (except pavement burners) or agricultural operations 7.
There are no “target” air quality standards/limits in this area; however, heavy equipment is
generally subject to off-road equipment emission standards from the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) and exceeding those standards may constitute a “nuisance” condition and can
be mitigated by proper equipment maintenance.
The project proposes to construct three buildings totaling 28,000 sf, 22,000 sf of driveway and
parking areas, and 26,000 sf of new landscaping, which comprises nearly 100 percent of the
project site. The proposed project would be constructed in less than a year. Emissions from
construction equipment would occur for a limited period and the equipment would be
maintained to meet current emissions standards as required by the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) and the NCUAQMD. As described in Section 5.16 – Transportation/Traffic, vehicle
trips generated during operation of the project would include daily round trips for each of the
22 staff, plus round trips by vendors, distributors, and processing deliveries. The operations plan
has estimated that, on average, approximately 60 vehicle trips would occur per day. While the
44 trips per day would occur regularly, 22 in/22 out for workers, the remaining 16 vehicle trips
would be distributed throughout the facility’s operating hours (Monday through Saturday, 7:00
a.m. to 7:00 p.m.).
Stationary sources of emissions from the project would include the heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) and filter systems for air conditioning, odor reduction, manufacturing,
extraction, and heating. According to NCUAQMD Rule 102, the Air District does not require
permits for HVAC systems 8.

http://www.ncuaqmd.org/index.php?page=aqplanning.ceqa ; accessed May 8, 2018
http://www.ncuaqmd.org/index.php?page=rules.regulations ; accessed December 11, 2018
8 http://www.ncuaqmd.org/index.php?page=aqplanning.ceqa ; accessed December 11, 2018
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7

The project has the potential to generate particulate matter (dust) during construction
activities. All activities at the project site are required to meet NCUAQMD Air Quality standards,
including Regulation 1, which prohibits nuisance dust generation and is enforceable by the
District (NCUAQMD, 2015). Rule 104 states that:
1. No person shall allow handling, transporting, or open storage of materials in such a
manner which allows or may allow unnecessary amounts of particulate matter to
become airborne
2. Reasonable precautions shall be taken to prevent particulate matter from becoming
airborne, including, but not limited to, the following provisions:
a. Covering open bodied trucks when used for transporting materials likely to give
rise to airborne dust.
b. Installation and use of hoods, fans, and fabric filters to enclose and vent the
handling of dusty materials. Containment methods can be employed during
sandblasting and other similar operations.
c. Conduct agricultural practices in such a manner as to minimize the creation of
airborne dust.
d. The use of water or chemicals for control of dust in the demolition of existing
buildings or structures, construction operations, the grading of roads or the
clearing of land.
e. The application of asphalt, oil, water or suitable chemicals on dirt roads,
materials stockpiles, and other surfaces which can give rise to airborne dusts.
f.

The paving of roadways and their maintenance in a clean condition.

g. 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.
The proposed project would comply with NCUAQMD regulations, thus potential impacts would
be minimal.
As a condition of project approval, two 24-foot-wide commercial driveways would be
constructed to access the project site from Glendale Drive; therefore, vehicles accessing the
project site during construction and operation would not generate dust. Plants produced in the
proposed cultivation areas would be processed on-site, and extraction and manufacturing
would also occur on-site, eliminating the need for transportation of material to off-site facilities.
Carbon monoxide (CO) hot spots are typically associated with idling vehicles at extremely busy
intersections (i.e. intersection with an excess of 100,000 vehicle trips per day). There are no
projected CO hot spot intersections in Humboldt County or in the general project area which
exceed the 100,000 vehicles per day threshold typically associated with CO hot spots. In
addition, the North Coast Air Basin is currently in attainment for carbon monoxide (CO). As
such, project related vehicular emissions would not create a hot spot nor contribute to an
existing one.
The project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard.
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c)

Finding: The project will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Less Than Significant Impact.
Discussion: Sensitive receptors (e.g. children, senior citizens, and acutely or chronically ill
people) are more susceptible to the effect of air pollution than the general population. Land
uses that are considered sensitive receptors typically include residences, schools, parks,
childcare centers, hospitals, convalescent homes, and retirement homes. Sensitive receptors
near the project site primarily include low density residences the nearest of which are
approximately 10 feet north of the property line and 30 feet east of the property line.
As indicated by the air quality impact analysis under subsection b), the proposed project would
not produce significant quantities of criteria pollutants (e.g. PM 10 ) during short-term
construction activities or long-term operation. In addition, the proposed project would not
create a carbon monoxide (CO) hot spot.
Cultivation operations involving application of dry or wet chemicals such as pesticides would
be conducted inside the proposed buildings and therefore not susceptible to wind dispersal to
sensitive receptors. Extraction and manufacturing operations would take place inside buildings
and would employ commercial equipment designed for cannabis extraction and
manufacturing that use closed-loop processes for volatile solvents. Extraction and
manufacturing equipment would be installed according to manufacturers’ specifications for
ventilation and filtration of exhaust. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Impacts would be less than significant, and
no mitigation would be necessary.

d)

Finding: The project will not result in other emissions (such as those leasing to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of people. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: During long-term operation of the project, there is potential to impact air quality
due to odors that would be generated by the proposed cultivation, processing, extraction, and
manufacturing activities. Sensitive receptors near the project site are limited to two residences.
Odors during the construction phase would conist primarily of diesel truck fumes; however,
these impacts would be temporary and less than significant. During project operation, the
project applicant would be required to install odor control filtration systems on the processing,
extraction, manufacturing, and cultivation buildings. The proposed project would not result in
other emissions (such as those leading to odors) affecting a substantial number of people.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary.

Findings:
a) The project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan: No
impact.
b) The project will not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard: Less than significant impact.
c) The project will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations Less than
significant impact.
d) The project will not result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people: Less than significant impact.
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5.4

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

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 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 regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service?









c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (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)









Would the project:

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

Setting:
The project site is fully paved and was previously used by a mill for stacking clean lumber. Properties to
the north and east of the project site are large-lot, single-family residential uses, and lands south and
west of the project site are in commercial/industrial uses. Elevations range from approximately 98 feet
amsl to approximately 105 feet amsl. The project site is flat and has a relative slope stability rating of 0
(relatively stable). The project site does not support any trees, and no structures exist at the subject
property. Additionally, there are no streams, wetlands, or natural water bodies on the site.
Regionally Occurring Special Status Species:
The following lists of special-status species known to occur and/or having the potential to occur in the
project region were reviewed (Appendix B): USFWS list of federally protected species with the potential
to be affected by the project; California Native Plant Society (CNPS) list of special-status plants with
reported occurrences on the “Arcata North, CA” quad; California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)
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list of special-status species reported within a one-mile radius. The CNDDB database is maintained by
CDFW. The locations of CNDDB records of special-status species relative to the project site are shown
on the “CDFW Resource Maps” in Appendix A, Figure 5.
Special Status Plants
The USFWS reported three species listed as endangered and having potential to be affected by the
project: beach layia (Layia carnosa), Menzies’ wallflower (Erysimum menziesii), and western lily (Lilium
occidentale). Beach layia and Menzies’ wallflower grow on sandy coastal dunes and bluffs; western lily
grows in bogs and coastal scrub where soils are heavy and poorly drained. The project site does not
contain suitable habitat for any of these species, and there is no potential for them to occur in the site.
The CNPS and CNDDB database queries returned three species with California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR)
of 1B (rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere) or 2B (rare, threatened, or
endangered in California but more common elsewhere). Of these three species, two have been
previously discussed: beach layia (Layia carnosa) and western lily (Lilium occidentale). The remaining
species, cylindrical trichodon (Trichodon cylindricus), is found in broadleafed upland forests, meadows
and seeps, and upper montane coniferous forests. None of these habitats are found on the project
site, and the potential for this species to occur is minimal.
Special Status Animals
The CNDDB list of special-status species and USFWS list of federally protected species with potential to
be affected by the project identified three species of fish; two species of amphibian; and six species of
bird. Seven of these species have been reported within one mile of the project site: coastal cutthroat
trout ( Oncorhynchus clarkii clarkii), eulachon (Thaleichthys pacificus), foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana
boylii), northern red-legged frog (Rana aurora), great blue heron ( Ardea herodias), northern spotted
owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), and bank swallow (Riparia riparia).
Foothill yellow-legged frog, northern red-legged frog, eulachon, and coast cutthroat trout occurrences
were reported in Hall Creek; bank swallow occurrence was reported near the Mad River, northwest of
the project site; an abandoned northern spotted owl activity center was reported north of Glendale;
and great blue heron was reported south of State Route 299.
The project site includes no suitable habitat for the special-status fish species reported in the database
queries or for foothill yellow-legged frog; these species inhabit rivers and streams. The special-status
bird species reported in the database queries include marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus)
and northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), which inhabit old-growth and similar forests,
yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), which inhabits dense riparian scrub and woodland, and
western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus), which nests on sandy beaches, coastal
playas, and alkali flats. None of these habitats are present in the project site. Bank swallows nest in
large colonies on sandy, vertical cut-banks along rivers; great blue heron nest in large colonies in trees
20 to 60 feet above ground, generally near water. There is no suitable habitat for these species in the
project site.
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project will not 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
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: There is low potential for several regionally-occurring special-status plant and animal
species to occur in the project site and be affected by the proposed project. Queries of the
USFWS, CNDDB, and CNPS databases identified three special-status plant species and eleven
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special-status animal species known to occur or have occurred in the project vicinity. However,
there is no suitable habitat on the project site, as it is entirely paved and contains no rivers,
streams, or trees. Additionally, the perimeter of the project site would be fully fenced to
discourage wildlife from entering the project site.
b)

Finding: The project will not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by
the CDFW or USFWS. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: The project site includes no sensitive habitats. The proposed project would not result
in the removal of riparian habitat, nor would it result in direct or indirect impacts to aquatic
habitats. The site is completely paved, and there are no streams, wetlands, or natural water
bodies on the site; Hall Creek is approximately 700 feet south of the project site with light
industrial and vacant lands between the project site and SMA for the creek.
There are no wells on the property. The water source for the project site is provided by
Fieldbrook-Glendale Community Services District via a 6-inch water main. Water used for indoor
cultivation is stored in two 1,000-gallon holding tanks for dechlorinization and secondary reverse
osmosis treatment. Therefore, potential impacts to sensitive communities would be less than
significant.

c)

Finding: The project will not have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. No impact.
Discussion: The site is completely paved, and there are no streams, wetlands, or natural water
bodies on the site. Therefore, there are no federally protected wetlands in the project site.

d)

Finding: The project will not 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. No impact.
Discussion: The project site is completely paved and fenced; there is no aquatic habitat on the
property suitable for passage by fish, and it does not provide areas for wildlife movement. The
project site is in a developed, mixed use area in the community of Glendale in western
Humboldt County, approximately 1.5 miles northwest of Blue Lake. Properties to the north and
east of the project site are large-lot, single-family residential uses, and lands south and west of
the project site are in commercial/industrial uses. Except for the properties in the communities
of Blue Lake, Glendale and Essex, nearby lands are undeveloped agricultural and timber
production zones and provide extensive areas for wildlife movement.
The project site does not currently function as a wildlife movement corridor; therefore, the
proposed project would not 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)

Finding: The project will not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. No impact.
Discussion: In addition to the general biological resources policies in the 2017 General Plan, the
County maintains Streamside Management Areas (SMAs) to protect sensitive fish and wildlife
habitats and to minimize erosion, runoff, and other conditions detrimental to water quality. The
SMA extends 50-100 feet to both sides of any stream, depending on the location (inside or
outside of an urban area) and the nature of the stream (perennial or seasonal), and may
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extend up to 200 feet to include riparian vegetation. There are no streams or trees on the
project site.
f)

Finding: The project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan. No impact.
Discussion: According to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Environmental Conservation Online
System (ECOS), the project site is not located within the boundaries of a Habitat Conservation
Plan (HCP)(USFWS, 2018). Habitat Conservation Plans in Humboldt County include the following:
1) Green Diamond Resource Company California Timberlands & Northern Spotted Owl
(formerly Simpson Timber Company); 2) Humboldt Redwood Company (formerly Pacific
Lumber, Headwaters); and 3) Regli Estates. These HCPs primarily apply to forest lands in the
County.
According to the CDFW website, the project site is not located in the boundaries of a Natural
Community Conservation Plan. The conservation plans for Humboldt County listed on California
Regional Conservation Plans Map on the CDFW website include the Green Diamond and
Humboldt Redwoods Company Habitat Conservation Plans.
The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources or conflict with the provisions of an adopted HCP, Natural Community Plan, or other
approved plan applicable to the project area.

