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City of Costa Mesa
Mesa Verde East

Initial Study/ Negative Declaration Introduction

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

The City of Costa Mesa has determined the proposed Mesa Verde East Residential Project (i.e.,
proposed project) is subject to the guidelines and regulations of the California Cnvironmental Quality
Act (CEQA). This Initial Study addresses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects
associated with the project, as proposed.

Section 2.0, Project Description, provides a detailed description of the project.
The proposed project involves the following:
(1) Adoption of an Initial Study/Negative Declaration:

(2) Rezone of a 2-acre site from I&R (Institutional and Recreational) to PDR-LD (Planned
Development Residential — Low Density) (8 dwelling units per acre maximum allowed);

(3) Master Plan for the development of a 13-unit, two-story, small lot, residential development (6.5
dwelling units per acre proposed). The Master Plan includes a variance from perimeter open space
(20 feet required; 3 feet on Mesa Verde Drive East for perimeter wall and 13 feet on Andros Street
for the development proposed) and administrative adjustment from perimeter open space
requirement for residential structures (20 feet required, 13 feet proposed on Andros Street);

(4) Tentative Tract Map T-17824 for subdivision of property for homeownership.

The Project consists of the development of 13 single-family, detached residences with a density of
6.5 dwelling units per acre. The project will provide 26 garage/covered parking spaces and 33 open
parking spaces, for a total of 59 spaces (4 spaces per residential unit, and 7 guest spaces). Vehicle
access to 10 of the units will be provided from a private street from Mesa Verde Drive East, and
individual driveways are proposed for the 3 units facing Andros Street.

No deviations from the City’s Residential Design Guidelines are requested.

The following environmental analysis examines the environmental effects of a low-density residential
land use if the rezone were approved.

1.1 - Incorporation by Reference

Pertinent documents relating to this Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND) have been cited and
incorporated, in accordance with Sections 15148 and 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines, to eliminate the
need for inclusion of voluminous engineering and technical reports within the Initial Study. Of
particular relevance are those previous environmental documents that present information
regarding descriptions of environmental settings, and future development-related growth and
cumulative impacts. The references outlined below were utilized during preparation of this Initial
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Study. The documents are available for review at the City of Costa Mesa Development Services
Department located at 77 Fair Drive, Costa Mesa, California 92626.

City of Costa Mesa 2000 General Plan (Adopted January 22, 2002). The City of Costa Mesa 2000
General Plan (General Plan) is the primary source of long-range planning and policy direction
intended to guide growth and preserve the quality of life within the community. The General Plan
contains goals, policies, and plans that are intended to guide land use and development decisions. It
consists of a Land Use Plan Map and the following Elements, which together fulfill the state
requirements for a General Plan: Land Use; Circulation/Transportation; Housing; Conservation;
Noise; Safety; Open Space and Recreation; Growth Management; Community Design; and Historic
and Cultural Resources. The General Plan was used throughout this Initial Study as a source of
baseline data. According to the current (2013-2021) Housing Element (City of Costa Mesa 2008), as
of 2010, there were 39,946 households within 16 square miles in the City.

City of Costa Mesa 2000 General Plan Environmental Impact Report. The City of Costa Mesa 2000
General Plan Environmental Impact Report was certified on January 22, 2002 through City Council
Resolution No. 02-07. The General Plan EIR analyzed the potential environmental impacts that
would result from implementation of the City of Costa Mesa 2000 General Plan. General Plan EIR
Table 3-6, Growth Increases Over Existing Conditions (2000) Associated with 2000 General Plan
Implementation (2020), identifies new development projected between 2000 and 2020. The
environmental impact analysis contained in the General Plan EIR assumes 42,469 dwelling units and
46,683,237 square feet (sq ft) of non-residential land uses, which represents a growth of 1,892
additional dwelling units and 12,643,695 additional square feet of non-residential uses by 2020. The
General Plan EIR concluded that impacts in the following areas would be significant and unavoidable
(see General Plan EIR Section 8.0):

* Transportation and Circulation (roadway capacity at Gisele Avenue, west of Harbor
Boulevard);

* Noise (long-term mobile sources);

* Air Quality (short- and long-term emissions).

The General Plan and General Plan EIR were used in this Initial Study/Negative Declaration as a
source of baseline data

City of Costa Mesa Municipal Code. The City of Costa Mesa Municipal Code {CMMC) consists of
regulatory, penal, and administrative ordinances of the City of Costa Mesa. It is the method the City
uses to implement control of land uses, in accordance with General Plan goals and policies. The City
of Costa Mesa Zoning Code is located in CMMC Title 13, Planning, Zoning, and Development. The
purpose of CMMC Title 13 is to promote the public health, safety, and general welfare, and preserve
and enhance the aesthetic quality of the City by providing regulations to ensure that an appropriate
mix of land uses occur in an orderly manner. The CMMC and CMMC Title 13 are referenced
throughout this Initial Study for descriptions and requirements of the City’s regulatory framework.
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SECTION 2: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 - Project Location

The project site is located in the northwestern portion of the City of Costa Mesa, in the County of
Orange; refer to Exhibit 1. Specifically, the site is located east of E. Mesa Verde Drive and north of
Adams Avenue; refer to Exhibit 2. The site is located approximately 2.0 miles northwest of the
Pacific Ocean. Regional access to the site is provided via Interstate 405 (1-405), which is located
approximately one mile to the north. Harbor Boulevard, which is located approximately half a mile
east of the site, also provides regional access. Local access to the site is provided via Adams Avenue
and Mesa Verde East Drive.

2.2 - Environmental Setting

The project site (Assessor Parcel Numbers 139-313-08) consists of one parcel totaling approximately
2.07 acres. The site is relatively flat with onsite elevation of approximately 105 feet above mean sea

level. The project site contains the facilities for First Church of Christ Scientist, including offices,
classrooms, and the main sanctuary, in two buildings totaling approximately 8,900 square feet, and
approximately 124 surface parking spaces.

Primary site access is provided via Mesa Verde Drive East. The site is currently separated from the
residential properties to the north by a block wall. Onsite water and sewer are provided by Mesa
Water District and Costa Mesa Sanitary District.

2.2.1 - General Plan and Zoning
General Plan

The General Plan land use designation for the project area is Low Density Residential (8 dwelling
units to the acre maximum). Low-Density Residential areas generally are intended to accommodate
single-family residences on their own parcels. Other housing types include attached housing that
provide a greater portion of recreation or open space than typically found in multi-family
developments, and clustered housing which affords the retention of significant open space. Low-
Density Residential areas are intended to accommodate family groups and outdoor living activities in
open space adjacent to dwellings. In order to avoid land use conflicts, these areas should be located
away from or protected from the more intense non-residential areas and major travel corridors.
Pursuant to the Costa Mesa General Plan, the density for this land use designation shall be up to
eight units to the acre.

Zoning

According to the Official Zoning Map, the project site is zoned I1&R (Institutional and Recreational). A
rezone (or change) of the zoning classification of the 2-acre development site from 1&R (Institutional
and Recreational) to PDR-LD (Planned Development Residential — Low Density) is proposed. The
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proposed rezone to PDR-LD would be compatible with the existing Low Density Residential General
Plan designation for the project site.

2.2.2 - Surrounding Zoning
Surrounding land uses generally consist of commercial and residential uses. Land uses immediately
adjacent to the project site consist of the following:
* North: Single Family residential uses are located to the north. These residential uses are
zoned R1 (Single- Family Residential).
» East: Single Family residential uses are located to the east. These residential uses are zoned
R1 (Single- Family Residential).
¢ South: Commercial uses are located to the south. These properties are zoned C1 (Local
Business).

e West: Single Family residential uses are located to the west (across Mesa Verde Drive East).
These residential uses are zoned R1 (Single- Family Residential).



City of Costa Mesa
EXHIBIT 1 MESA VERDE EAST REGIONAL MAP - [Created 3/25/2015 9:59.39 AM] [Scale 3852 34] [Page 85 x 11/ Portrait]

i =) i -
Overview Map Legend
Roads M Maor ~  SCCOMDARY City
A’ Cotoctor a7 Mawpon BLVD ./ Hydrology Boundary
A Frooway A Prmary Channels
{cont) fcont;
r ™

Map Display

SANTA ANA

7

(C) 2002-5 GeoPrise.net (GeoVec, Inc.) - (866)422-2505

G| 20025 srerer. GooPrmo NCT




City of Costa Mesa
EXHIBIT 2. MESA VERDE EAST VICINITY MAP - [Created 3/25/2015 955 41 AM| {Scale 349 53] {Page 85 x 11/ Portratt}

s A o ™)
Overview Map Legend
Address Rcads A Mz w SCCONDARY
Points M Catemas A Merarpant @00 /  Hydrelegy
) O F ety s ey Channels
& Fresway » (centh (cont)
& Y

Map Display

(C) 2002-5 GeoPrise.net (GeoVec, Inc.) - {866)422-2505 (J'




City of Costa Mesa
Mesa Verde East Project
Initial Study/ Negative Declaration Environmental Analysis

2.3 - Project Features

The City of Costa Mesa is processing a planning application from Mesa Verde East, LLC for, two-story,
small lot residential development at a density of 6.5 dwelling units per acre. Approval of the
proposed project involves the following:

1. Adoption of an Initial Study/ Negative Declaration.

2. Rezone R-14-05: An ordinance to rezone a 2-acre site from I&R (Institutional and
Recreational) to PDR-LD (Planned Development Residential — Low Density). The maximum
allowable General Plan density is 16 dwelling units at a maximum of 8 dwelling units per acre

3. Planning Application PA-14-48: Master Plan for the development of a 13-unit, two-story,
small lot residential development at a density of 6.5 dwelling units per acre. The Master
Ptan also includes the following requested variances from Zoning Code requirements:
a. Variance from perimeter open space requirement for location of block walls
(20 feet required; 3 feet proposed on Mesa Verde Drive East);
b. Administrative Adjustment from perimeter open space requirement for
buildings (20 feet required; 13 feet proposed on Andros Street).