Findings:
a) The project will not 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 Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service: Less than significant impact.
b) The project will not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Less than significant impact.
c) The project will not have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means: No impact.
d) The project will not 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: No impact.
e) The project will not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance: No impact.
f) The project will not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.
No Impact.
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5.5

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to in
§15064.5?









b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to §15064.5?









c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of dedicated cemeteries?









Would the project:

Setting:
The project area is within the ethnographic territory of the Bear River, Blue Lake Rancheria, and Wiyot
Tribes. As part of the commercial cannabis application review process, representatives of the Bear
River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria and Wiyot Tribe were sent referrals requesting comments on
the proposed project on March 1, 2018. A referral was also sent to representatives of the Blue Lake
Rancheria on August 21, 2018. A referral requesting comments on the proposed project was sent to the
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) on March 1, 2018.
NWIC responded on March 16, 2018, stating that search of records revealed no previous cultural
investigations have been conducted at the project site. On February 6, 2019 the Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer (THPO) of Blue Lake Rancheria and the THPO of the Wiyot Tribe responded,
recommending no further cultural resources investigations due to the extensive ground disturbance
from prior industrial development; however, they did request inadvertent discovery protocol be
incorporated into the CEQA document. The Bear River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria has not yet
issued a response.
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in §15064.5. Less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
Discussion: Although no historic-age resources were found during the records search or tribal
coordination, there is always the possibility that previously unknown historic resources exist
below ground surface. There is the potential for subsurface excavation activities to uncover
previously unknown subsurface archaeological resources. Implementation of standard cultural
resource construction mitigation regarding inadvertent discovery would reduce potential
impacts to a level of less than significant.

b)

Finding: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5. Less than significant with mitigation
incorporated.
Discussion: Due to the extensive ground disturbance from prior industrial development, it is
unlikely that the site would contain archaeological resources and the THPO of Blue Lake
Rancheria and the THPO of the Wiyot Tribe have not expressed concerns. However, there is the
potential for subsurface excavation activities to uncover previously unknown subsurface
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archaeological resources. Implementation of standard cultural resource construction mitigation
regarding inadvertent discoveries would reduce potential impacts to a level of less than
significant.
c)

Finding: The project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries. Less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
As indicated in the responses from NWIC, the Wiyot Tribe and the Blue Lake Rancheria, there
are no known human remains on the project site. Implementation of standard cultural resource
construction mitigation regarding inadvertent discoveries would reduce potential impacts to a
level of less than significant.

Mitigation:
CUL-1 Inadvertent Discoveries of Cultural Resources and Human Remains.
If cultural or Tribal Cultural resources, such as lithic materials or ground stone, historic debris,
building foundations, or bone are discovered during ground-disturbance activities, work shall
be stopped within 20 meters (66 feet) of the discovery, per the requirements of CEQA (January
1999 Revised Guidelines, Title 14 CCR 15064.5 (f)). Work near the archaeological finds shall not
resume until a professional archaeologist, who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
and Guidelines, as well as the appropriate Tribal Historic Preservation Officer(s), has evaluated
the materials and offered recommendation for further action, and in consultation with the
applicant and lead agency, develop a treatment plan in any instance where significant
impacts cannot be avoided.
Prehistoric materials which could be encountered include: obsidian and chert debitage or
formal tools, grinding implements (e.g., pestles, handstones, bowl mortars, slabs), locally
darkened midden, deposits of shell, faunal remains, and human burials. Historic materials which
could be encountered include: ceramics/pottery, glass, metals, can and bottle dumps, cut
bone, barbed wire fences, building pads, structures, trails/roads, etc.
In the event that paleontological resources are discovered, work shall be stopped within 20
meters of the discovery and a qualified paleontologist shall be notified. The paleontologist shall
document the discovery as needed, evaluate the potential resource, and assess the
significance of the find under the criteria set forth in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. If
fossilized materials are discovered 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 agency to determine procedures
that would be followed before construction is allowed to resume at the location of the find.
If human remains are discovered during project construction, work would stop at the discovery
location, within 20 meters (66 feet), and any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie
adjacent to human remains (Public Resources Code, Section 7050.5). The Humboldt County
coroner would be contacted to determine if the cause of death must be investigated. If the
coroner determines that the remains are of Native American origin, 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). The coroner would contact the
NAHC. The descendants or most likely descendants of the deceased would be contacted, and
work would not resume until they have made a recommendation to the landowner or the
person responsible for the excavation work for means of treatment and disposition, with
appropriate dignity, of the human remains and any associated grave goods, as provided in
Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98.
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Findings:
a) The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5: Less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
b) The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5: Less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
c) The project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries: Less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
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5.6 ENERGY
Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?









b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency?









Would the project:

Setting:
In 2003, the California Public Utilities Commission, the California Energy Commission, and the California
Power Authority adopted an Energy Action Plan to meet California’s electricity and natural gas needs.
The plan was revised and updated in 2005 and again in 2008. The primary objectives of the plan are to
invest in energy efficiency, renewable resources, and a clean conventional electricity supply. Senate
Bill (SB) 100, passed in 2018, sets in place a goal for to produce 50 percent renewable energy by 2026,
60 percent renewable energy by 2030, and 100 percent renewable energy by 2045 within the
California electricity grid. As of 2017, renewable energy sources, including biomass, geothermal,
hydrologic, solar, and wind, accounted for 29 percent of California’s power mix (CEC 2019).
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project would not result in potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation. Less than significant.
Discussion: The proposed project will be constructed according to modern building code
standards. The cultivation, processing, manufacturing, and distribution of cannabis products will
operate according to industry standards. Modern technology and techniques allow for more
efficient concentration of cannabis extracts. Indoor cultivation requires significant electrical
inputs, but it is a year-round, controlled method of cultivation, which has qualities and values
that are distinct from outdoor and mixed light cultivation methods. Further, the project
applicant proposes to install solar panels on all available roof top space for each proposed
building. If the renewable energy from the solar panels does not provide enough energy to
cover the entirety of the proposed project’s energy usage, the project applicant will set up an
account with a carbon offset company (like TerraPass) and purchase the remaining amount
needed.

b)

Finding: The project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: The project applicant proposes to install solar panels on all available roof top space
for each proposed building and would purchase carbon offset for any remaining energy
needs, consistent with Section 55.4.8.3 of the County’s CMMLUO.

Findings:
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a) The project would not result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation:
Less than significant impact.
b) The project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency: Less than significant impact.
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5.7

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Directly or indirectly cause 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 Publication
42?









ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?









iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?









iv) Landslides?









b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?









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









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









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









f)









Directly or indirectly detroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Setting:
Geology
The site and entire Northern California Region are located in a seismically active area. The nearest
active fault is the Blue Lake Fault, which is part of the Mad River fault zone and has been zoned under
the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Hart, 1999). Other regional sources of earthquakes
include the Cascadia Subduction Zone, the Northern San Andreas Fault, the Mendocino Fault, and
faults in the Gorda Plate. These sources are situated offshore to the west of Humboldt County, and
have potential to produce strong ground motions. The project site itself is not within an Alquist-Priolo
earthquake fault zone (where the state of California anticipates potential surface rupture).
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According to Humboldt County Web GIS data, the southwestern half of the project site is within an
area of potential liquefaction; however, the project site has a Seismic Safety Classification of 0 which is
“relatively stable”, and no historic landslides have occurred in the project site.
Soils
Soils on the project site are mapped as Lepoil-Candymountain complex in 82.6 percent of the site and
Timmons and Lepoil soils in 17.4 percent of the site. Both of these classifications are well-drained, fineloamy mixed soils. Both formed from mixed marine deposits and the capacity of the most limiting layer
to transmit water ranges from low to high (NRCS, 2018).
Analysis:
a) i)

Finding: The project would not directly or indirectly expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving 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 Divisions of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42). Less than
significant impact.
Discussion: Seismically induced ground rupture is defined as the physical displacement of
surface deposits in response to an earthquake’s seismic waves. The magnitude and nature of
fault rupture can vary for different faults or even along different strands of the same fault.
Surface rupture can damage or collapse buildings, cause severe damage to roads and
pavement structures, and cause failure of overhead as well as underground utilities.
There are no earthquake faults delineated on Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone maps within the project
area. Since the project area is not traversed by a known active fault and is not within 200 feet
of an active fault trace, surface fault rupture is not considered to be a significant hazard for the
project site. The project would not expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects
from a fault rupture. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be
necessary.

ii)

Finding: The project would not directly or indirectly expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic
ground shaking. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: Earthquakes on active faults in the region have the capacity to produce a range of
ground shaking intensities in the project area. Ground shaking may affect areas hundreds of
miles distant from an earthquake’s epicenter. Ground motion during an earthquake is
described by the parameters of acceleration and velocity as well as the duration of the
shaking. Because the project site is located within a seismically active area, some degree of
ground motion resulting from seismic activity in the region is expected during the long-term
operation of the project.
The State of California provides minimum standards for building design through the California
Building Code (CBC; California Code of Regulations Title 24). Where no other building codes
apply, CBC Chapter 29 regulates excavation, foundations, and retaining walls. The CBC applies
to building design and construction in the State and is based on the federal Uniform Building
Code (UBC) used widely throughout the country. The CBC has been modified for California
conditions with numerous more detailed and/or more stringent regulations. Specific minimum
seismic safety and structural design requirements are set forth in CBC Chapter 16. The Code
identifies seismic factors that must be considered in structural design.
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iii)

Finding: The project would not directly or indirectly expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related
ground failure, including liquefaction. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: Liquefaction is a phenomenon whereby unconsolidated and/or near-saturated soils
lose cohesion and are converted to a fluid state as a result of severe vibratory motion. The
relatively rapid loss of soil shear strength during strong earthquake shaking results in temporary,
fluid-like behavior of the soil. Soil liquefaction causes ground failure that can damage roads,
pipelines, underground cables and buildings with shallow foundations.
Although the project site has a Seismic Safety Classification of relatively stable, the
southwestern half of the project site is designated as an area potentially subject to liquefaction.
This could threaten the integrity of the structures on the project site, and the people occupying
those structures. The impact of seismic-related ground shaking on the project site would be
reduced as new construction projects must comply with the California Building Code (CBC)
requirements and have soils reports prepared prior to obtaining grading or building permits
from the Humboldt County Building Division. With implementation of the proposed
recommendations in the soils report and compliance with the CBC, impacts would be less than
significant.

iv)

Finding: The project would not directly or indirectly expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides. No
impact.
Discussion: Landslide susceptibility is a function of various combinations of factors including
rainfall, rock and soil types, slop aspect, vegetation, seismic conditions, and human
construction. Generally, landslides are expected to occur most often on slopes steeper than 15
percent grade in an area with a history of landslides underlain by certain geologic units. The
proposed project would be located in an area that is flat and does not have a history of
landslides. There is no risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides associated with
construction and operation of the proposed project.

b)

Finding: The project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Less than
significant impact.
Discussion: The site is flat and completely paved. However, project construction activities
include the removal of the existing pavement which has the potential to temporarily increase
erosion and sedimentation rates above existing conditions. The project applicant would be
required to have a soils report prepared prior to receiving grading and/or building permits from
the Humboldt County Building Division and would implement all site improvement
recommendations. Additionally, there are no natural surface water features to which sediment
might be discharged. Therefore, with implementation of the proposed recommendations in the
soils report, project impacts would be less than significant.

c)

Finding: The project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: According to Humboldt County Web GIS data, the project site has a Seismic Safety
Classification of 0 which is relatively stable. However, the southwestern half of the project site is
designated as an area potentially subject to liquefaction. The project applicant would be
required to have a soils report prepared prior to receiving grading and/or building permits from
the Humboldt County Building Division and would implement all site improvement
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recommendations. Therefore, with implementation of the recommendations from the soils
report, impacts would be less than significant.
d)

Finding: The project would not be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
UBC (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property. No impact.
Discussion: Expansive soils possess a “shrink-swell” characteristic. Shrink-swell is the cyclic
change in volume (expansion and contraction) that occurs in fine-grained clay sediments from
the process of wetting and drying. Structural damage may occur over a long period of time
due to expansive soils, usually the result of inadequate soil and foundation engineering or the
placement of structures directly on expansive soils.
The soils on the project site have a low shrink-swell potential (NRCS, 2018). Therefore, the project
would not be located on expansive soils creating substantial risks to life or property. Impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary.

e)

Finding: The project would not have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water. No impact.
Discussion: The proposed project would tie into the existing community wastewater system, and
no septic tank or alternative wastewater disposal system would be required. No impact would
occur.

f)

Finding: The project could directly or indirectly destroy a unqiue paleontological resource or site
or unique geological feature. Less than significant impact.