4. Tentative Tract Map T-17824: Subdivision of the property into fee simple lots for
homeownership.

Table 1, Project Summary, summarizes the proposed units and their sizes. The development includes
13 total units and offers these two different products. The project would provide 26 garage parking
spaces and 33 open parking spaces for a total of 59 spaces (4 spaces per residential unit, for a total of
52 spaces are required by code). Table 1, Project Summary, summarizes the proposed units and their
sizes.

Table 1: Project Summary

Plan1 Plan 2
Unit Size 2,824 5q. Ft. 3,120 Sq. Ft.
{Not Including Garage)
Total No. of Units 4 9
No. Bedrooms and Baths 4 Bed, 3.5 Bath 4 Bed, 3.5 Bath
No. of Stories 2 2
No. Of Garage Spaces 2 2
No. Of Open Spaces 2 2
(In Driveway)
No. Of Open Spaces 7
{Guest)
Total Parking 52 Spaces required by Code
59 Spaces (Proposed)
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The proposed project includes demolition and removal of the existing church building. Prior to
demolition of the existing structure(s), removal and/or abatement of asbestos containing building
materials, lead containing paints, and any hazardous materials associated with the existing building
materials shall be conducted by a qualified environment professional in consultation with the Costa
Mesa Fire Department. Once demolition and removals are completed, the project site would be
graded and constructed in single-phase. If contaminated soils are encountered during grading
activities, excavation and removal of contaminated soils would be required to comply with Federal,
State, and local regulations.
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SECTION 3: INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

3.1 - Background

1. ProjectTitle
Mesa Verde East Project
2. Lead Agency Name and Address:

City of Costa Mesa

Development Services Department
77 Fair Drive

Costa Mesa, CA 92626

3. Contact Persons and Phone Number:

Melvin E. Lee, AICP

Senior Planner

714-754-5611

email: mel.lee@costamesaca.gov

4. Project Location:

2880 E. Mesa Verde Drive
Costa Mesa
Orange County, CA

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

Pinnacle Residential
20 Enterprise, Suite 320
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656

6. General Plan Designation:
Low Density Residential
7.  Zoning:
I&R (Insititutional and Recreational District)
8. Description of the Project:
See Section 2, Project Description
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
See Section 2, Project Description
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits):

e South Coast Air Basin
® Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board - Region 8

11
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3.2

- Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

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” or “Less Than Significant With Mitigation
Incorporated,” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

O

Oooao

3.3

[
[]

Aesthetics Agriculture and Forestry

Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geology/Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Hazards/Hazardous Materials Hydrology/Water Quality

Noise
Recreation

Population/Housing Public Services

OoOooot

L]
]
Land Use/Planning [J Mineral Resources
O
O

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Transportation/Traffic Utilities/Services Systems

- Lead Agency Determination

Lead Agency Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

X
O

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

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described in Section 4,
Environmental Analysis, have been added. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

| find that the proposal MAY have a significant effect(s) 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, if the
effect is a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated.” An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be
addressed.

Siénéd L Agency

ML (Fr | SEMen PPeififn /{/z /,/ e

Signer’s Name, Title Date

12
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SECTION 4: ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Sections 4.1 through 4.17 analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with the project.
The environmental issue areas that are evaluated are:

e Aesthetics » Mineral Resources

e Agriculture and Forestry Resources e Noise

e Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions » Population/Housing

» Biological Resources e Public Services

e Cultural Resources * Recreation

» Geology/Soils » Transportation/Traffic

e Hazards/Hazardous Materials e Utilities/Services Systems

¢ Hydrology/Water Quality e Mandatory Findings of Significance

* Land Use/Planning

The environmental analysis in the following sections is patterned after the Initial Study Checklist
recommended by the CEQA Guidelines, as amended, and used by the City of Costa Mesa in its
environmental review process. For the preliminary environmental assessment undertaken as part of
this Initial Study’s preparation, a determination that there is a potential for significant effects
indicates the need to more fully analyze the development’s impacts and to identify mitigation.

For the evaluation of potential impacts, the questions in the Initial Study Checklist are stated and an
answer is provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of the Initial Study. The analysis
considers the long-term, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the development. To each
question, there are four possible responses:

* No Impact. The development will not have any measurable environmental impact on the
environment.

e Less than significant impact. The development will have the potential for impacting the
environment, although this impact will be below established thresholds that are considerad
to be significant.

» Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The development will have the potential
to generate impacts, which may be considered as a significant effect on the environment,
although mitigation measures or changes to the development’s physical or operational
characteristics can reduce these impacts to levels that are less than significant.

* Potentially significant impact. The development could have impacts, which may be
considered significant, and therefore additional analysis is required to identify mitigation
measures that could reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels.

The following is a discussion of potential project impacts as identified in the Initial Study/
Environmental Checklist. Explanations are provided for each item.

13
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

4.1 Aesthetics

Would the project:

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

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, |:] D

including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic building within a
state scenic highway?

¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual |:|
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

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

Environmental Evaluation

Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

No Impact. There are no General Plan-identified scenic vistas/views located in the project area, as
there are no officially designated scenic vistas in the City of Costa Mesa. Therefore, project
implementation would not have any effect on a designated scenic vista/view.

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

No Impact. The project site is not located along a designated State scenic highway, as there are no
officially designated scenic highways in the City of Costa Mesa. Aside from ornamental landscaping
located within the existing church property, there are no protected tree species on the property. No
historic buildings or rock outcroppings are located at the project site. Therefore, project
implementation would not damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway.

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

Less than significant impact. The existing visual character of the project site is primarily defined by
church buildings, landscaped areas and associated parking lot. The existing visual character of the
surrounding area is defined by established residential uses to the north, east and west, and
commercial uses located south of the project site. The area does not exhibit distinct architectural

14
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character and there is no uniformity of architectural styles. No unique or scenic visual resources
exist on the project site or in its surroundings.

A project is generally considered to have a significant visual/aesthetic impact if it substantially
changes the character of the project site, such that it becomes visually incompatible or visually
unexpected when viewed in the context of its surroundings. The project site is located in a mature
residential area, and would introduce a 13-unit, two-story, residential development at a density of
6.5 dwelling units to the existing mature residential neighborhood. The project would be similar in
scale and character to the site’s surroundings.

The Community Design Element identifies the following Private Property Focus for residential design
(page CD-18):

Objective CD-7A. Encourage excellence in architectural design.

CD-7A.1 Ensure that new and remodeled structures are designed in architectural styles which reflect
the City’s diversity, yet are compatible in scale and character with existing buildings and natural
surroundings within residential neighborhoods. Develop and adopt design guidelines for residential
development.

CD-7A.2 Preserve the character and scale of Costa Mesa’s established residential neighborhoods;
where residential development or redevelopment is proposed, require as a condition of approval
that it is consistent with the prevailing character of existing development in the immediate vicinity,
and that it does not have a substantial adverse impact on adjacent areas.

According to the City’s Zoning Code (Costa Mesa Zoning Code, Section 13-57(a)(2)), the purpose of
the Planned Development zoning is to provide a method by which appropriately located areas of the
City can be developed utilizing more imaginative and innovative planning concepts than would be
possible through strict application of existing zoning and subdivision regulations. It is intended that
these developments will meet the broader goals of the General Plan and Zoning Code by exhibiting
excellence in design, site planning, integration of uses and structures, and protection of the integrity
of neighboring development. A variety of building products are encouraged in the design of projects
in the Planned Development zones, thereby maximizing project excellence.

Consistent with the objectives of the Community Design Element, the proposed project includes a
traditional architecture with varied building materials, textures and colors, quality landscaped
project common areas and project entries, and private open space.

In addition, project implementation would be consistent with the character of the surrounding area
through quality architectural design. The design of any future residential use is required to conform
with the City’s design guidelines and residential development standards (e.g. two-story maximum
building height, maximum density allowed in PDR-LD zone, etc.), unless a request for any
discretionary approvals (i.e. variance, minor modification, etc.) is approved in conjunction with the
development proposal.

15
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Since the proposed project would require the review/approval of a Master Plan to ensure
conformance with the Zoning Code and Residential Design Guidelines, no significant impacts related
to this environmental topic are anticipated. Standard review, conditions, and requirements
completed during the review process will avoid any significant impacts related to aesthetics.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.

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

Less than significant impact. Light spillage is typically defined as unwanted illumination from light
fixtures on adjacent properties. The project site is located within a residential area. Existing lighting
conditions in the project area include light emanating from building interiors, security lights and the
surrounding residential land uses, as well as nearby street lighting. There are residential uses located
north, east, and west of the project site. Commercial uses are located south of the project site. There
are no additional sensitive land uses in the project’s immediate vicinity.

The residential units would include a garage and living areas on the ground floor, and living areas on
the second floor. The project would create new sources of light due to light emanating from building
interiors and light from exterior sources (e.g., building illumination, security lighting, and landscape
lighting). The existing and proposed residential uses are considered light sensitive and could be
exposed to lighting from the existing nearby commercial uses. A seven-foot high block wall would be
installed between along the western and southern project boundary to enhance privacy and
separate the project from existing residential land uses. No significant lighting is proposed adjacent
to the existing residential uses.

As previously noted, the existing and proposed residential uses could be exposed to lighting from the
existing surrounding commercial uses to the south. Most of the lighting from the existing uses
surrounding the project would be shielded by the proposed seven-foot high screen wall to be located
along the southern boundary of the project site. Spillover light impacts on residential uses to less
than significant.

Existing lighting conditions in the Project area include light emanating from the abutting commercial
property and residential property, as well as nearby street lighting. The proposed development
would create new sources of light due to light emanating from the new residential building interiors
and light from exterior sources (e.g., building illumination, security lighting, entry sign and landscape
lighting). Surrounding sensitive receptors (existing residences) will be separated from new block
walls and landscaping within required setbacks. No significant new lighting is proposed adjacent to
the existing residential uses. Low voltage landscape lighting will be placed within the common open
space areas within the project site.

Standard Condition SC 4.1-1 requires preparation of a Lighting Plan and Photometric Study, in order
to demonstrate that the proposed lighting meets minimum security lighting requirements and
minimizes light/glare to residents.

16
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Project compliance with CMMC standards and Standard Condition SC 4.1-1 would ensure that
potential spillover light impacts on residential uses are less than significant.

Standard Conditions

SC 4.1.1 Prior to the issuance of Building Permits, the Applicant shall submit a Lighting Plan and
Photometric Study for the approval of the City’s Development Services Department. The Lighting
Plan shall demonstrate compliance with the following:

» The mounting height of lights on light standards shall not exceed 18 feet in any location on the
Project site unless approved by the Development Services Director.

e The intensity and location of lights on buildings shall be subject to the Development Services
Director’s approval.

o All site lighting fixtures shall be provided with a flat glass lens. Photometric calculations shall
indicate the effect of the flat glass lens fixture efficiency.

« Lighting design and layout shall limit spill light to no more than 0.5 foot candle at the property line
of the surrounding neighbors, consistent with the level of lighting that is deemed necessary for
safety and security purposes on site.

* Glare shields may be required for select light standards.

In regards to glare, the project would involve primarily non-reflective facade treatments and the
minimization of unrelieved glass surfaces. Additionally, since the proposed project would require the
review/approval of a Master Plan (CMMC Section 13-56) to ensure conformance with the Zoning
Code and Residential Design Guidelines, no significant impacts related to this environmental topic
are anticipated. Standard review, conditions, and requirements completed during the review
process will avoid any significant impacts related to light and glare. A less than significant impact
would occur in this regard.
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Environmental Issues

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

a)

c)

d)

e)

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?

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

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timbertand
(as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use?

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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Analysis
Less Than
Significant
With Less Than
Mitigation Significant
Incorporated Impact No Impact
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Environmental Evaluation

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?

No impact. The project site is not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide importance. The project site is developed with existing church buildings and parking lot.
Thus, project implementation would not result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.

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

No impact. The project site is currently zoned I&R (Institutional and Recreational), but is proposed
to be rezoned to PDR-LD (Planned Development Residential — Low Density). The project site and
surrounding lands are not zoned for agricultural use or part of a Williamson Act Contract. Therefore,
project implementation would not 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))?

No impact. The project site is is currently zoned I&R (Institutional and Recreational), but is proposed
to be rezoned to PDR-LD (Planned Development Residential — Low Density). Project implementation
would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or
timberland zoned Timberland Production.

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No impact. The project site is developed with existing church buildings and parking lot. Thus,
project implementation would not 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?

No impact. The project site is developed with existing church buildings and parking lot, and the
surrounding area is designated for residential and commercial uses. There are no agricultural or
forest uses in the vicinity. Therefore, project implementation would not involve changes in the
existing environment that could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of O Il X OJ
the applicable air quality plan?

[

X

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute |:] |:]
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

X
O

¢} Resultin 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 (including releasing emissions, which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial |:] |:| & |:]
pollutant concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a |:] D & |:|

substantial number of people?

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either D D & |:|
directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or O D E |:]
regulation of an agency adopted for the

purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Environmental Evaluation

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

Less than significant impact. The project consists of an 13-unit detached residential development,
replacing an 8,900 square church. The project site is located in Orange County, which is located in
the South Coast Air Basin (Air Basin). The regional agency responsible for air quality within the Air
Basin is the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The area is designated
nonattainment for the state 1-hour and 8-hour ozone, 24-hour and annual respirable particulate
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matter (PMy), and annual fine particulate matter (PM.s) standards. The area is also designated
nonattainment for federal standards for 8-hour ozone, and 24-hour PM,s. The area is designated as
maintenance for the federal PMyo standard.

The applicable Air Quality Plan (AQP) is the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan for the South Coast
Air Basin (AQMP 2012). According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the project is
consistent with the AQP if the project addresses two main criteria {and associated questions):

Criterion 1:

Questions 1 and 2. Would the project result in an increase in the frequency or severity of
existing air quality violations? Would the project cause or contribute to new air quality
violations?

Answers 1 and 2: Given the size and current developed conditions of the project site, and
the fact that trip generations will be similar to the existing use, the project would result in a
less than significant carbon monoxide (CO) impact during operation. In addition, due to the

limited grading and the fact that the future proposed residential development would not
involve subsurface grading for underground structures, project construction emissions would
not exceed SCAQMD’s LST criteria with below Standard Conditions incorporated. Therefore,
the project would not increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations in
the project’s vicinity. The project would be consistent with the first and second questions of
Criterion 1.

Question 3. Would the project delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the
interim emissions reductions specified in the AQP?

Answer 3. Given the size and current developed conditions of the project site, and the fact
that trip generations will be similar to the existing use, the project would result in less than
significant impacts with regard to localized pollutant concentrations and regional pollutant
contributions, respectively, with below Standard Conditions incorporated. The project
would not delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or 2012 AQMP emissions
reductions. The project is consistent with the third question of Criterion 1.

Criterion 2:

Question 1. Would the project be consistent with the population, housing, and employment
growth projections utilized in the preparation of the AQMP?

Answer 1: In order to be consistent with the growth assumptions in the AQMP, the project
must be consistent with the City of Costa Mesa 2000 General Plan (General Plan), the SCAG's
Growth Management Chapter of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), and
SCAG’s 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).

The General Plan map indicates that the project is located within the City’s Low Density
Residential (LDR) designation. The designation allows for 8 du/acre, however the project
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consists of only 6.5 du/acre. Therefore, the project is consistent with the City-wide plan for
population growth at the project site. The project is also consistent with the RCPG’s types,
intensity, and patterns of land use designated for the area in and around the project site.
The population, housing, and employment forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG'’s Regional
Council, are based on the local plans and policies applicable to the City and are used by
SCAG in all phases of implementation and review. Additionally, as the SCAQMD has
incorporated these same projections into the 2012 AQMP, it can be concluded that the
project would be consistent with the projections. Therefore, the project is consistent with
the first question of Criterion 2.

Question 2. Would the project implement all feasible air quality mitigation measures?

Answer 3: The project would result in less than significant impact with all feasible air quality
standard conditions incorporated and would therefore be consistent with the second
question of Criterion 2.

Question 3. Would the project be consistent with the land use planning strategies set forth
in the AQMP?

Answer 3: The project is located within a developed portion of the City with proximity to
transit and a mix of other uses, therefore the project would not conflict with the City’s or
SCAG’s policies. The project is consistent with the third question of Criterion 2.

In summary, the project would not result in a significant localized or regional impact on the region’s
ability to meet State and Federal air quality standards. In addition, the project would be consistent

with the growth forecasts in the AQMP, and is consistent with the land use strategies set forth in the
AQMP. Therefore, this impact is less than significant.

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

Given the size and current developed conditions of the project site, the fact that and the fact that
future proposed residential development would not involve subsurface grading for underground
structures, short-term air quality impacts are expected to be less than significant. The long-term,
operational air quality impacts are also expected to be less than significant because proposed
residential development would involve similar average daily vehicle trips compared to the existing
church use (RK Engineering Group, 2015). Less than significant impacts related to this environmental
topic will occur as a result of the zone change and development. In addition, the City of Costa Mesa
requires projects meet certain Standard Conditions. They are requirements and, therefore,
incorporated into the analysis. Standard Conditions relevant to the project are provided below. In
summary, considering that construction and operation of the proposed project will follow these
standard conditions, both construction and operational air quality impacts are expected to be less
than significant.
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c) 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
(including releasing emissions, which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

The SCAQMD does not recommend quantified analysis of cumulative construction or operational
emissions, nor does it provide separate methodologies or thresholds of significance to be used to
assess cumulative construction or operational impacts. However, if an individual development
project generates operational emissions that exceed the SCAQMD recommended daily thresholds,
project-specific impacts would also cause a cumulative considerable increase in emissions for those
pollutants for which the Air Basin is in non-attainment.

The project would generate up to 124 daily trips, including up to 9 trips in the AM peak hour and up
to 13 trips in the PM peak hour. Under existing conditions, the project site generates approximately
78 daily trips, including 5 trips in the AM peak hour and 4 trips in the PM peak hour. Overall, the
project would generate up to 46 additional daily trips, including an additional 4 AM peak hour trips
and an additional 9 PM peak hour trips, than currently occur under existing conditions.

Table 2: Land Use and Trip Generation Summary

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Land Use Category i Daily 2-Way Total Total
Rates
Church (TE/TSF) 9.11 0.56 0.55
Single-Family Detached Housing 9.52 0.75 1.00
(TE/DU)
Project
Single-Family Detached Housing 124 9 13
(13 DV)
Existing Site
Church (8.598 TSF) -78 -5 -4
Total “Net” Project Trip 46 4 9

Generation: Project Minus
Existing Church

TE/DU= trip end per dwelling unit, TE/TSF= trip end per 1,000 square feet
Source: RK Engineering 2015.