Discussion: The proposed project area is not located in an area that is considered likely to have
paleontological resources present. Fossils of plants, animals, or other organisms of paleontological
significance have not been discovered within the project area. In this context, the project would not
result in significant impacts to paleontological resources or unique geologic features. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.
Findings:
a) i) The project would not directly or indirectly expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the ris of loss, injury, or death involving 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 Divisions of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42: Less than significant impact.
a) ii) The project would not directly or indirectly expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking: Less
than significant impact.
a) iii) The project would not directly or indirectly expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction: Less than significant impact.
a) iv) The project would not directly or indirectly expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides: No impact.
b) The project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil: Less than significant
impact.
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c) The project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse: Less than significant impact.
d) The project would not be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property: No impact.
e) The project would not have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water: No impact.
f) The project could directly or indirectly destroy a unqiue paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature: Less than significant impact.
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5.8

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Potentially
Significant

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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









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









Setting:
As a result of revisions to the State CEQA Guidelines that became effective in March 2010, CEQA lead
agencies are obligated to determine whether a project’s GHG emissions significantly affect the
environment and to impose feasible mitigation to eliminate or substantially lessen any such significant
effects (www.ncuaqmd.org). The County of Humboldt completed a draft Climate Action Plan for the
General Plan Update in January 2012. The plan contains GHG reduction strategies designed to
achieve the goal of limiting greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 emissions levels by 2020. The NCUAQMD
and Humboldt County have not adopted any thresholds of significance for measuring the impact of
GHG emissions generated by a proposed project.
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project would not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant impact on the environment. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: Due to the small scale of the proposed project, this section includes a qualitative
discussion of potential GHG/climate change impacts with an emphasis on project features
which would reduce construction and operational GHG emissions (see discussion under
subsection b) below).
Construction
Construction GHG emissions are generated by vehicle engine exhaust from construction
equipment, on-road hauling trucks, vendor trips, and worker commuting trips. The proposed
project is relatively small, and construction would be short term (less than one year). All
construction equipment and commercial trucks are maintained to meet current emissions
standards as required by the California Air Resources Board. Based on the size of the project
and the short duration of construction activities, impacts associated with GHG emissions
generated from construction would be less than significant.
Operation
The NCUAQMD and Humboldt County have not adopted any thresholds of significance for
measuring the impact of GHG emissions generated by a proposed project. GHG emissions
sources during operation would include vehicle traffic from workers and deliveries and
operation of HVAC units for the proposed buildings. As described in Section 5.16 –
Transportation/Traffic, during long-term operation the project will generate up to 60 vehicle trips
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per days. This is equivalent to the vehicle trips expected from 2 to 3 single-family residences 9,
which is less than one percent of the 1,253 households reported in Blue Lake by the 2010 U.S.
Census (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). Therefore, operation of the project would generate vehicle
trips (and concomitant GHG emissions) equivalent to a less than one percent increase in the
residential development of Blue Lake. This would not be a significant increase in GHG emissions
from the Blue Lake area.
The proposed nursery and indoor cultivation would feature HVAC and filter systems for air
conditioning, odor reduction, and heating. The power used by the HVAC system would be
provided by solar panels, any power usage not covered by solar panels would be offset with
carbon credits purchased from a carbon offset company. According to NCUAQMD Rule 102,
the Air District does not require permits for HVAC systems. The proposed project would not
generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment.
b)

Finding: The project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: The proposed project was evaluated against the following applicable plans,
policies, and regulations:
1) Humboldt County Draft Climate Action Plan
2) Humboldt County Commercial Medical Marijuana Land Use Ordinance (CMMLUO)
3) NCUAQMD Particulate Matter Attainment Plan
Humboldt County Draft Climate Action Plan
The County’s 2012 Draft Climate Action Plan contains strategies for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions. This project, as proposed, mitigated, and conditioned, is consistent with the following
GHG reduction strategies listed in the County of Humboldt Climate Action Plan:
a) Foster land use intensity near, along with connectivity to, retail and employment centers
and services to reduce vehicle miles traveled and increase the efficiency of delivery
services through adoption and implementation of focused growth principles and policies.
The proposed project is near Blue Lake, where most residents commute to employment
centers in Arcata and Eureka. Employees of the project living in those communities would
travel less distance to work than if they worked in Arcata or Eureka.
b) Conserve natural lands for carbon sequestration.
The use of an existing paved site for the proposed project would not require the removal of
any trees or other woody vegetation that would sequester carbon.
c) Reduce length and frequency of vehicle trips.
See response to strategy a), above.

9

Based on Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation 8th edition (2008) estimate of 9.57 trips per
day for residences in an average western U.S. city (http://www.fehrandpeers.com/vmt/)
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d) Promote the revitalization of communities in transition due to the decline of resource-based
industries.
The project site is zoned as unclassified, but the more expansive region is zoned for timber
and agriculture. The proposed project would develop a commercial cannabis cultivation,
processing, manufacturing, and distribution operation, which is an agricultural product and
would provide economic benefits to the Blue Lake area, similar to timber and traditional
agriculture products processing but in a burgeoning industry.
e) Ensure that land use decisions conserve, enhance, and manage water resources on a
sustainable basis to assure sufficient clean water for beneficial uses and future generations.
The project site is served by the Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services District, which
purchases treated water from Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District (HBMWD) for delivery
to its customers. The Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services District is currently using
approximately about 56 percent of its contracted water allotment from HBMWD during
peak demand (HLAFC, 2015). The proposed project would use approximately 42,340 gallons
of water per month, and a total of 508,080 gallons of water per year. An additional 8,400
gallons of water would be needed per month for landscape irrigation; however, the project
applicant proposes to reuse clean spent cultivation irrigation water for landscape irrigation.
Other enhancements to water resources would be realized through landscape and
building design that disperses rain and naturally filters water, which would be an
improvement upon the site condition as it is currently completely paved.
Humboldt County Commercial Medical Marijuana Land Use Ordinance (CMMLUO)
There are no applicable regulations in the CMMLUO regarding GHG.
NCUAQMD Particulate Matter Attainment Plan
As described under Question a) in Section 5.3 – Air Quality, the proposed project incorporates
control measures consistent with the goals included in the Attainment Plan. The goals include:
(1) transportation, (2) land use and (3) burning. The proposed project would not obstruct
implementation of the NCUAQMD Attainment Plan for PM 10 .
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.
Findings:
a) The project will not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment: Less than significant impact.
b) The project will not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases: Less than significant impact.
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5.9

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the 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 release of hazardous
materials into the environment?









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









d) 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,
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 or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the project area?









f)

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









g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly,
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires?









Would the project:

Setting:
The project site is located on land that was part of a much larger parcel that has been used for timber
processing by multiple companies for decades. Some of those timber processing activities included
using wood preservatives and anti-staining compounds, specifically pentachlorphenol and
tetrachlorophenol, which are hazardous materials according to the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC). These materials were not used on or in the immediate vicinity of the subject
parcel. DTSC oversaw the remediation and monitoring of areas of the larger, former parcel that were
found to have hazardous material contamination. In 2003, Winzler and Kelley, Consulting Engineers,
conducted a Phase 2 Investigation of the broader area. Their investigation did not detect hazardous
materials on the subject parcel, nor did their investigation find evidence that suggested hazardous
materials were ever used on the subject parcel. The subject parcel does not appear on the Cortese
List.

39

The site is not shown as containing hazardous materials or being involved in any cleanup or monitoring
programs on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) EnviroMapper 10, The California
Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor mapper 11, or the State Water Resource Control
Board Geotracker 12.
The Humboldt County Department of Environmental Health serves as the local Certified Unified
Program Agency (CUPA). The CUPA is responsible for collecting and disseminating hazardous materials
information. If the facility has a maximum quantity on-site at any one time in excess of 55 gallons, then
the facility must complete a Business Plan to the satisfaction of the CUPA. This information can then be
made available to emergency first responders or other members of the public.
Schools located nearest to the project site are Blue Lake Elementary School located approximately 1.5
miles southeast of the project site, and Northern Humboldt Union High School located approximately
2.75 miles west of the project site.
The project site is located seven miles southeast of the Arcata Eureka Airport, which is maintained by
the County. The project site is not located within the Airport Land Use Compatibility Zone or the Building
Height Restriction Area.
According to Humboldt County Web GIS data, the project site is within a Fire Rating Zone of “Low,”
indicating the area is at low risk from wildland fires. The site is located within the Blue Lake Fire
Protection District and State Responsibility Area.
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Less than significant
impact.
Discussion: The proposed project would involve construction and operation of a commercial
cannabis cultivation, processing, manufacturing, and distribution operation. Hazardous
materials associated with the proposed operation include fertilizers, pesticides, and solvents.
Hazardous materials associated with construction include fuels, lubricants, and paint. All
fertilizers used on the project site would be organic fertilizers comprised of natural products and
compost teas. The project proponent anticipates that the only pesticides used would be
similarly derived natural products such as neem oil and Grandevo, which are organic
substances (plant extract and a bacterium), and would not be used outdoors. Pesticides would
be stored in a secure indoor location with spill containment.
Solvents used in extraction would include ethanol, hexane, and butane. The health hazards for
ethanol are irritation in case of contact with skin and eyes, or inhalation. Butane gas is nonirritating to skin and eyes but is an asphyxiation hazard if inhaled. Short term exposure to air
contaminated with hexane affects the nervous system and can cause dizziness, nausea,
headaches, and unconsciousness. Ethanol is a flammable liquids; butane and hexane are
flammable gases. Improper handling, storage, or transport of these substances could pose a
risk to the environment and to human health.