Given the size and current developed conditions of the project site, the similar daily trips and the
fact that future proposed residential development would not involve subsurface grading for
underground structures, the project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds during construction or
operation. Therefore, the project’s impacts would be considered less than significant.
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d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Less than significant impact.

This discussion addresses whether the project would expose sensitive receptors to naturally
occurring asbestos, asbestos from building demolition, construction-generated localized criteria
pollutant impacts, construction-generated diesel particulate matter (DPM), construction or
operational related toxic air contaminants (TACs), or operational CO hotspots.

Sensitive Receptors

Those who are sensitive to air pollution include children, the elderly, and persons with preexisting
respiratory or cardiovascular illness. For purposes of CEQA, the SCAQMD considers a sensitive
receptor to be a location where a sensitive individual could remain for 24 hours, such as residences,
hospitals, or convalescent facilities (SCAQMD 2008a). Commercial and industrial facilities are not
included in the definition because employees do not typically remain onsite for 24 hours. However,
when assessing the impact of pollutants with 1-hour or 8-hour standards (such as nitrogen dioxide
and carbon monoxide), commercial and/or industrial facilities would be considered sensitive
receptors for those purposes.

The closest sensitive receptor is a residential development directly adjacent north to the project.
The existing residence is located within 25 meters of the project boundary.

Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA)

Asbestos is a fibrous mineral which is both naturally occurring in ultramafic rock (a rock type
commonly found in California), and used as a processed component of building materials. Because
asbestos has been proven to cause a number of disabling and fatal diseases, such as asbestosis and
lung cancer, it is strictly regulated either based on its natural widespread occurrence, or in its use as
a building material. in addition, the ARB approved an Air Toxic Control Measure for construction,
grading, quarrying and surface mining operations to minimize emissions of naturally occurring
asbestos. The regulation requires application of best management practices to control fugitive dust
in areas known to have naturally occurring asbestos and requires notification to the local air district
prior to commencement of ground-disturbing activities.

The California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology (DMG) has a published
guide for generally identifying areas that are likely to contain NOA (DMG 2011). The DMG map
indicates NOA are not known to occur within the project area. Therefore, disturbance of NOA during
project construction is not a concern for the project. The project would result in no impact from
exposure of sensitive receptors to naturally occurring ashestos.

Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM)

In the initial Asbestos National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants rule promulgated in
1973, a distinction was made between building materials that would readily release asbestos fibers
when damaged or disturbed {friable) and those materials that were unlikely to result in significant
fiber release (non-friable). The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has since
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determined that, severely damaged, otherwise non-friable materials can release significant amounts
of asbestos fibers. Asbestos has been banned from many building materials under the Toxic
Substances Contro! Act, the Clean Air Act, and the Consumer Product Safety Act. However, most
uses of asbestos for building material are not banned. Therefore, the potential source of asbestos
exposure for the project is the demolition activity of the existing structures.

SCAQMD’s Rule 1403 specifies work practice requirements to limit asbestos emissions from building
demolition and renovation activities, includes the removal and associated disturbance of asbestos-
containing materials (ACM). The requirements for demolition and renovation activities include
asbestos surveying, notification, ACM removal procedures and time schedules, ACM handling and
clean-up procedures, and storage, disposal, and land filling requirements for asbestos-containing
waste materials (ACWM). The rule further states that the District shall be notified of the intent to
conduct any demolition or renovation activity (SCAQMD 2012)

Compliance with SCAQMD, federal, and state regulations reduces the potential of asbestos-
containing material exposure to a less than significant impact.

Construction: Localized Construction Impacts

As shown above, the project would not exceed the localized significance thresholds for construction-
generated criteria pollutants with implementation of Standard Conditions. Therefore, the project
would not expose receptors to substantial criteria pollutant concentrations from construction
activities. Impacts would be less than significant.

Construction: Diesel Particulate Matter

The project would generate diesel exhaust, a source of diesel particulate matter, during project
construction. Diesel particulates are typically 2.5 microns (PM,s). Onsite emissions of both diesel
particulate matter occur during construction from the operation of heavy-duty construction
equipment and from vendor trucks that operate on project sites.

Project activities that would generate diesel particulate matter emissions are short-term in nature.
Moreover, the current methodological protocols required by SCAQMD and ARB when studying the
health risk posed by diesel particulate matter assume the following: (1) 24-hour constant exposure;
(2) 350 days a year; (3) for a continuous period lasting 70 years. Therefore, considering the
dispersion of the emissions and the short time frame, exposure to diesel particulate matter is
anticipated to be less than significant.

Construction: Toxic Air Pollutants - Onsite Workers

There are a variety of state and national programs that protect workers from safety hazards,
including high air pollutant concentrations (California OSHA and CDC 2012).

Onsite workers are not required to be addressed through this health risk assessment process. A
document published by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA, 2009),
Health Risk Assessments for Proposed Land Use Projects, indicates that onsite receptors are included
in risk assessments if they are persons not employed by the project. Persons not employed by the
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project would not remain onsite for any significant period. Therefore, a health risk assessment for
onsite workers is not required or recommended. Impacts are less than significant.

Operation: Toxic Air Pollutants

The ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook contains recommendations that will “help keep
California’s children and other vulnerable populations out of harm’s way with respect to nearby
sources of air pollution” (ARB 2005), including recommendations for distances between sensitive
receptors and certain land uses. These recommendations are assessed as follows.

+ Heavily traveled roads. ARB recommends avoiding new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of
a freeway, urban roads with 100,000 vehicles per day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles per
day. Epidemiological studies indicate that the distance from the roadway and truck traffic
densities were key factors in the correlation of health effects, particularly in children. The
project is approximately 630 feet west of Placentia Ave, which is currently estimated to have
15,606 vehicles per day (California Environmental Health Tracking Program 2011). Therefore,
the project would not expose onsite sensitive receptors to significant health risk from heavily
traveled roads.

s Distribution centers. ARB also recommends avoiding siting new sensitive land uses within
1,000 feet of a distribution center. The closest existing or proposed distribution center to the
project is located more than 1,000 feet from the project. Therefore, the project would not
expose onsite sensitive receptors to significant health risk from distribution centers.

s Fueling stations. ARB recommends avoiding new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of a large
fueling station (a facility with a throughput of 3.6 million gallons per year or greater). A 50-
foot separation is recommended for typical gas dispensing facilities. The nearest fueling
station is 0.50 miles from the project site. Therefore, the project would not expose onsite
sensitive receptors to significant health risk from fueling stations.

» Dry cleaning operations. ARB recommends avoiding siting new sensitive land uses within 300
feet of any dry cleaning operation that uses perchloroethylene. For operations with two or
more machines, ARB recommends a buffer of 500 feet. For operations with three or more
machines, ARB recommends consultation with the local air district. The nearest dry cleaning
operations from the project site are 0.54 miles to the southeast of the project site. Therefore,
the project would not expose onsite sensitive receptors to significant health risk from dry
cleaning operations.

Operation: CO Hotspot

The project is proposed residential and would not create a localized CO hotspot. Therefore, the
project would not expose receptors to substantial CO concentrations from operational activities.

Conclusion

The project would not expose receptors to substantial quantities or significant concentrations of
ashestos from demolition or soils disturbance, construction-generated localized criteria pollutant
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concentrations, construction-generated diesel particulate matter, operational toxic air contaminants,
or CO hotspots. Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant impact.

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

The proposed project will include construction of 13 units. The residential uses are not proposed to
create objectionable odors, outside of normal household activities. In addition, the proposed project
will be similar to the surrounding residential uses. Therefore, the project will create less than
significant impact related to odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Greenhouses Gases

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

Project-related GHG emissions would include emissions from direct and indirect sources. The
project would results in direct and indirect emissions of CO2, N20, and CH4. Direct project-related

GHG emissions include emissions from construction activities, area sources, and mobile sources,
while indirect sources include emissions from electricity consumption, water demand, and solid
waste generation. Operational GHG emissions are based on energy emissions from natural gas usage
and automobile emissions. The long-term, operational greenhouse gas impacts are also expected to
be less than significant because proposed residential development would involve similar average
daily vehicle trips compared to the existing church use (RK Engineering Group, 2015).

Less than significant impact. The SCAQMD has prepared recommended significance thresholds for
greenhouse gases for local lead agency consideration (“SCAQMD draft local agency threshold”). The
current draft thresholds consist of the following tiered approach:

o Tier 1 consists of evaluating whether or not the project qualifies for any applicable
exemption under CEQA.

o Tier 2 consists of determining whether the project is consistent with a greenhouse gas reduction
plan. If a project is consistent with a qualifying local greenhouse gas reduction plan, it does not have
significant greenhouse gas emissions.

o Tier 3 consists of screening values, which the lead agency can choose, but must be consistent with
all projects within its jurisdiction. A project’s construction emissions are averaged over 30 years and
are added to a project’s operational emissions. If a project’s emissions are under one of the following
screening thresholds, then the project is less than significant:

¢ All land use types: 3,000 MTCOZ2e per year
* Based on land use type: residential: 3,500 MTCO2e per year; commercial: 1,400
MTCO2e per year; or mixed use: 3,000 MTCO2e per year

o Tier 4 has the following options:
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» Option 1: Reduce emissions from business as usual by a certain percentage; this percentage is
currently undefinede Option 2: Early implementation of applicable AB 32 Scoping Plan measures
* Option 3, 2020 target for service populations (SP), which includes residents and

employees:

e 4.8 MTCO2e/SP/year for projects and 6.6 MTCO2e/SP/year for plans;
* Option 3, 2035 target: 3.0 MTCO2e/SP/year for projects and 4.1 MTCO2e/SP/year for plans

o Tier 5 involves mitigation offsets to achieve target significance threshold.
The SCAQMD discusses its draft thresholds in the following excerpt (SCAQMD
2008b):

The overarching policy objective with regard to establishing a GHG [greenhouse gas] significance
threshold for the purposes of analyzing GHG impacts pursuant to CEQA is to establish a performance
standard or target GHG reduction objective that will ultimate contribute to reducing GHG emissions
to stabilize climate change. Full implementation of the Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05 would
reduce GHG emissions 80 percent below 1990 levels or 90 percent below current levels by 2050. It is
anticipated that achieving the Executive Order’s objective would contribute to worldwide efforts to
cap GHG concentrations at 450 ppm, thus, stabilizing global climate.

As described below, staff’s recommended interim GHG significance threshold proposal uses a tiered
approach to determining significance. Tier 3, which is expected to be the primary tier by which the
AQMD will determine significance for projects where it is the lead agency, uses the Executive Order
5-3-05 goal as the basis for deriving the screening level. Specifically, the Tier 3 screening level for
stationary sources is based on an emission capture rate of 90 percent for all new or modified
projects. A 90 percent emission capture rate means that 90 percent of total emissions from all new
or modified stationary source projects would be subject to some type of CEQA analysis, including a
negative declaration, a mitigated negative declaration, or an environmental impact.

Therefore, the policy objective of staff’s recommended interim GHG significance threshold proposal
is to achieve an emission capture rate of 90 percent of all new or modified stationary source
projects. A GHG significance threshold based on a 90 percent emission capture rate may be more
appropriate to address the long-term adverse impacts associated with global climate change.
Further, a 90 percent emission capture rate sets the emission threshold low enough to capture a
substantial fraction of future stationary source projects that will be constructed to accommodate
future statewide population and economic growth, while setting the emission threshold high enough
to exclude small projects that will in aggregate contribute a relatively small fraction of the
cumulative statewide GHG emissions. This assertion is based on the fact that staff estimates that
these GHG emissions would account for less than one percent of future 2050 statewide GHG
emissions target (85 MMTCO2e/yr). In addition, these small projects would be subject to future
applicable GHG control regulations that would further reduce their overall future contribution to the
statewide GHG inventory.

In summary, the SCAQMD’s draft threshold uses the Executive Order S-3-05 goal as the basis for the

Tier 3 screening level. Achieving the Executive Order’s objective would contribute to worldwide
efforts to cap carbon dioxide concentrations at 450 ppm, thus, stabilizing global climate.
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For this Project, the 3,000 MTCO2e per year for mixed use screening threshold is used as the
significance threshold, in addition to the qualitative thresholds of significance. A 13-unit
development would not exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of significance for greenhouse gases.

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

Less than significant impact. There are currently no adopted local or regional greenhouse gas
reduction plans applicable to the proposed project. However as discussed in Section 4.7a) above, the
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Air District is in the process of preparing recommended Sigin
for local lead agency consideration which the proposed project does not exceed.

The Scoping Plan states, “The 2020 goal was established to be an aggressive, but achievable, mid-
term target, and the 2050 GHG emissions reduction goal represents the level scientists believe is
necessary to reach levels that wouid stabilize climate” (ARB 2008). The year 2020 GHG emission
reduction goal of AB 32 corresponds with the mid-term target established by Executive Order S-3-05,
which aims to reduce California’s fair-share contribution of GHGs in 2050 to levels that would
stabilize-the-climate:

Project Construction

Construction of the proposed project is estimated to generate GHGs. Construction emissions were
quantified for demolition, grading, trenching, building construction, paving, and the application of
architectural coatings. GHG emissions produced during the approximately two year construction
phase of the project are from construction vehicle exhaust. SCAQMD assessment methodology
allocates the GHG emissions generated over the construction period and amortizes them over the
life of the project (30 years). The combination of construction and operations phase emissions are
then evaluated against the SCAQMD GHG significance threshold. Therefore, construction emissions
would not conflict with the AB 32 Scoping Plan.

Because the project is limited to the redevelopment of a single-family residence development, it is
not a project subject to the Scoping Plan’s recommended measures. As such, the Scoping Plan’s
recommended measures do not directly apply to the project. In other words, there are no specific
actions or measures to incorporate into the project in order to comply with the Scoping Plan.
Therefore, the project would not conflict with the Scoping Plan’s recommended measures and, as
such, would not impede implementation of the Scoping Plan.

In conclusion, the project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency adopted for reducing the emissions of GHGs because the project would generate low levels
of GHGs, and would not impede implementation of the Scoping Plan, or conflict with the policies of
the Scoping Plan. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.
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Standard Conditions

SC-4.3-1 All construction contractors shall comply with South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) regulations, including Rule 403, Fugitive Dust. All grading
(regardless of acreage) shall apply best available control measures for fugitive dust in
accordance with Rule 403. To ensure that the project is in full compliance with
applicable SCAQMD dust regulations and that there is no nuisance impact off the
site, the contractor would implement each of the following:

e Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to moving soil or conduct whatever
watering is necessary to prevent visible dust emissions from exceeding 100 feet in
any direction.

e Apply chemical stabilizers to disturbed surface areas {completed grading areas)
within five days of completing grading or apply dust suppressants or vegetation
sufficient to maintain a stabilized surface.

e Water excavated soil piles hourly or covered with temporary coverings.

o Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm conditions. Water as
often as needed on windy days when winds are less than 25 miles per day or
during very dry weather in order to maintain a surface crust and prevent the
release of visible emissions from the construction site.

e Wash mud-covered tired and under-carriages of trucks leaving construction sites.

e Provide for street sweeping, as needed, on adjacent roadways to remove dirt
dropped by construction vehicles or mud, which would otherwise be carried off by
trucks departing project sites.

e Securely cover loads with a tight fitting tarp on any truck leaving the construction
sites to dispose of debris.

¢ Cease grading during period when winds exceed 25 miles per hour.

SC-4.3-2 Prohibits permanently installed wood burning devices into any new development. A
wood burning device means any fireplace, wood burning heater, or pellet-fueled
wood heater, or any similarly enclosed, permanently installed, indoor or outdoor
device burning any solid fuel for aesthetic or space-heating purposes, which has a
heat input of less than one million British thermal units per hour.

SC-4.3-3 The project shall comply with Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations
established by the energy conservation standards. The project Applicant shall
incorporate the following in building plans:

» Double paned glass or window treatment for energy conservation shall be sued in
all exterior windows;
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e Buildings shall be oriented north/south where feasible.

$C4.3-4 The Applicant shall contact the Air Quality Management District (AQMD) at (800)
288-7664 for potential additiona! conditions of development or for additional
permits required by the AQMD.

$C4.3-5 Trash facilities shall be screened from view, and designed and located appropriately
to minimize potential noise and odor impacts to residential areas.

SC4.3-6 All rubber tired dozers and graders used during the grading phase of construction
shall be powered by Tier 3 engines.
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4.4 Biological Resources
Would the project:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

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?

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

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

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 wildlife nursery sites?

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

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

Environmental Setting

Potentially
Significant
Impact

O

Environmental Analysis
Less Than
Significant
With Less Than
Mitigation Significant
Incorporated Impact No Impact

O O 4

£

O
U
X

The project site is developed with existing church buildings and associated parking lot. The project
site is surrounded by urban development consisting of residential and commercial uses.
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Environmental Evaluation

Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat madifications, 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?

No impact. The project site is fully developed/disturbed and contains limited ornamental
landscaping throughout the property. No suitable habitat for any special-status plant or wildlife
species occurs within the project site. Therefore, project implementation would not impact either
directly or through habitat modifications, any plant or wildlife species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status.

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

No impact. There are no riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities located within the
project area identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Therefore, there would be no
impacts to any of these habitat types.

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

No impact. The project is devoid of wetlands, marshes, and vernal pools. Therefore, there would be
no impact to any federally protected wetlands under the Clean Water Act.

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
wildlife nursery sites?

No impact. The project site is fully developed and is located in an urban setting. The site and
surrounding areas do not provide habitat for the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species. Therefore, there is no potential for the site to serve as a migration corridor for
wildlife and no impact would occur.

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

No impact. The project site does not contain any protected biological resources or tree species that
are considered sensitive. Project implementation would not conflict with any local policies or
ordinances.
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f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

No impact. The City of Costa Mesa is not within the jurisdiction of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan. Therefore, project implementation would not
conflict with the provisions of an approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.
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4.5 Cultural Resources
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [:] |:] O |E
significance of a historical resource as defined
in 8150KA 57
in §15064.57
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the |:| ] E ]
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?
¢) Directly orindircctly destroy a unique E] |:| X |:|
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those [:l [:] g D

interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Environmental Evaluation

Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

No impact. The City’s historic and cultural resources are illustrated on General Plan EIR Exhibit 4.10-
1, Properties that Meet the Standards for Listing in the National Register, and outlined in General
Plan EIR Table 4.10-1, Historic Resources Inventory. The project site is not identified as a
historically/culturally significant resource. City records indicate that the church buildings were
constructed in 1968.

The existing structures were assessed for historic significance and do not appear to meet any of the
four criteria (A-D) for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources (CR) nor do they appear
to meet any criteria for local listing. The buildings were built as functional buildings for a church and
therefore, are not associated with events (A) that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of history. The church is not recognized locally, and would not be considered historically
significant and therefore, the structures are not associated with a person(s) (B) significant in the
past. The structure is not unusual or exceptional in any respect and therefore, it does not embody a
distinctive characteristic of a type, period, or method of construction (C). Finally, the structure is not
capable of providing information important in prehistory or history (D). The structures located
onsite do not appear to meet any of the criteria for listing on the CR or local listings and further
study is not deemed necessary.
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Therefore, project implementation would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historic resource.