https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=8,40.879958,123.984980&pText=95525,%20Blue%20Lake,%20California ; accessed December 6, 2018
11 https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map/?myaddress=1691+Glendale+Drive%2C+Blue+Lake+
California%2C+95525; accessed December 6, 2018
12 https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map; accessed December 6, 2018
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Volatile extraction would be performed in a commercially manufactured closed-loop system
approved for use by the local fire code official in accordance with Section 40225 of California
Code of Regulations Title 17, Division 1, Chapter 13 13, and approved for use in accordance with
Chapter 38 of the California Fire Code 14. Use of volatile extraction solvents would be required to
comply with all applicable local, state, and federal standards associated with the handling
and storage of hazardous material. The applicant would be required to file a Hazardous
Materials Business Plan with the County Division of Environmental Health for the storage of the
various materials described above at the site.
The California Office of Emergency Services Accidental Release Prevention Program (CalARP)
implements the Federal Risk Management Program, or Federal Accidental Release Prevention
Program (FedARP) in California, as well as implementing additional requirements specific to
California in accordance with the California Health and Safety Code. The CalARP program
applies to a wide variety of facilities that handle, manufacture, use, or store listed chemicals
(regulated substances) above threshold quantities. Regulated substances and threshold
quantities are listed in the CalARP Administering Agency Guidelines 15. Of the chemicals that
would be used in volatile extraction, only butane is a regulated substance under CalARP, and
the threshold quantity for butane is 10,000 pounds. Because the quantity of butane used by the
proposed project would never approach the threshold quantity of 10,000 pounds, the
proposed project would not be regulated under CalARP.
Hazardous chemicals would be purchased from licensed vendors and transported/shipped to
the project site in accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations for the transport of
hazardous materials. Chemicals would be received at the project site at loading docks that
would be equipped with spill containment kits.
With appropriate storage, handling, and application practices that comply with the
requirements of Humboldt County, it is not anticipated that the use of these materials at the
facility would not pose a significant hazard. The proposed project would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials.
b)

Finding: The project would not 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. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: As previously described under item (a), volatile solvents would be stored and used
at the site. As described in the Cultivation and Operations Plan, all materials would be properly
stored. Use of such materials would be required to comply with all applicable local, state, and
federal standards associated with the handling and storage of hazardous materials, including
the County Medical Marijuana Land Use Ordinance and oversite by the CUPA. These include
implementation of spill prevention, control, and countermeasures and the maintenance of
appropriate cleanup materials onsite. The project proponent would be required to file a
Hazardous Materials Business Plan with the County Division of Environmental Health.
With appropriate storage, handling, and application practices, it is not anticipated that the use
of these materials would pose a significant hazard. In the event of foreseeable upset and

https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DFDCS/MCSB/CDPH%20Document%20Library/ReadoptTextFINAL.pdf
Accessed July 26, 2018
14 https://up.codes/viewer/california/ca-fire-code-2016/chapter/38/plant-processing-and-extraction-facilities#38
Accessed July 25, 2018
15 http://www.caloes.ca.gov/FireRescueSite/Documents/CalARP%20Guidance%20Jan2005.pdf; accessed July 26,
2018
13

41

accident conditions, it is unlikely that these hazardous materials would be released in a manner
that would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.
c)

Finding: The project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. No
impact.
Discussion: There are no schools located within one-quarter mile of the project site. The
proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. No
impact would occur.

d)

Finding: The project would not 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, would
not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. No impact.
Discussion: The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites reporting to the
EPA. Because there are no hazardous materials concerns currently at the project site,
implementation of the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment. No impact would occur.

e)

Finding: The project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or
working in the project area for a project within two miles of a public airstrip. No impact.
Discussion: The project site is more than seven miles from the nearest publicly operated airport.
The proposed buildings would comply with Part 77 of the Code of Federal Regulations; Safe,
Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace, which limits the allowable height of
all structures within the airport runway approaches. The project does not propose to construct
a building greater than 200 feet tall, and therefore will not need to notify the Federal Aviation
Authority.

f)

Finding: The project would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Less than significant
impact.
Discussion: The project would comply with the requirements of the County Building Code, Blue
Lake Fire Protection District, and Cal Fire regarding emergency vehicle access, sprinkler
systems, and minimum water supply requirements. The project site is accessed by an existing
paved driveway directly from Glendale Drive, and the project applicant would be required to
construct two 24-foot-wide commercial driveways as a condition of project approval. As such,
the project would not interfere with any emergency response or evacuation plan.
Therefore, the proposed project would not impair the implementation of, or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Potential impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary.

g)

Finding: The project would not expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: According to Humboldt County GIS data, the project site is within a Wildland Fire
Rating Zone of “Low,” indicating the area is at low risk from wildland fires. The site is located
within the response area of the Blue Lake Fire Protection District, and is in the State Responsibility
Area. The site is significantly protected from wildfire that approaches from the south by the Mad
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River, from the west by Highway 299 and the Lindsay Creek floodplain and from the east by the
City of Blue Lake.
Findings:
a) The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials: Less than significant impact.
b) The project would not 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: Less than significant impact.
c) The project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school: No impact.
d) The project would not be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
complied pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment: No impact.
e) The project would not, 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, result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area: No impact.
f) The project would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan: Less than significant impact.
g) The project would not expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires: Less than significant impact.
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5.10

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface
or ground water quality?









b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the
project impede sustainable groundwater management
of the basin?









Would the project:

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would:

i.

Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or offsite?









ii.

Substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or off- site?









iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional resources of polluted
runoff?









iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?









d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release









e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water









of pollutants due to project inundation?

quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

Setting:
The project site is located in the Mill Creek – Mad River Sub-watershed (HUC12), which is part of the
Mad River Watershed (Hydrologic Unit 109). The Mad River drains 500 square miles of mixed private and
US Forest Service timberland. The mainstem Mad River is listed on the State Water Resource Control
Board 303(d) list as impaired for containing excess pollutants (2014 and 2016 California 303(d) List of
Water Quality Limited Segments Category 5, Water segments where standards are not met a TMDL is
required, but not yet completed). The constituents are sediment, temperature, turbidity, and
aluminum. The sources for sediments, temperature, and turbidity include alteration of flows, removal of
riparian vegetation, nonpoint sources, resource extraction, and silviculture. The source of aluminum is
unknown.
The project site is over 300 feet from the nearest wetland, over 600 feet from the Streamside
Management area of Hall Creek, an intermittent stream. The site is separated from these features by
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Glendale Drive and a railroad corridor easement. The Mad River is over 2,000 feet away, across
Highway 299. The project site is a flat, paved 1.77-acre parcel.
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project will not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality. Less than
significant impact.
Discussion: Construction activities associated with the project would involve excavation and
grading, and other soil disturbing activities that have the potential to expose soil to erosion and
may result in the transport of sediments which could adversely affect water quality. The
potential for impacts is low, as the site is relatively flat. Construction activities would be
conducted in accordance with the County’s grading regulations and BMPs, including
temporary erosion and runoff control measures, in accordance with the General Plan, would
be implemented during construction to minimize the potential for erosion and storm water
runoff.
The site is entirely paved-approximately 76,000 square feet. The proposed project design has an
estimated 50,000 square feet of impermeable surface and 26,000 square feet of landscaping.
This substantial reduction in impermeable surface at the project site would reduce the quantity
and intensity of storm water discharge. The site will be connected to a municipal sewer system
that drains to the City of Arcata Wastewater Treatment Plant served by the Fieldbrook
Glendale Community Services District.
Though the project would not increase impermeable area, it would introduce new materials
and activities to the site. These include parking and use of personal and commercial vehicles,
metal structures, compost, trash, and spilled materials. The site would be designed to route
storm water runoff to detention basins and landscaped areas, allowing for the separation and
breakdown of pollutants.
Therefore, the proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality.

b)

Finding: The project will not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that the project impede sustainable groundwater management of
the basin. No impact.
Discussion: The project would not use a well nor would it interfere with groundwater recharge.

c)

Finding: The project will not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or through the addition of
impervious surfaces in a manner which would:
i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Less than significant impact.
ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or off- site. Less than significant impact.
iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater runoff drainage systems or provide substantial additional resources
of polluted impact. Less than significant impact.
iv) Impede or redirect flood flows. Less than significant impact.
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Discussion: As previously described, the project design would substantially reduce the amount
of impermeable surface onsite. This would decrease the intensity and quantity of storm water
runoff. While this is an alteration in the drainage pattern of the site, it is an alteration that would
improve water quality and lessen impacts to offsite hydrology. Additionally, the site would
deliberately route building runoff through detention basins where suspended sediments and
other pollutants would settle before the water leaves the site. Impacts to drainage patterns will
be less than significant.
d)

Finding: The project will not risk release of pollutants due to project inundation, in flood hazard,
tsunami, seiche zones. No impact.
Discussion: The project is not in an area that is at risk from seiche, tsunami, or floods. The project
is not located near a large body of water capable of producing a seiche, is not located near
the coast in a tsunami inundation area and there are no 100-year flood hazard areas in the
project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation from seiche, tsunami, or flood. No impact would occur.

e)

Finding: The project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: The project is located within the area covered by the Water Quality Control Plan for
the North Coast Region and would not conflict with or obstruct its implementation.
Construction activities would feature standard BMPs, including temporary erosion and runoff
control measures that minimize the potential for erosion and storm water runoff. Construction
of the sewer line connection would require excavations to depths of approximately 6 to 8 feet,
which is unlikely to have an impact upon groundwater.
The project proposes to install a supplemental water treatment system for personnel and
industry waste water used by cannabis processing and manufacturing activities on site. Waste
water from cultivation irrigation would be drained into holding tanks and used for landscape
irrigation. The site would be designed to route storm water runoff to detention basins and
landscaped areas, allowing for the separation and breakdown of pollutants. Waste water
collected from floor drains in cleaning areas would drain to a holding tank and sent to the
onsite supplemental water treatment system before going to sewer or being reused. All other
uses, toilets, hand washing sinks, fountains etc. as well as storm water generated from the
proposed project would drain to the City of Arcata Wastewater Treatment Plant served by the
Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services District.
The project is not located in an area with a sustainable groundwater management plan in
place, as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act only applies to groundwater basins
designated as medium or high priority. The project is located in the Mad River Valley
Groundwater Basin, which is a low priority basin.

Findings:
a) The project will not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise

substantially degrade surface or ground water quality: Less than significant impact.

b) The project will not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin:
No impact.
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c) The project will not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or through the addition of impervious surfaces
in a manner which would:
i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Less than significant impact.
ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or off- site. Less than significant impact.
iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
palnned stormwater runoff drainage systems or provide substantial additional resources
of polluted impact. Less than significant impact.
iv) Impede or redirect flood flows. Less than significant impact.
d) The project will not risk release of pollutants due to project inundation, in flood hazard, tsunami,
seiche zones: No impact.
e) The project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan: Less than significant impact.
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5.11

LAND USE AND PLANNING
Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
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Less Than
Significant
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a) Physically divide an established community?









b) Cause significant environmental impact due to a









Would the project:

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Setting:
The Humboldt County General Plan designates the project area as “Commercial Services” (CS). The
CS designation provides for heavy commercial uses and compatible light industrial uses not serving
day to day needs. Full range of urbans services required (i.e., good access, public sewer and water,
electricity, fire protection, and waste disposal).
The project site is zoned as “Unclassified” (U), and principal permitted uses of U include one-family
dwelling, general agriculture, rooming and boarding of not more than two (2) persons, and
manufactured home. All other uses not specified in principal permitted uses may be permitted upon
the granting of a Use Permit.
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project will not physically divide an established community. No impact.
Discussion: The proposed project would involve cannabis cultivation, processing, volatile and
non-volatile extraction manufacturing, and distribution and would include a wholesale nursery
on a completely paved site zoned to allow industrial land uses upon the grant of a Use Permit.
The project site is within the community of Glendale and is surrounded by commercial/industrial
yards and large-lot, single-family residential. There is no established community on the project
site or adjacent areas. The project site is accessed directly from Glendale Drive, and two 24foot-wide commercial driveways would be constructed to accommodate the proposed
project as a condition of project approval. Therefore, the proposed project would not
physically divide an established community, and no impact would occur.

b)

Finding: The proposed project would not cause significant environmental impact due to a
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: The proposed project would develop a cannabis cultivation, processing,
manufacturing, and distribution operation on a property designated CS and zoned U. The
proposed land use for the project would be light industrial, which is compatible with the CS
land use designation as it allows for heavy commercial and light industrial uses. The proposed
project does not fall under the principal permitted uses for lands classified U; however, other
uses not specified in the principal permitted uses may be permitted upon the granting of a
CUP. As part of the proposed project, the County would issue a CUP to allow for the proposed
project operations. Upon County issuance of the CUP, the proposed project would not conflict
with any goals, policies, or objectives in the County’s General Plan or zoning ordinance
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intended to mitigate potential environmental impacts. Potential impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation would be necessary.
Findings:
a) The project will not physically divide an established community: No impact.
b) The project will not cause significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect: Less
than significant impact.
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5.12

MINERAL RESOURCES
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a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would 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 land use plan?









Would the project:

Environmental Setting:
Current mineral resource production in the County is primarily limited to sand, gravel, and rock
extraction. The State Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) brought about a State
policy for the reclamation of mined lands. According to SMARA Mines Online, there are two SMARA
parcels located near the project site (CDC 2018). McAdams Rockpit (Mine ID 91-12-0052) is a rock
quarry located approximately 0.28 mile east of the project site along McAdams Ranch Road, and Leta
Johnson Bar (Mine ID 91-12-0031) is a streambed or gravel bar skimming and pitting mine which
primarily produces sand and gravel products located approximately 0.30 mile south of the project site,
west of State Highway 299.
Environmental Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project will not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and/or residents of the state. No impact.
Discussion: According to SMARA Mines Online, the project site is not within or immediately
adjacent to any mining operations (CDC 2018). Implementation of the project would not result
in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource, and no impact would occur.

b)

Finding: The project will not result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan.
No impact.
Discussion: There are no known mineral deposits of significance on or near the project site.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of
a locally important mineral resource recovery site, and no impact would occur.

Findings:
a) The project will not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and residents of the state: No impact.
b) The project will not result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan: No impact.

50
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a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent









b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or









c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private









Would the project result in:

increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
groundnborne noise levels?

airstrip or 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
expose people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

Setting:
The project site is in mixed use area; properties to the north and east of the project site are large-lot,
single-family residential uses, and lands south and west of the project site are in commercial/industrial
uses. Noise sensitive receptors near the project site include low density residences the nearest of which
are 10 feet north of the property line and 30 feet east of the property line.
The predominant existing noise sources in the vicinity of the proposed project site are vehicles on
adjacent streets. Potential noise impacts as a result of the proposed project are those resulting from
project construction activities. Construction noise would be short-term and temporary.
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project will result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. Less than
significant impact with mitigation incorporated.
Discussion: The proposed project is on a site with nearby industrial and commercial uses. During
operation, the project would not generate noise greater than that of vehicle traffic on the
streets in the project vicinity.
Potential noise sources associated with the project would include temporary noise during
construction of the proposed buildings. The noise standards in the Humboldt County General
Plan are based on EPA recommendations. Section 3240 of the 2017 General Plan states: “The
Environmental Protection Agency identifies 45 Ldn indoors and 55 Ldn outdoors as the
maximum level below which no effects on public health and welfare occur. Ldn is the DayNight Noise Level. Ldn is the average sound level in decibels, excluding frequencies beyond the
range of the human ear, during a 24-hour period with a 10dB weighting applied to nighttime
sound levels. A standard construction wood frame house reduces noise transmission by 15dB.
Since interior noise levels for residences are not to exceed 45dB, the maximum acceptable
exterior noise level for residences is 60dB without any additional insulation being required. Of
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course, this would vary depending on the land use designation, adjacent uses, distance to
noise source, and intervening topography, vegetation, and other buffers.” Since Ldn is a daily
average, allowable noise levels can increase in relation to shorter periods of time. As stated in
Section 3240, “Fences, landscaping, and noise insulation can be used to mitigate the hazards
of excessive noise levels.”
As noted above, the existing County noise standard utilizes an averaging mechanism (dBA Ldn)
applicable to activities that generate sound sources averaged over a 24-hour period of time.
This type of measurement is commonly used for measuring highway noise or industrial
operations. A ten-decibel addition is added to noise levels occurring at nighttime – between
10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Utilizing a typical standard of 45 dBA Ldn interior noise level allows for
a maximum of 60 dBA Ldn for ‘normally acceptable’ exterior levels.
Construction
Construction activities would result in a temporary increase in noise levels in the area. This noise
increase would be short-term and would occur during daytime hours. Noise sensitive receptors
near the project site include low density residences the nearest of which are 10 feet north of
the property line and 30 feet east of the property line. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 is proposed to
reduce potential impacts from construction noise to a level of less than significant. The
proposed mitigation would limit construction hours and days and would require standard
maintenance of tools and equipment to reduce noise levels. With implementation of the
proposed mitigation, potentially significant impacts would be reduced to a level of less than
significant.
Operation
Long-term operation of the project is not expected to generate significant noise levels that will
exceed the Humboldt County General Plan Noise Element standards. Most of the proposed
activities would take place inside buildings which would not increase exterior noise levels.
Outdoor operations would be consistent with the sorts of activities that occur on the adjacent
commercial and industrial uses to the south and west, such as deliveries, personal vehicle
travel, and routine maintenance. Potential noise impacts from typical operational activities
would be less than significant. Additionally, the HVAC units would be located in enclosed
structures with proper ventilation and located as northwest as possible on the site to reduce the
noise level for surrounding neighbors and wildlife. Therefore, nearby sensitive receptors would
not experience significant noise from fans or ventilation systems.
Therefore, with the proposed mitigation measure, the proposed project will not result in the
generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.
b)

Finding: The project will not generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: Generally, construction activities within 200 feet and pile driving within 600 feet of a
vibration sensitive use would be potentially disruptive to vibration-sensitive operations (Caltrans,
2013). Land uses in which groundborne vibration could potentially interfere with operations or
equipment, such as research, manufacturing, hospitals, and university research operations are
considered “vibrationsensitive”(Caltrans, 2013). There are no vibration sensitive land uses within
200 feet of the proposed project. Operation of the project would not involve the use of heavy
machinery or ground disturbing activities that would result in excessive groundborne vibration
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or groundborne noise levels. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose persons to or
generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.
c)

Finding: The project will not, for a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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, expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels. Less than significant.
Discussion: The project site is outside the 60 CNEL noise contour of Arcata-Eureka Airport. The
site is not located in an aiport compatibility zone. There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of
the project site. The proposed project would not expose people working in the project area to
excessive noise levels. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be
necessary.

Mitigation:
NOI-1 Construction Related Noise
The following shall be implemented during construction activities:
•

The operation of tools or equipment used in construction, drilling, repair, alteration or
demolition shall only occur between the hours of 8 A.M. and 5 P.M. Monday through Friday,
and between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. on Saturdays.

•

No heavy equipment related construction activities shall be allowed on Sundays or
holidays.

•

All stationary and construction equipment shall be maintained in good working order and
fitted with factory approved muffler systems.

Findings:
a) The project will not result in the generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies: Less than significant impact with
mitigation incorporated.
b) The project will not result in the generation excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels: Less than significant impact.
c) The project will not, for a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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, expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels: Less than
significant impact.
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a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?









b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?









Would the project:

Setting:
Humboldt County is a rural county with a large land area and low population density. The 2017 Census
reported the County’s population to be 136,754, which represents an increase of 10,236 over the
population reported in the 2000 Census. Between 2020 and 2030, the population is projected to
increase by approximately one percent, from 139,033 to 140,608 (an increase of 1,575 people) (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2017). Population data of the Fieldbrook area is not available.
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area,
either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through
extension of roads or other infrastructure). Less than significant impact.
Discussion: Growth inducing impacts are generally caused by projects that have a direct or
indirect effect on economic growth, population growth, or when the project taxes community
service facilities which require upgrades beyond the existing remaining capacity. The project
proposes to construct a wholesale nursery, indoor commercial cannabis cultivation, processing
facility, volatile manufacturing facility, non-volatile extraction manufacturing facility, and
distribution center within a few miles of established communities in Blue Lake and Arcata.
Construction workers, employees, and customers of the project would likely be local and not
commute long distances to reach the project site. Project operation would require up to 22 fulltime workers which would not necessitate new housing or induce substantial population
growth, either directly or indirectly. Impacts associated with population growth would be less
than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary.

b)

Finding: The project would not displace existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact.
Discussion: The project site does not support any structures. No people currently reside on the
project site, and as discussed under subsection a), the proposed project is not expected to
result in an influx of people to surrounding communities that would displace current residents.
Therefore, the proposed project would not displace existing people or housing, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

c)

Finding: The project will not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact.
Discussion: No people currently reside on the project site, and as discussed under subsection a),
the proposed project is not expected to result in an influx of people to surrounding communities
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that would displace current residents. The proposed project would not displace a substantial
number of existing people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.
Findings:
a) The project will not induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (e.g.,
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or other
infrastructure): Less than significant impact.
b) The project will not displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere: No impact.
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5.15

PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new
or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

i.

Fire protection?









ii.

Police protection?









iii.

Schools?









iv. Parks?









v.









Other public facilities?

Setting:
The project site is within the boundaries of the Blue Lake Fire Protection District and is also in a State
Responsibility area.
The Humboldt County Sheriff’s Office is responsible for law enforcement in Blue Lake, including the
project site. The Humboldt County Sheriff’s Office provides a variety of public safety services
countywide (court and corrections services) and law enforcement services. The California Highway
Patrol is responsible for enforcing traffic laws on roadways within the unincorporated areas and on
state highways throughout the County.
The Sheriff’s Office has mutual aid agreements with cities and the California Highway Patrol. Mutual aid
is an agreement between agencies where the agency of jurisdiction can request manpower or
resources from allied agencies or agencies within the surrounding areas.
Schools located nearest to the project site are Blue Lake Elementary School located approximately 1.5
miles southeast of the project site, and Northern Humboldt Union High School located approximately
2.75 miles west of the project site.
There are no existing recreational resources in or near the project site.
Analysis:
a.i)

Finding: The project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services for fire protection. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: The proposed project would result in construction and operation of 28,000 square
feet of commercial cannabis indoor cultivation, processing, volatile manufacturing, nonvolatile extraction manufacturing, distribution, and a wholesale nursery. There would be an
additional 22,000 square feet converted to parking and driveways and 26,000 square feet used
for landscaping. This would potentially increase the likelihood of structure fires. The project site is
in an area identified as low risk for wildfire, so the project would not substantially increase the
demand for protection of life and property from wildfire. All proposed buildings would comply
with fire code requirements including sprinklers, emergency vehicle access, and sufficient
56

water to meet FFPD requirements for fire flow (1,500 gallons per minute for 120 minutes). Volatile
extraction would be conducted using Closed Loop Extraction System equipment housed in a
facility approved by the Local Fire Code Official. Other project activities such as cultivation,
processing, and manufacturing of cannabis and cannabis products would not be prone to
accidental fires. As such, the project would not result in the need for new or physically altered
fire protection facilities. Impacts to fire protection services from the proposed project would be
less than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary.
a.ii)

Finding: The project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services for police protection. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: Cannabis-related operations are commonly associated with greater security-related
demands, which may result in an increase in law enforcement services provided by the County
Sheriff’s Department. The proposed project would include security fencing around the entire
project, gated access through identification badges, 24 hour video surveillance, a security
alarm system with automatic law enforcement notification, and an inventory tracking system.
Implementation of the proposed security measures would minimize impacts to local law
enforcement. The proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered
law enforcement facilities. Potential impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation
would be necessary.

a.iii)

Finding: The project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any public schools. No impact.
Discussion: The proposed project does not include a residential housing development and
would not directly or indirectly induce population growth in the area; therefore, the project
would not result in the need for new or expanded school facilities. No impact on school
facilities would occur.

a.iv)

Finding: The project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any public parks. No impact.
Discussion: As previously mentioned, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly
induce population growth and would not result in the need for new or expanded park facilities.
No impact on park facilities would occur.

a.v)

Finding: The project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any other public facilities. No impact.
Discussion: As previously mentioned, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly
induce population growth and would not result in an increased demand for other public
facilities. No impact on demand for public facilities would occur.
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Findings:
a.i) The project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services for fire protection: Less than significant impact.
a.ii) The project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services for police protection: Less than significant impact.
a.iii) The project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services schools: No impact.
a.iv) The project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services for parks: No impact.
a.v) The project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services for other public facilities: No impact.
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5.16

RECREATION
Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?









b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?