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

Less than significant impact. Ground disturbing activities, such as grading or excavation could
disturb previously unidentified subsurface archaeological resources. However, the project site
consists of, and is surrounded by, developed land that has been permanently altered due to the
construction of below and aboveground improvements (i.e., buildings, driveways, streets,
hardscapes, and utilities). Additionally, the project site has already been subject to extensive
disruption. Given the highly disturbed condition of the site, the potential for project implementation
to impact an unidentified archeological resource is considered low. The project would be subject to
compliance with Standard Condition SC 4.5-1, which provides direction in the event archeological
resources are unearthed during project subsurface activities. Therefore, project implementation
would result in a less than significant impact involving an adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource.

Standard Condition

SC4.5.-1 In the event that archaeological resources are encountered during grading and
construction, all construction activities shall be temporarily halted or redirected to
permit the sampling, identification, and evaluation of archaeological materials as
determined by the City, who shall establish, in cooperation with the project
Applicant and a certified archaeologist, the appropriate procedures for exploration
and/or salvage of the artifacts.

c) Directly or indirectly, destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

Less than significant impact. As noted above, the project site has already been subject to extensive
disruption. Additionally, there is no evidence of unique geologic features on the project site. Given
the highly disturbed condition of the site, the potential for the project to impact unidentified
paleontological resource is considered remote. The project would be subject to compliance with
Standard Condition SC 4.5-2, which provides direction in the event paleontological resources are
unearthed during project subsurface activities. Therefore, project implementation would result in a
less than significant impact involving the potential destruction of a paleontological resource.

Standard Condition

SC4.5.-2 In the event that paleontological resources are encountered during grading and
construction operations, all construction activities shall be temporarily halted or
redirected to permit a qualified paleontologist to assess the find for significance and,
if necessary, develop a paleontological resources impact mitigation plan (PRIMP) for
the review and approval by the City prior to resuming excavation activities.
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d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Less than significant impact. The probability that construction of the project would impact any
human remains is low, given the degree of past disturbance of the site, as it is developed with
existing church facility. In the event that human remains are encountered during earth removal or
disturbance activities, the California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that all activities
cease immediately and a qualified archaeologist and Native American monitor be contacted
immediately. The Coroner would also be contacted pursuant to Sections 5097.98 and 5097.99 of the
Public Resaurces Code relative to Native American remains. Should the Coroner determine the
human remains to be of Native American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC would then be required to contact the most
likely descendant of the deceased Native American, who would then serve as consultant on how to
proceed with the remains. Compliance with the established regulatory framework (i.e., California
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98), as required by
Standard Condition SC 4.5-3, would reduce potential impacts involving disturbance to human
remains would be less than significant.

Standard Condition

SC4.5-3 If human remains are encountered, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a
determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
5097.98. The County Coroner must be notified of the find immediately. If the
remains are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner will notify the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC), which will determine and notify a Most
Likely Descendant (MLD). With the permission of the landowner or his/her
authorized representative, the MLD may inspect the site of the discovery. The MLD
shall complete the inspection within 24 hours of notification by the NAHC. The MLD
may recommend scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of human remains
and items associated with Native American burials.
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Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

4.6 Geology and Soils
Would the project:

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

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as |:| D |:| E
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
liguefaction?

iv) Landslides?

XO XK

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

O oo 0o
O oo Ogd
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X

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

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting |:] |:| D &
the use of septic tanks or alternative

wastewater disposal systems where sewers
are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

A Geotechnical Exploration Report, prepared by Leighton and Associates, Inc. (L&A), briefly
summarizes the geotechnical constraints for the project (L&A 2014).

Environmental Evaluation

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

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

No impact. Seismically induced ground rupture is defined as the physical displacement of surface
deposits in response to an earthquake’s seismic waves. Ground rupture is most likely along active
faults, and typically occurs during earthquakes of magnitude five or higher. Ground rupture only
affects the area immediately adjacent to a fault.

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed in 1972 to mitigate the hazard of surface
faulting to structures for human occupancy. The Act’s main purpose is to prevent the construction of
buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active faults. The Act requires the State
Geologist to establish regulatory zones, known as “Alquist-Priolo (AP) Earthquake Fault Zones,”

structure for human occupancy cannot be placed over the trace of the fault and must be set back
from the fault (typically 50 feet).

The nearest potentially active fault is the San Joaquin Hills blind thrust fault and the Newport-
Inglewood Fault, which are located approximately 1.4 miles and 3.0, respectively, from the site (L&A
2014). No faults are known to occur on or within the immediate vicinity of the project site.
Therefore, there would be no impact.

iii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less than significant impact. As with all areas of Southern California, the project would be subject
to strong ground shaking associated with seismic activity, especially given that the project site is
located near faults that have the potential to cause moderate to large earthquakes. These levels of
shaking can be expected to cause damage particularly to older and poorly constructed buildings. The
project would involve all new structures and would be required to conform to the seismic design
parameters of the California Building Code (CBC). Compliance with the seismic design parameters as
outlined in the most recent CBC would ensure that impacts are less than significant.

Standard Condition

SC4.6-1 The Applicant shall comply with the requirements of the 2013 California Building
Code, 2013 California Residential code, 2013 California Electrical code, 2013
California Mechanical code, 2013 California Plumbing code,2013 California Green
Building Standards Code, and the 2013 California Energy Code (or the applicable
adopted California Building code, California Residential code, California Electrical
code, California Mechanical code, California Plumbing Code, California Green
Building Standards, California Energy Code at the time of plan submittal or permit
issuance), and California Code of Regulations also known as the California Building

39



City of Costa Mesa
Mesa Verde East Project
Initial Study/ Negative Declaration Environmental Analysis

Standards Code, as amended by the City of Costa Mesa. Areas of alteration and
additions shall comply with 2013 California Green Building Standards Code section
5.303.2 and 5.303.2

iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less than significant impact. Liquefaction is the loss of soil strength or stiffness due to increased
pore-water pressure during severe shaking. Liquefaction is associated primarily with loose (low
density), saturated, fine to medium grained, cohesionless soils.

As indicated in the City’s General Plan Update EIR, Geology & Seismic Hazards, Exhibit 4.7-4,
Liquefaction, the project site is located in an area with low liquefaction potential due to the lack of
liquefiable soils (GP EIR 2002). The project must comply with Standard Condition SC 4.6-1, which
requires compliance with the California Building Code. Standard Condition SC 4.6-2 must also be
followed, which requires that prior to the implementation of the project, the project Applicant
would prepare a geotechnical report for the proposed buildings, which would fully identify any site-
specific risk for liquefaction, and would identify any specific construction design recommendations in
accordance with the CBC. The Geotechnical Exploration Report included borings up to 51.3 feet, and
associated soil testing (moisture, shear strength, consolidation, corrosivity, etc.) to determine any
geotechnical constraints to development (L&A 2014). Excavation for the site would generally be
limited to 10 feet below ground surface, and groundwater depth is estimated between 30 and 50
feet below ground surface. The Review did not identify any barriers to development, and provided
specific grading and foundation design recommendations. Accordingly, impacts associated with this
issue would be less than significant.

Standard Condition

SC4.6-2 Prior to the issuance of Grading Permits, the project Applicant shall provide the City
of Costa Mesa Department of Building Safety with a geotechnical investigation of the
project site detailing recommendations for remedial grading in order to reduce the
potential of onsite soils to cause unstable conditions. Design, grading, and
construction shall be performed in accordance with the requirements of the
California Building Code applicable at the time of grading, appropriate local grading
regulations, and the recommendations of the geotechnical consultant as
summarized in a final written report, subject to review by the City of Costa Mesa
Department of Building Safety.

iv)  Landslides?

No impact. Due to the level topography, landslides are not anticipated to occur on the project site.
Based on the State of California Seismic Hazard Zones Map for the Newport Beach Quadrangle (CGS,
1998), the site is not located within an area that has been identified by the State of California as
being potentially susceptible to seismically induced landslides. Therefore, project implementation
would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving landslides.
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b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less than significant impact. The project site is currently a developed 2-acre site comprised of
church buildings and parking lot. While the project would have a greater amount of pervious areas,
these areas would take the form of trees and shrubs in private yards, as well as community gathering
spaces, and vegetative groundcover. Thus, the increase of pervious areas does not pose a risk for
erosion because they would be either vegetated and/or contained. As all storm water flows would
be directed to the existing municipal storm drain system or into vegetated pervious areas, the
praject would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

In addition, the project would be subject to compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permitting process, since one or more acres of soil would be disturbed;
refer also to Standard Condition 4.6-4, Following development of increased pervious landscaping
and compliance with NPDES regulatory requirements, project implementation would result in a less
than significant impact involving soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Furthermore, the project site is
currently developed as a church facility that previously required grading and the removal of topsoil

during construction. The project would require minimal grading due to the site’s current use as a
church. Therefore, impacts related to erosion would be less than significant.

Standard Conditions

SC4.6-3 The Applicant shall submit a soils report for this project.  Soil's Report
recommendations shall be blueprinted on both the architectural and grading plans.
For existing slopes or when new slopes are proposed, the Soils Report shall address
how existing slopes or the new slopes will be maintained to avoid erosion or future
failure.