Setting:
Recreational resources are addressed in the Humboldt County General Plan. There are no existing
recreational resources in or near the project site. There is a proposed Class I bicycle route on Highway
299 between Arcata and Blue Lake. Class I routes are completely separated from streets with vehicular
traffic and are typically shared with pedestrians (HCAOG 2012).
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project will not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated. No impact.
Discussion The project would not directly induce population growth or otherwise result in an
increased demand on existing recreational facilities. There are no existing recreational facilities
in or near the project site, and the project would not provide direct access to or increase the
use of recreational facilities in the region. No impacts would occur.

b)

Finding: The project will not include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment. No impact.
Discussion: The proposed project would not induce population growth or otherwise result in an
increased demand on existing recreational facilities that would require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities. Further, the proposed project does not include construction
of recreational facilities. No impacts would occur.

Findings:
a) The project will not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated: No impact.
b) The project will not include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment: No impact.
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5.17

TRANSPORTATION
Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy









b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?









c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric









d) Result in inadequate emergency access?









Would the project:

addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

Setting:
The subject property is accessed from Glendale Drive, which is characterized as a Major Rural
Collector and it is approximately 0.2 mile from the onramp/offramp to Highway 299. The Humboldt
County Travel Demand Forecasting Model Development Report specifies Major Collectors as generally
having a capacity of 750 vehicles per lane per hour. Humboldt County GIS lists Glendale Drive and the
Highway 299 ramps as having a functional capacity of 350 vehicles per hour. The Community
Infrastructure and Services Technical Report prepared for the County Community Services
Development Department by Winzler and Kelley in July 2008, listed Glendale Drive as being in Fair
Condition.
According to California Department of Transportation (Cal Trans) traffic census data for 2016 16, the
average annual daily traffic on Highway 299 at the intersection with Glendale Drive was 3,900 vehicles,
with a peak hourly traffic of 400 vehicles. The peak traffic volume was the same on both sides of
Glendale Drive, indicating that it is not a major destination for traffic using Highway 299.
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project will not conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Less than
significant impact.
Discussion: The project would be accessed from Glendale Drive via a paved driveway.
Construction of the project would result in a temporary increase in construction traffic that
would be minimal and for a short duration. Construction activities would be contained on-site
and would not result in substantial adverse effects or conflicts with the local roadway system.
Vehicle trips generated during operation of the project would include daily round trips for each
of the 22 staff, plus round trips by vendors, distributors, and processing deliveries. The operations
plan has estimated that, on average, approximately 60 vehicle trips will occur per day. While
the 44 trips per day will occur regularly, half during the morning peak and half during the
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http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/docs/2016_aadt_volumes.pdf; accessed December 8, 2018
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afternoon peak transportation periods, the remainder of the trips will be distributed throughout
the facilities operating hours.
The 22 trips that occur during the peak hour would constitute approximately 6 percent of the
capacity of Glendale Drive. Given that Highway 299, which runs adjacent to Glendale Drive,
only carries 400 vehicles during the peak hour, it is unlikely that Glendale Drive is operating
close to its operational capacity of 350 vehicles per hour.
The project was referred to Public Works, which requested that the applicant obtain an
encroachment permit for the construction of a curb and gutter and two commercial driveways
that meet the County Urban Driveway Standard. Additionally, site visibility must be maintained
at the commercial driveway approaches in conformance with County Code. These
improvements will be a condition of approval for the Use Permit and the applicant would
obtain an encroachment permit as required for any work in the County right-of-way before
making the improvements.
The Blue Lake Rancheria operates a transit service that uses Glendale Drive. The service
connects Arcata and Blue Lake and stops on Glendale Drive at Murphys Market and Linscomb
Hill Road. Buses complete inbound and outbound runs each day. The operations associated
with this project will not interfere with this transportation service. However, the service could
provide a viable commuting alternative for residents of Blue Lake and Arcata. The proposed
Annie and Marie Trail will connect Blue Lake to Arcata along the Mad River. The current
proposed route parallels Highway 299 and intersects Glendale Drive at the 299 offramp 17. This
plan is still preliminary. If enacted, intersection improvements would be necessary to facilitate
trail user’s safety when navigating this intersection. The increase in traffic associated with this
project will not have a significant effect on the proposed trail. It would, however, benefit from
the trail as it would enable employees to easily ride bicycles from Blue lake or Arcata on their
regular commutes.
Therefore, the proposed project will not conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
b)

Finding: The project will not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision. No impact.
Discussion: State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 requires that transportation impacts be
analyzed based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT). For a land use project, VMT exceeding an
applicable threshold of significance may indicate a significant impact. The Lead Agency is
responsible for establishing the thresholds of significance and has until July 1, 2020 to establish
those thresholds. At this time the County had not adopted thresholds to determine impacts
based on VMT as a result of a project. This threshold is not yet in effect; therefore, the project
would have no impact.

c)

Finding: The project would not substantially increase hazards due to geometric design features
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).
Less than significant impact.
Discussion: The proposed project would use existing roadways to access the site. The property is
accessed from Glendale Drive a paved driveway, which would be improved to County
commercial driveway standards in compliance with the County Department of Public Works

17

http://hcaog.net/documents/annie-mary-rail-trail; accessed December 8, 2018
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referral comments, as a condition of approval of the Use Permit. The proposed project does not
include construction of any new public roads and would not introduce any incompatible uses
on an existing public road. The County has not expressed concern regarding the traffic volume
expected to be generated by the project.
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersection) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment). Potential impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be
necessary.
d)

Finding: The project will not result in inadequate emergency access. Less than significant
impact.
Discussion: As previously mentioned, the project site will be accessed by a County approved
driveway that will meet commercial driveway standards. The internal circulation driveway
would provide emergency vehicle access to all proposed buildings in accordance with FFPD
requirements and will allow emergency vehicles to enter and exit without having to turn
around. The proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access. Potential
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be necessary.

Findings:
a) The project will not conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities: Less than significant impact.
b) The project will not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b):
No impact.
c) The project will not substantially increase hazards due to design features (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment): Less than significant impact.
d) The project will not result in inadequate emergency access: Less than significant impact.
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5.18

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource listed or
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in the local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code
§5020.1(k)?









b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource determined
by the lead agency to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code §5024.1?









Would the project:

Setting:
The tribal cultural resources setting of the project is described in Section 5.5 – Cultural Resources.
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in
the local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code §5020.1(k). Less than
significant impact.
Discussion: As discussed under subsection a) of Section 5.5 – Cultural Resources, due to the
extensive ground disturbance from prior industrial development it is unlikely that the site would
contain archaeological resources and the THPO of Blue Lake Rancheria and the THPO of the
Wiyot Tribe have expressed no concerns. While it is unlikely that the site would contain
archaeological resources, there is the potential for subsurface excavation activities to uncover
previously unknown subsurface archaeological resources. Implementation of standard cultural
resource construction mitigation regarding inadvertent discoveries would reduce potential
impacts to a level of less than significant.

b)

Finding: The project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource determined by the lead agency to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code §5024.1 Less than significant impact.
Discussion: The County of Humboldt sent requests for formal consultation to the Bear River Band
of the Rohnerville Rancheria, the Blue Lake Rancheria, and the Wiyot Tribe.
Upon receipt of responses from the THPO of Blue Lake Rancheria and the THPO of the Wiyot Tribe
on February 6, 2018 recommending no further cultural resources investigations, the County of
Humboldt determined that the proposed project will not cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a known tribal cultural resource. Implementation of standard cultural resource
construction mitigation regarding inadvertent discoveries would reduce potential impacts to a
level of less than significant.
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The proposed project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource.
Mitigation:
See Cultural Resources Section (page 27): CUL-1 Inadvertent Discoveries of Cultural Resources and
Human Remains.
Findings:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource listed or eligible
for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in the local register of historical resources as
defined in Public Resources Code §5020.1(k): Less than significant impact. Less than significant impact
with mitigation incorporated.
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource determined by
the lead agency to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
§5024.1: Less than significant impact. Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.
.
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5.19

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of









b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the









c) Result in a determination by the wastewater









d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local









e) Comply with federal, state, and local management









Would the project:

new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?

treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?
and reduction statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

Setting:
The project area is served by the following service providers:
•

Water supply – Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services District via a 6-inch water main.
Construction of the water supply connection would require excavations to depths of
approximately 6 to 8 feet.

•

Wastewater treatment and disposal – The project proposes to install a supplemental water
treatment system for personnel and industry waste water used by cannabis processing and
manufacturing activities on site. Waste water from cultivation irrigation would be drained into a
1,000 gallon holding tanks and used for landscape irrigation, reducing water consumption.
Waste water collected from floor drains in cleaning areas would drain to a 1,000 gallon holding
tank and sent to the onsite supplemental water treatment system before going to sewer or
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being reused. All other uses, toilets, hand washing sinks, fountains etc. would drain to the City of
Arcata Wastewater Treatment Plant served by the Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services
District. Construction of the sewer line connection would require excavations to depths of
approximately 6 to 8 feet.
•

Storm water drainage facilities – Storm water generated from the proposed project would be
conveyed to the City of Arcata Wastewater Treatment Plant. The proposed project would
include the construction of on-site detention basins which would require excavations to depths
of approximately 4 to 5 feet.

•

Solid waste service – Solid waste generated by the proposed project would be stored in secure
containers in a covered area and picked up weekly by Recology Arcata located at 555 Vance
Avenue, Samoa, CA. Solid waste from Humboldt County is largely transported to one of three
out-of-area landfills for disposal: the Anderson Landfill in Shasta County; Dry Creek Landfill in
Medford, Oregon; and Potrero Hills Landfill in Suisun City. Cannabis green waste generated from
pruning, trimming, and decay would be broken down and composted on site. Before any
disposal of cannabis waste, the waste must be deemed “unusable and unrecognizable” by
means of disguise through blending with soil or solid waste.
Pacific Gas and Electric provides electrical power for the site. Energy use would be off-set in
part by solar panel installation on available roof top space for each building and purchase of
carbon offsets from a carbon offset company.

Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: The proposed project would include a supplemental water treatment system for
personnel and industry waste water used by cannabis processing and manufacturing activities
on site. The proposed facility would be approximately 1,066 sf and would be situated in the
southwest corner of Building C. The onsite water treatment system would treat approximately
800 gallons of waste water per hour. The system is designed to remove hydrocarbons and solids.
Waste water from cultivation irrigation would drain into a 1,000 gallon holding tank and used for
landscape irrigation, reducing water consumption. Waste water collected from floor drains in
cleaning areas would drain to a 1,000 gallon holding tank and sent to the onsite supplemental
water treatment system before going to sewer or being reused for landscaping purposes. All
other uses, toilets, hand washing sinks, fountains etc. would drain to the City of Arcata
Wastewater Treatment Plant by the Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services District.
The site proposes to install 26,000 sf of landscaping. The landscape design identifies designated
composting areas, trees, and grass to be planted and areas that include storm water capture
basins. The building’s roofing design include gutters and channels built to disperse rain runoff into
the planned capture basins that slow down and naturally filter water. City of Arcata Wastewater
Treatment Plant provides stormwater drainage facilities to the project area.
The Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services District has capacity for additional wastewater
treatment. Wastewater flows in 2014 range between 31,600 gallons per day (gpd) during dry
weather and 62,400 gpd during wet weather. The Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services
District’s existing contract with the City of Arcata allows for up to 71,200 gpd average dry
weather flow, and therefore the system has capacity for additional use. The Fieldbrook
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Glendale Community Services District is researching additional methods to increase their
capacity to treat wastewater in order to accommodate growth projected for the area.
The project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities. Impacts would be less than significant, and mitigation would not
be necessary.
b)

Finding: The project will have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years. Less than
significant impact.
Discussion: The project site is served by the Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services District,
which purchases treated water from Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District (HBMWD) for
delivery to its customers. The Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services District is currently using
approximately about 56 percent of its contracted water allotment from HBMWD during peak
demand (HLAFC, 2015). The proposed project would use approximately 42,340 gallons of water
per month and a total of 508,080 gallons of water per year. An additional 8,400 gallons of water
would be needed per month for landscape irrigation; however, the project applicant proposes
to reuse clean spent cultivation irrigation water for landscape irrigation.
The proposed project would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project during
normal, dry and multiple dry years. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation
would be necessary.

c)

Finding: The project will not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider
which services or may serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. Less than
significant impact.
Discussion: Wastewater from the project would drain to the City of Arcata Wastewater
Treatment Plant by the Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services District. Wastewater flows in
2014 range between 31,600 gpd during dry weather and 62,400 gpd during wet weather. The
Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services District’s existing contract with the City of Arcata
allows for up to 71,200 gpd average dry weather flow, and therefore the system has capacity
for additional use. The Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services District is researching additional
methods to increase their capacity to treat wastewater in order to accommodate growth
projected for the area.
The proposed project would not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. Impacts would
be less than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary.

d)

Finding: The project will not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in
excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste
reduction goals. Less than significant impact. See Discussion for Finding e).

e)

Finding: The project will not violate any federal, state, and local management and reduction
statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Public Resources Code
Division 30), enacted through Assembly Bill (AB) 939 and modified by subsequent legislation,
required all California cities and counties to implement programs to divert waste from landfills
(Public Resources Code Section 41780). Compliance with AB 939 is determined by the
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Department of Resources, Recycling, and Recovery (Cal Recycle), formerly known as the
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB). Each county is required to prepare
and submit an Integrated Waste Management Plan for expected solid waste generation within
the county to the CIWMB. In 2012, the unincorporated area of Humboldt County met or
exceeded the waste diversion mandate of 50 percent set by the Integrated Waste
Management Act of 1989.
The proposed project would comply with all federal, state, and local statutes related to solid
waste, including AB 939. This would include compliance with the Humboldt Waste Management
Authority’s recycling, hazardous waste, and composting programs in the county to comply with
AB 939.
Solid waste generated by the proposed project would be stored in secure containers in a
covered area and picked up weekly by Recology Arcata located at 555 Vance Avenue,
Samoa, CA. Solid waste from Humboldt County is largely transported to one of three out-of-area
landfills for disposal: the Anderson Landfill in Shasta County; Dry Creek Landfill in Medford,
Oregon; and Potrero Hills Landfill in Suisun City. The Anderson Landfill is not expected to close
until 2036, Dry Creek is expect to remain open until 2099, and Potrero Hills until 2053.
The proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in
excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste
reduction goals. Less than significant impact.
The proposed project woudl not violate any federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste. Less than significant impact.
Findings:
a) The project will notrequire or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects: Less
than significant impact.
b) The project will have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years: Less than significant impact.
c) The project will not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which services or
may serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments: Less than significant impact.
d) The project will not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals: Less
than significant impact.
e) The project will not violate any federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste: Less than significant impact.
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5.20 WILDFIRE
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a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response









b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,









c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated









d) Expose people or structures to significant risks,









If located in or near state reposnsibility areas or lands
classified as very high servity zones, would the
project:

plan or emergency evacuation plan?

exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or
ongoing impacts to the environment?
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

Setting:
Senate Bill (SB) 1241 (2012) requires the legislative body of a city to adopt a comprehensive, long-term
general plan that includes a safety element for the protection of the community from unreasonable
risks associated with wildland and urban fires. The update of the safety element must address fire risks
on land classified as State Responsibility Area (SRA) and very high fire hazard severity zones.
The Humboldt County General Plan section on Fire Hazards outlines policies that address and reduce
fire risk in the County. Policies include improving subdivision design and building code conformance,
increasing information exchange and education, and encouraging prescribed burning and native
plant conservation. The Humboldt County Community Wildfire Protection Plan gives further guidelines
on how these policies will be implemented.
The proposed project is located in an SRA and is in a moderate fire hazard severity zone, as is the
majority of the community of Glendale. Fire response is provided by Blue Lake Fire Protection District.
Generally, structural fire protection is the responsibility of local agencies, such as fire protection districts;
wildland fire protection is the responsibility of federal and state agencies.
Analysis:
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a)

Finding: The project will not substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: The project site is located within the Eureka Plain Wildfire Planning Unit. Evacuees
from this area will either travel north or south along Highway 101, or east on Highway 299, based
on fire behavior, wind patterns, traffic, and ingress of emergency vehicles (HCFSC 2013). The
project site is located in an urban area already served emergency responders and is located
within 0.5 miles of a designated evacuation route; therefore, the proposed project would not
substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

b)

Finding: The project will not exacerbate wildfire risks, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: The project is situated within an urbanized area and a moderate fire hazard severity
zone. The site is flat, and there are no plans to introduce slopes that may increase wildfire risks.
The proposed project is a cannabis cultivation, processing, manufacturing, and distribution
facility, and project occupants would only be on site during business hours; hours of operation
are Monday through Saturday, 7:00 am to 7:00 pm. The relatively low risk of wildfire combined
with the limited hours of occupation reduce the risks of wildfire impacts on project occupants
to a less than significant level.

c)

Finding: The project will not require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. Less
than significant impact.
Discussion: The project site is located in a mixed use area in the community of Glendale. The
Humboldt County General Plan designates the project area as “Commercial Services” (CS).
The CS designation provides for heavy commercial uses and compatible light industrial uses not
serving day to day needs. Full range of urbans services required (i.e., good access, public
sewer and water, electricity, fire protection, and waste disposal). As the General Plan
designation of the project area requires an adequate range of infrastructure, the project would
not create additional installation or maintenance requirements for infrastructure.

d)

Finding: The project will not expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes. Less than significant impact.
Discussion: The project site is flat and entirely paved. The proposed project design converts
26,000 square feet of paved surface into landscaping. This reduction in impermeable surface at
the project site would reduce the quantity and intensity of runoff. This change in drainage
patterns would decrease the risk of downstream flooding. Generally, landslides are expected
to occur most often on slopes steeper than 15 percent grade; the project site will remain flat,
thus decreasing the risk of landslides due to post-fire slope instability. The project will not expose
people or structures to significant risks.

Findings:
a) The project will not substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan: Less than significant impact.
b) The project will not exacerbate wildfire risks, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other facter, and
thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire: Less than significant impact.
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c) The project will not require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk
or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment: Less than significant impact.
d) The project will not expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes:
Less than significant impact.

5.21

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Pursuant to CEQA guidelines Section 15065, an EIR
shall be required where any of the following
conditions occur:

Potentially
Significant

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorp.

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Does the project have the potential to
substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or
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 (the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?









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









Setting:
The project has been reviewed in Sections 5.1 through 5.20 for questions a) and c), above and
determined to have no potentially significant unmitigated impact. With implementation of proposed
mitigation measures CUL-1 and NOI-1, all potentially significant impacts would be reduced to less than
significant.
Analysis:
a)

Finding: The project will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 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 or eliminate important
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examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. Less than significant impact with
mitigation incorporated.
Discussion: All impacts to the environment, including impacts to habitat for fish and wildlife
species, fish and wildlife populations, plant and animal communities, rare and endangered plants
and animal species, and historical and prehistorical resources were evaluated as part of the
analysis in this document. Where impacts were determined to be potentially significant, mitigation
measures have been proposed to reduce those impacts to less than significant levels.
Accordingly, with incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures, the proposed project would
not substantially degrade the quality of the environment and impacts would be less than
significant.
Mitigation:
Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and NOI-1 discussed in this document shall apply (See Chapter 6, Discussion of
Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting Program).
b)

Finding: The project will not have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable. ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects). Less than significant impact with
mitigation incorporated.
Discussion: An analysis of cumulative impacts considers the potential impacts of the project
combined with the incremental effects of other approved, proposed, and reasonably
foreseeable similar projects in the vicinity. The area considered for this cumulative analysis (study
area) is the developed area bounded on the northwest by Fieldbrook Road, southwest by the
Mad River, and southeast and northeast by Hall Creek. Lands within the study area are
predominantly commercial/industrial and residential. There are four other proposed multi-function
cannabis facilities in the study area. These projects are all in the application process, and some of
them are still conceptual in nature. Table 2 summarizes the projects in the study area, which
collectively are referred to as the “cumulative projects.”
Table 2. Cumulative Projects

APN
Approved
-Pending
516-151-003,
-004
516-161-005

516-101-052
516-151-019

Project Type

Size (sf)

Location

Employees1

Water Use2

--

--

--

--

--

Cultivation
Manufacturing
and
Processing
Cultivation
Distribution
Manufacturing
Processing

6,500
N/A

1678 Glendale Drive

4

N/A

7,700
2,200
3,000
3,250

1400 Glendale Drive

8-12

N/A

Cultivation
Cultivation
Distribution
Processing
and
Manufacturing

10,000
~800,000
5,000
40,000

1485 Glendale Drive
1610 Glendale Drive

75-100

N/A
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516-111-064

Cultivation
Processing
Manufacturing
Distribution

16,710
9,000
7,520
2,226

Proposed Project
1691 Glendale Drive

22

681,600

Total
109-138
1Non-resident
2Estimated gallons per month; sourced from municipal connections to the Glendale-Fieldbrook
Community Services District

N/A

The proposed project would result in no impact to agriculture and forestry resources, mineral
resources, or recreation and would therefore not contribute to cumulative impacts to those
resources. Consequently, those resources are not discussed further in this section.
Aesthetics
As discussed in Section 5.1 – Aesthetics, the cumulative projects are located in an area with
relatively low visual quality and no significant scenic resources. While the proposed project would
represent a visual change to the project site, the project would be consistent with the surrounding
light industrial land uses. Other proposed cannabis facilities would bbe situated in the immediate
vicinity of the porposd project on lands of a similar use type. Given that the project site and its
neighboring parcels are zoned Unclassified, the proposed project would not contribute to an
incremental degradation of the aesthetic character of the study area over what would exist
under current zoning. The incremental aesthetic effects of the cumulative projects would not
combine to result in a cumulatively significant impact.
The proposed project and the cumulative projects would incorporate minimum lighting and
would be required to comply with County lighting standards and ordinances. Therefore, the
project’s contribution to light and glare would not be considerable, and the cumulative projects
would not combine to result in a significant impact.
Air Quality
The cumulative projects would not result in a significant impact to air quality. Two of the projects
are in existing buildings. The applications for the other cumulative projects are at varying levels of
completion, and the proposed project is the furthest along. The largest project is still conceptual
and may be several years from being permitted. Consequently, the projects would have a
staggered implementation schedule, and the construction impacts to Air Quality shouldn’t be
cumulative. The cumulative projects would not result in significant new construction, new traffic
volumes, or new sources of air pollution. Potential effects from individual projects would be
mitigated to less than significant and the cumulative effects would be less than significant. The
proposed project’s contribution to air quality resource-related impacts would not be
considerable, and the cumulative projects would not combine to result in a significant impact.
Biological Resources
As discussed in Section 5.4 – Biological Resources, construction of the proposed project has low
potential to impact regionally-occurring special-status plant and animal species to occur in the
project site. Tthe proposed project would not affect riparian habitat or wetlands, or other
biological resources such as migration corridors, wildlife nursery sites, and habitat conservation
plans and so would not contribute to a cumulative impact to those resources.
73