SC4.6-4 The project shall comply with the NPDES requirements, as follows:

e Construction General Permit Notice of Intent (NOI) Design: Prior to the issuance
of preliminary or precise grading permits, the project Applicant shall provide the
City Engineer with evidence that an NOI has been filed with the Storm Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB). Such evidence shall consist of a copy of the
NO! stamped by the SWRCB or Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),
or a letter from either agency stating that the NOI has been filed.

» Construction Phase Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP): Prior to the
issuance of grading permits, the Applicant shall prepare a SWPPP that complies
with the Construction General Permit and will include at a minimum the
following:

- Discuss in detail the BMPs planned for the project related to control of
sediment and erosion, nonsediment pollutants, and potential pollutants in non-
storm water discharges;

- Describe post-construction BMPs for the project;

e Explain the maintenance program for the project’s BMPs
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o List the parties responsible for the SWPPP implementation and the BMP
maintenance during and after grading. The project Applicant shall implement the
SWPPP and modify the SWPPP as directed by the Construction General Permit.

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?

Less than significant impact. As the site is relatively level, there is no potential for landslides or
slope instabilities. Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which large blocks of intact, non-liquefied
soil move downslope on a liquefied soil layer. For lateral spreading to occur, the liquefied soil must
be laterally continuous and free to move along sloping ground. Due to the low susceptibility for
liguefaction, the potential for lateral spreading is considered very low. Subsidence or settlement
occurs when seismic shaking causes downward shifts of the ground. This settlement generally occurs
in loose to moderately dense, unsaturated granular soils. Based on blow counts records, the
seismically induced settlement under the proposed buildings is anticipated to be less than one inch.
Following compliance with the City’s Building Regulations pursuant to Standard Condition 4.6-1,
project implementation would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects involving unstable geologic units or soils.

Standard Condition

Refer to Standard Condition SC 4.6-1 above

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

Less than significant impact. Expansive soils contain significant amounts of clay particles that swell
when wetted and shrink when dried. Expansive soils can cause foundations to heave and crack when
expansive soils are subject to uplifting forces caused by swelling and shrinking. As discovered in
Geotechnical Exploration Report (L&A, 2014), near surface soils consist of predominately clayey sand
to sandy clay. These soils are generally considered to have moderate to high potential for expansion.
As required for all new residential buildings, an evaluation of onsite soils will be required as part of
building permit review in order to determine compliance with the CBC, and measures to reduce the
potential impact of expansive soil impacts to less than significant. The final design of the project
building would be based on the results of the geotechnical report, thereby ensuring any impacts
associated with this issue would be less than significant.

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

No impact. The project does not propose the use of septic tanks. The project would connect to the
existing City sanitary sewer system for wastewater disposal. Therefore, no impacts to soils due to
the use of septic systems are anticipated.
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4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Would the project:

a)

b)

c)

d)

f)

g)

h)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport,

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

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

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

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

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

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

Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving wild land
fires, including where wild lands are adjacent
to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wild lands?

Environmental Evaluation

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

[

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

O

Less Than
Significant
Impact

X

Environmental Analysis

No Impact
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a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less than significant impact. Exposure of the public or the environment to hazardous materials
could occur through the following: improper handling or use of hazardous materials or hazardous
wastes, particularly by untrained personnel; transportation accidents; environmentally unsound
disposal methods; and/or fires, explosions, or other emergencies. The severity of these potential
effects varies with the activity conducted, the concentration and type of hazardous material or
wastes present, and the proximity of sensitive receptors.

The project would include rezone from I&R (Institutional and Recreational) to PDR-LD and construct
a 13-unit residential development. The secondary activities that would occur at these residential
units (e.g., building and landscape maintenance) could potentially involve the use of limited
quantities of materials considered hazardous. Cleaning and degreasing solvents, fertilizers,
pesticides, and other materials used in the regular maintenance of buildings and landscaping could
be utilized onsite. Thus, the project could result in an increase in the use of household cleaning
products and other materials routinely used in building maintenance, however will not pose any
greater hazards than from household products already used by surrounding existing development.
Therefore, project implementation would result in less than significant impacts.

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?

Less than significant impact. The project site is currently developed, with a church facility and an
associated parking lot. The project site is located within a residential area of Costa Mesa.

Suspect Asbestos-Containing Materials
Based on the age of the structures (1960s), Asbestos-Containing Materials may be present at the
site.

Lead-Based Paint
Based on the age of the structures (1960s), Lead-Based Paint may be present at the site

Compliance with established regulations, and Standard Conditions below would ensure that 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. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact in this regard.

Standard Condition

SC4.7-1 During demolition, grading, and excavation, workers shall comply with the
requirements of Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 1529, which
provides for exposure limits, exposure monitoring, respiratory protection, and good
working practices by workers exposed to asbestos. Asbestos-contaminated debris
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SC4.7-2

$C4.7-3

Environmental Analysis

and other wastes shall be managed and disposed of in accordance with the
applicable provision of the California Health and Safety Code.

During demolition, grading, and excavation, workers shall comply with the
requirements of Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 1532.1, which
provides for exposure limits, exposure monitoring, respiratory protection, and good
working practice by workers exposed to lead. Lead-contaminated debris and other
wastes shall be managed and disposed of in accordance with the applicable
provision of the California Health and Safety Code.

Prior to demolition activities, removal and/or abatement of asbestos containing
building materials, lead based paints, and hazardous materials associated with the
existing building materials, an investigation shall be conducted by a qualified
environmental professional in consultation with the Costa Mesa Fire Department.
An asbestos and hazardous materials abatement plan shall be developed by the
qualified environmental professional, in order to clearly define the scope and
objective of the abatement activities. |he Applicant shall conduct demolition
consistent with the abatement plan, applicable state requirements and City standard
conditions.

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

Less than significant impact. Adams Elementary School is located approximately 0.25 miles west of
the project site. Due to the nature of the proposed residential project, it is not anticipated that the
residences would emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste in reportable quantities. Therefore, project implementation would result in less
than significant impacts involving hazardous emissions or handling hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25-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?

Less than significant impact. The project site is currently used as a church facility. The site is not
included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5. Compliance with established regulations, and above Standard Conditions would ensure that
the project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. The project would
have a less than significant impact.
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No impact. The project site is approximately 5 miles west of John Wayne Airport and outside of the
Airport Safety Zone, the AELUP Height Restriction Zone, and the Runway Protection Zones (Clear
Zones). The project site is within the FAR Part 77 Notification Area for John Wayne Airport.
Therefore, project implementation would not result in an airport-related safety hazard for people
residing or working at the proposed residential development.

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

No impact. The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, project
implementation would not result in an airstrip-related safety hazard for people residing at the
proposed residential development.

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

No impact. The Costa Mesa Disaster Plan serves as the City’s Emergency Operations Plan (EOP). The
EOP provides guidance during emergency situations associated with natural disasters, technological
incidents, and nuclear defense operations. The Plan does not address normal day to-day
emergencies or the well-established and routine procedures used in coping with such emergencies.
Rather, the EOP analyzes potential large-scale disasters that require a coordinated and immediate
response. The EOP considers the City’s evacuation routes in its planning. General Plan Safety
Element Exhibit SAF-9, Emergency Evacuation Routes, illustrates the City’s emergency evacuation
routes and indicates that Adams Street, located just south of the project site, is a designated
emergency evacuation route. Harbor Boulevard, located approximately 0.25 mile east of the project
site, is also a designated emergency evacuation route. The project does not include any
characteristics that would physically impair or otherwise interfere with emergency response or
evacuation in the project vicinity. These conditions preclude the possibility of the project conflicting
with an emergency response or evacuation plan. No impact would occur.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wild land fires,
including where wild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wild lands?

No impact. The project site is located within an urban area and not adjacent to wild lands.
Therefore, project implementation would not expose people or structures to a significant risk
involving wild land fires.
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4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality
Would the project:
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discharge requirements?
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Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in
a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
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amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site?
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structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows?
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risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

0

L]

X

O

47



City of Costa Mesa
Mesa Verde East Project
Initial Study/ Negative Declaration Environmental Analysis

Environmental aluation

Less than significant impacts. The property located at 2880 Mesa Verde Drive East consists of
approximately two acres of developed land and includes an existing church building and surface
parking lot. The Santa Ana River is about two miles west of the proposed project. There are no
water resources in the immediate project vicinity to be affected. The proposed project will not
involve the modification or alteration of a water resource. The project site is not within an
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) designated or proposed sole-source aquifer. In addition, the
project is not: (a) within 1000 yards from mean high tide, (b) within an area regulated by the State
Coastal Zone Management Agency, (c) in a coastal zone. The project site is located outside a 500-
year floodplain, identified as Zone X on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (Map Number 0602160266H,
December 3, 2009). The City of Costa Mesa does not contain any Wild and Scenic Rivers as
designated by the National Park Service. Therefore, less than significant impacts related to hydrology
and water quality are expected as a result of the proposed project.

Proposed residential development will result in a similar amount of impervious surface compared to
the existing development. Compliance with the City’s Local Implementation Plan requiring a
stormwater pollution prevent program and water quality management plan, where applicable, will
be required. A preliminary Water Quality Management Plan will be required during the processing
of any proposed residential development. Less than significant impacts related to this environmental
topic will occur as a result of the project. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.

Standard Conditions

SC4.8-1 In order to comply with the 2003 DAMP, the project shall prepare a Storm Drain
Plan, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and Water Quality
Management Plan (WQMP) conforming to the current National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) requirements, prepared by a Licensed Civil Engineer or
Environmental Engineer, which shall be submitted to the Department of Public
Works for review and approval.

e The SWPPP shall be prepared and updated as needed during the course of
construction to satisfy the requirements of each phase of development.

e The plan shall incorporate all necessary Best Management Practices (BMPs) and
other City requirements to eliminate polluted runoff until all construction work for
the project is completed. The SWPPP shall include treatment and disposal of all
dewatering operation flows and for nuisance flows during construction.