As such the project would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative effects on
biological resources.
Cultural Resources
As discussed in Section 5.5 – Cultural Resources, the project has potential to affect previously
undiscovered cultural and paleontological resources that may be revealed during ground
disturbance activities associated with construction. The inadvertent discovery protocols required
would reduce any such impact to less than significant (Mitigation Measure CUL-1). Because each
cultural resource is unique to a physical location, and inadvertent discovery protocols require
notification and documentation of any cultural resource inadvertently discovered, no cumulative
impact to cultural resources is possible from similar potential project-level impacts on other project
sites.
Energy
As discussed in Section 5.6 – Energy, the project applicant proposes to install solar panels on all
available roof top space for each proposed building. If the renewable energy from the solar
panels does not provide enough energy to cover the entirety of the proposed project’s energy
usage, the project applicant will set up an account with a carbon offset company (like TerraPass)
and purchase the remaining amount needed. As such the project would not result in a
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on energy resources.
Geology and Soils
As discussed in Section 5.7 – Geology and Soils, the proposed project has potential to expose
people using the project site to geologic hazards from ground shaking and liquefaction.
Implementation of the site-specific design requirements recommended in the soils report to be
prepared as part of the building permit process would reduce impacts to less than significant. The
project would create these hazards only for people using the project site, and no component of
the project would affect the geologic hazard to any other property. Consequently, the project
could not contribute to any cumulative impact to geology and soils.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
As discussed in Section 5.8 – Greenhouse Gas Emission, the proposed project would result in less
than significant impacts related to GHG emissions. The cumulative projects would have a
combined maximum staffing level of 138 employees. The cumulative projects are consistent with
the County’s 2012 Draft Climate Action Plan strategies for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. As
previously mentioned, the NCUAQMD has not adopted thresholds of significance for greenhouse
gas emissions. The project would not result in a considerable contribution to greenhouse gas
impacts, and the projects would not combine to result in a cumulatively significant impact.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The cumulative projects would not use large amounts of hazardous materials nor would their
proximity create a threat by concentrating these materials in one area. The area is designed to
facilitate commercial and light industrial uses in the area, and revitalizing former industrial lands
would not obstruct emergency services, nor create new hazards. Operation of the proposed
commercial medical cannabis facilities under the cumulative projects would involve the use of
fuels, fertilizers, pesticides, and other related products. The County has ordinances applicable to
cannabis operations that address impacts from the storage and use of hazardous materials. The
projects would be required to comply with the regulations. With individual projects conforming to
all standards for handling hazardous materials, there would be no additive effect of the
cumulative projects. The proposed project would not result in a considerable contribution to
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hazards and hazardous materials impacts, and the cumulative projects would not combine to
result in a significant impact.
Hydrology and Water Quality
As described in Section 5.10 – Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would result in
less than significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality. Construction activities for
each of the projects would be conducted in accordance with the County’s grading regulations
and BMPs, including temporary erosion and runoff control measures in accordance with the
General Plan, and would be implemented during construction to minimize the potential for
erosion and storm water runoff. Individually, the projects would not result in considerable
contribution to a reduction in water quality, on- or off-site flooding, or a violation of water quality
or discharge requirements, and the projects would not combine to result in a cumulatively
significant impact.
The projects would not result in a substantial depletion of ground water and would not be
cumulatively considerable. The projects would use municipally sourced water and can only be
permitted after the service district has verified that the water is available.
In summary, the project would not result in a considerable contribution to hydrology and water
quality impacts, and the projects would not combine to result in a cumulatively significant impact.
Land Use and Planning
As discussed in Section 5.11 – Land Use and Planning, the proposed project is consistent with the
General Plan land use designation and the zoning for the project site. The proposed project does
not include any change to the land use designation or zoning of the project site, and therefore
any impacts to land use and planning on the site would be unique to the project site and not
affect land use and planning on adjacent properties. Consequently, the proposed project could
not contribute to any cumulative impacts to land use and planning.
Noise
As discussed in Section 5.13 - Noise, the nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are single
family residential units, the nearest of which are 10 feet north of the property line and 30 feet east
of the property line. During construction, noise generated at the proposed project site could
combine with noise generated by projects in the immediate vicinity and result in cumulatively
higher noise levels. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would be implemented to reduce construction noise
impacts to a level of less than significant. During operation, normal operational activities of the
proposed project and cumulative project would not combine to result in a cumulative impact.
However, the applicant has indicated that the HVAC units would be located in enclosed
structures with proper ventilation and located as northwest as possible on the site to reduce the
noise level for surrounding neighbors and wildlife. The cumulative projects are separated by
sufficient distance that no two likely share any sensitive noise receptors and, therefore, each
project’s potential noise impacts would be unique to it. Furthermore, other cumulative projects
would be required to mitigate noise impacts to less than significant; therefore, the cumulative
projects would not have a significant cumulative impact.
Population and Housing
The cumulative projects do not include construction of any housing. The combined maximum
staffing requirements for the cumulative projects would be 138 people, who would have
immediate access to the urban centers of Arcata, McKinleyville, and Blue Lake. The construction
workers and operational workers for the proposed project and cumulative projects are expected
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to be drawn from the existing labor pool in the region and would not directly result in population
growth.
The cumulative projects are served by existing roads and would not result in the extension of roads
or major utilities to lands not currently served. There would be no displacement of housing or
population. The proposed project would not contribute to population and housing impacts, and
the cumulative projects would not combine to result in a significant impact.
Public Services
The potential demand for Fire Department Services is expected to be very low at the project site.
The proposed, and cumulative projects would not combine to result in the need for new or
expanded facilities.
The potential demand for Sheriff’s Department services at the project site may increase due to
the proposed land use. The proposed and cumulative projects would be required to implement
Safety Plans in accordance with the CMMLUO, which would avoid the need for additional
Sheriff’s Department services. Individually, the projects would result in less than significant impacts
and would not cumulatively result in the need for new or expanded facilities.
There would be little or no demand for other County services from the proposed project and
cumulative projects, and thus would not cumulatively result in the need for new or expanded
facilities. The proposed project would not result in a considerable contribution to public services,
and the cumulative projects would not combine to result in a significant impact.
Transportation/Traffic
As discussed in Section 5.17 – Transportation/Traffic, the proposed project would result in less than
significant impacts related to transportation/traffic. Construction traffic would be minimal and
temporary. Construction traffic from other cumulative projects would not combine to result in a
cumulative transportation/traffic impact.
Operation of the cumulative projects would generate up to 1,000 vehicle trips per day on
Highway 299, which would be a 25 percent increase in the traffic volume. All of the cumulative
projects are a short distance (less than a half mile) from a highway onramp/offramp on Glendale
Drive. Both Glendale Drive and the highway access routes have a functional capacity of 350
vehicles per hour. The cumulative projects would create traffic vlumes that are within the
historical and designed limits.
The project would result in no impacts to traffic patterns and adopted policies, plans, and
programs. The project would not result in a considerable contribution to transportation/traffic
impacts, and the projects would not combine to result in a cumulatively significant impact.
Tribal Cultural Resources
As discussed in Section 5.18 – Tribal Cultural Resources, the project has potential to affect
previously undiscovered tribal cultural resources that may be revealed during ground disturbance
activities associated with construction. The inadvertent discovery protocols required as part of
permit approval would reduce any such impact to less than significant. Because each tribal
cultural resource is unique to a physical location, and inadvertent discovery protocols require
notification and documentation of any tribal cultural resource inadvertently discovered, no
cumulative impact to tribal cultural resources is possible from similar potential project-level
impacts on neighboring properties.
Utilities and Service Systems
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As described in Section 5.19 – Utilities and Service Systems, the project-level impacts to utilities and
service systems from the proposed project would be less than significant. Wastewater would
receive preliminary treatment on-site and stormwater discharge would be less than pre-project
levels. The proposed project would not contribute to any cumulative impact, as all effects of the
proposed project on wastewater and storm water treatment would be confined to the project
site.
Successful permitting of the project requires assurances from the provider of water and sewer
services that they have the capacity to serve these additional projects. The proposed project has
received such assurances. If the capacity is not available to serve subsequent projects, then the
service provider will inform the applicant of that, and the project will not be permitted.
Solid waste in Humboldt County is transported to landfills outside the County; therefore,
cumulative effects of the project on solid waste disposal would depend on County-wide growth
and development, which is outside the scope of this analysis.
Wildfire
As discussed in Section 5.20 – Wildfire, potential project impacts to the risks of wildfire would be less
than significant. The project is situated within an urbanized area and a moderate fire hazard
severity zone. The site is flat, and there are no plans to introduce slopes that may increase wildfire
risks or post-fire slope instability. Therefore, no cumulative impact to the risk of wildfire would occur.
Mitigation:
Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and NOI-1 discussed in this document shall apply (See Chapter 6, Discussion of
Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting Program).
c)

Finding: the project would not have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Less than significant impact with mitigation
incorporated.
Discussion: The proposed project’s potential to result in environmental effects that could adversely
affect human beings, either directly or indirectly, has been discussed throughout this document. In
the instance where the proposed project has the potential to result in direct or indirect adverse
effects to human beings, a mitigation measure has been identified to reduce the impact to
below a level of significance. With implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 identified in this
document, construction and operation of the proposed project would not involve any activities
that would result in environmental effects which would cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings.
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6.0 DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION MEASURES, MONITORING, AND
REPORTING PROGRAM
The Department found that the project could result in potentially significant adverse impacts unless
mitigation measures are required. A list of measures that address and mitigate potentially significant
adverse impacts to a level of non-significance follows. A mitigation monitoring and reporting program
checklist is attached.
Mitigation:
CUL-1 Inadvertent Discoveries of Cultural Resources and Human Remains.
If cultural resources, such as lithic materials or ground stone, historic debris, building foundations, or
bone are discovered during ground-disturbance activities, work shall be stopped within 20 meters
(66 feet) of the discovery, per the requirements of CEQA (January 1999 Revised Guidelines, Title 14
CCR 15064.5 (f)). Work near the archaeological finds shall not resume until a professional
archaeologist, who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines, has evaluated
the materials and offered recommendation for further action.
Prehistoric materials which could be encountered include: obsidian and chert debitage or formal
tools, grinding implements (e.g., pestles, handstones, bowl mortars, slabs), locally darkened
midden, deposits of shell, faunal remains, and human burials. Historic materials which could be
encountered include: ceramics/pottery, glass, metals, can and bottle dumps, cut bone, barbed
wire fences, building pads, structures, trails/roads, etc.
If human remains are discovered during project construction, work would stop at the discovery
location, within 20 meters (66 feet), and any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie
adjacent to human remains (Public Resources Code, Section 7050.5). The Humboldt County
coroner would be contacted to determine if the cause of death must be investigated. If the
coroner determines that the remains are of Native American origin, 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). The coroner would contact the NAHC. The
descendants or most likely descendants of the deceased would be contacted, and work would
not resume until they have made a recommendation to the landowner or the person responsible
for the excavation work for means of treatment and disposition, with appropriate dignity, of the
human remains and any associated grave goods, as provided in Public Resources Code, Section
5097.98.
NOI-1 Construction Related Noise
The following shall be implemented during construction activities:
•

The operation of tools or equipment used in construction, drilling, repair, alteration or
demolition shall be limited to between the hours of 8 A.M. and 5 P.M. Monday through Friday,
and between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. on Saturdays.

•

No heavy equipment related construction activities shall be allowed on Sundays or holidays.

•

All stationary and construction equipment shall be maintained in good working order and
fitted with factory approved muffler systems.
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7.0

EARLIER ANALYSES

Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, one or
more effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section
16063(c)(3)(D). In this case a discussion should identify the following on attached sheets:
a) Earlier analyses used. Identify earlier analyses and state where they are available for review.
1. Humboldt County General Plan (2017)
2. Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for the General Plan Update (2017)
3. CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Medical Marijuana Land Use Ordinance – Phase IV –
Commercial Cultivation of Cannabis for Medical Use.
4. Humboldt County Zoning Ordinance
These items are available for review at Humboldt County Planning Division.
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