* A WQMP shall be maintained and updated as needed to satisfy the requirements
of the adopted NPDES program. The plan shall ensure that the existing water
quality measures for all improved phases of the project are adhered to.

e Location of the BMPs shall not be within the public right-of-way.
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$C4.8-2

sC4.8-3

Environmental Analysls

Prior to approval of Plans, the project shall fulfill the City of Costa Mesa Drainage
Ordinance No. 06-19 requirements.

The project Applicant shall submit grading plans, an erosion control plan, and a
hydrology study.
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Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

4.9 Land Use and Planning
Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? |:| |:| @
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, ] & |:]
policy, or regulation of an agency with

jurisdiction over the project {including, but

not limited to the general plan, specific plan,

local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or

mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat |:|
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

Environmental Evaluation

Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?

No impact. The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction of a
linear feature, such as an interstate highway or railroad tracks, or removal of a means of access, such
as a local bridge that would impact mobility within an existing community of between a community
and outlying area. The project site is located on an existing developed I&R zoned property,
surrounded by residential and commercial uses. None of the activities associated with project
implementation would physically divide an established community.

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program,
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Less than significant impact.

Any discretionary request for a zone changes involves a policy decision of the City Council as to the
highest and best use for the subject property and appropriate zoning classification.

The Land Use Element of the General Plan directs long-range development in the City by indicating
the location and extent of development to be allowed. The General Plan sets forth land use goals,
policies and objectives that guide new development. The City of Costa Mesa General Plan Land Use
Map identifies the land use designation of the project site as Low Density Residential.
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General Plan — Existing

The General Plan land use designation of Low Density Residential (8 dwelling units to the acre
maximum) is intended to accommodate single-family residences on their own parcels. Other housing
types include attached housing that provide a greater portion of recreation or open space than
typically found in multi-family developments, and clustered housing which affords the retention of
significant open space. Low-Density Residential areas are intended to accommodate family groups
and outdoor living activities in open space adjacent to dwellings. In order to avoid land use conflicts,
thasa areas should be located away from or protected from the more intense non-residential areas

and major travel corridors. Pursuant to the Costa Mesa General Plan, the density for this land use
designation shall be up to eight units to the acre.

Zoning — Policy Decision

According to the Official Zoning Map, the project site is zoned 1&R (Institutional and Recreational). A
rezone (or change) of the zoning classification of the 2-acre development site from I&R {Institutional
and Recreational) to PUR-LD (Planned Development Residential — Low Density) Is proposed. The
proposed rezone to PDR-LD would be compatible with the existing Low Density Residential General
Plan designation for the project site.

Another low density residential zoning district is R1 (Single-Family Residential). Minimum lot sizes
are 6,000 square feet with minimum lot widths of 50 feet or 60 feet, depending on the location of
the individual dwelling unit lot. It is a policy decision of the City Council as to the appropriate
residential zoning classification for the site and ultimately the maximum number of dwelling units
allowed.

The following analysis evaluates the project for consistency with specific goals and objectives of the
General Plan Land Use Element. The proposed Rezone involve a policy decision by the final decision-
making body. Because of the expansive nature of the General Plan, it cannot be expected that every
goal and objective would apply to every project.

Therefore, the following analysis focuses on those issues which are salient and relevant in
considering the proposed project. The project complies with the following goals/objectives of the
General Plan:

o Goal LU-1, Land Use: It is the goal of the City of Costa Mesa to provide its citizens with a balanced
community of residential, commercial, industrial, recreational, and institutional uses to satisfy the
needs of the social and economic segments of the population and to retain the residential character
of the City; to meet the competing demands for alternative developments within each land use
classification within reasonable land use intensity limits; and, to ensure the long term viability and
productivity of the community’s natural and man-made environments.

o Objective LU-1A: Establish and maintain a balance of land uses throughout the community to
preserve the residential character of the City at a level no greater than can be supported by the
infrastructure.
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o Objective LU-2A: Encourage new development and redevelopment to improve and maintain the
quality of the environment.

According to the City’s Zoning Code (Costa Mesa Zoning Code, Section 13-57(a)(2)), the purpose of
the Planned Development zoning is to provide a method by which appropriately located areas of the
City can be developed utilizing more imaginative and innovative planning concepts than would be
possible through strict application of existing zoning and subdivision regulations. It is intended that
these developments will meet the broader goals of the General Plan and Zoning Code by exhibiting
excellence in design, site planning, integration of uses and structures, and protection of the integrity
of neighboring development. A variety of building products are encouraged in the design of projects
in the Planned Development zones, thereby maximizing project excellence.

The proposed project would replace an existing church use and surface parking lot with a planned
residential development. The project reflects a quality design and includes traditional architecture
with varied building materials, textures and colors, attractive landscaped project common areas and
project entries.

The City’s Zoning Ordinance allows use of PDR development standards in order to provide a method
by which appropriately located areas of the City can be developed utilizing more imaginative and
innovative planning concepts than would be possible through strict application of zoning
requirements.

Discretionary Review

The City of Costa Mesa is processing a planning application from Mesa Verde East, LLC for, two-story,
small lot residential development at a density of 6.5 dwelling units per acre. Approval of the
proposed project involves the following:

1. Adoption of an Initial Study/ Negative Declaration.

2. Rezone R-14-05: An ordinance to rezone a 2-acre site from I&R (Institutional and
Recreational) to PDR-LD (Planned Development Residential — Low Density). The maximum
allowable General Plan density is 16 dwelling units at a maximum of 8 dwelling units per acre.

3. Planning Application PA-14-48. Master Plan for the development of a 13-unit, two-story,
small lot residential development at a density of 6.5 dwelling units per acre. The Master
Plan also includes the following requested variances from Zoning Code requirements:
a. Variance from perimeter open space requirement for location of block walls
(20 feet required; 3 feet proposed on Mesa Verde Drive East);
b. Administrative Adjustment from perimeter open space requirement for
buildings (20 feet required; 13 feet proposed on Andros Street).

4. Tentative Tract Map T-17824. Subdivision of the property into fee simple lots for
homeownership.
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Density, Site Coverage, and Open Space.

The project proposes approximately 6.5 dwelling units per acre, within the maximum 8 dwelling
units per acre density allowed in the PDR-LD zone. The project does not meet the perimeter open
space requirement (20 foot-setback required from street).

Setbacks and Distance Between Buildings.

Other than the required above-described deviations, the building setbacks and minimum distance
between buildings are compliant with Code.

Number of Stories and Building Height.
The project proposes two-story residential units.
Parking.

The project proposes 59 total parking spaces. Each residence is provided a two car garage and
individual parking spaces within a private driveway. The project also provides guest parking
exceeding the Code required parking by seven spaces.

Land use compatibility.

Land use compatibility issues can arise when sensitive land uses (i.e., residential) are introduced into
areas that are predominantly commercial or industrial. In this case, the proposed low density
residential use would be introduced on a site abutting an R1 residential district and a local
commercial center. Notwithstanding proposed deviations from open space development standards,
the proposed project use is in keeping with the mix of uses in the surrounding area and recently
approved densities, and would not be incompatible with surrounding land uses.

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural communities’ conservation
plan?

No impact.
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Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
4.10 Mineral Resources
Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known |:| |:| |:] X

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- N |:] D X
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?

Environmental Evaluation

Would the project:

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?

No impact. The Costa Mesa 2000 General Plan does not identify the project site as a mineral
resource zone. The project site is developed with an existing church and does not support mineral
extraction operations. This condition precludes the possibility of related impacts. No impact would
occur.

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?

No impact. The Costa Mesa 2000 General Plan does not identify the project site as a mineral
resource zone. In addition, the project site is developed with a church and does not support mineral
extraction operations. This condition precludes the possibility of related impacts. No impacts would
occur.
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4.11 Noise

Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise I:I D X ]
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of D E] X |:]
excessive ground borne vibration or ground
borne noise levels?

A substantial permanent increase in ambient D |:| & |:|
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in |:| |:| @ D
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land |:] D & D
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?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private ] ] D 4
airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

(¢

Environmental Evaluation

a-d) Noise Levels

Less than Significant Impact. Various noise guidelines and standards have been promulgated at the
federal, state, and local levels. The City of Costa Mesa maintains a comprehensive Noise Ordinance,
which sets standards for noise levels citywide and provides the means to enforce the reduction of
obnoxious or offensive noises. The basic noise standards contained in Table 2, City Noise Ordinance
Standards-Residential, below, are for the daytime period (7:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m.) and apply to both
outdoor and indoor residential areas. Between the hours of 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., the noise
standards are 5 dBA more stringent for exterior areas and 10 dBA more stringent for indoor areas.
The ordinance is designed to control unnecessary, excessive and annoying sounds generated on one
piece of property from impacting an adjacent property, and to protect residential areas from noise
sources other than transportation sources.
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Table 3
Residential Noise Standards
Exterior Noise Standards

55 dba 7:00 a.m. - 11:00 p.m.
50 dba 11:00 p.m. — 7:00 a.m.
Interior Noise Standards

55 dba 7:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m.
45 dba 11:00 p.m. — 7:00 a.m.

*dba=decibels

The Municipal Code specifies outdoor and indoor noise limits for various land uses impacted by
transportation noise sources. The noise limits specified in the City’s Municipal Code are in terms of
the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). The Municipal Code identifies the following noise
criteria for transportation noise sources: For residential land uses, the exterior noise exposure level
shall not exceed 65 CNEL and the interior noise exposure level shall not exceed 45 CNEL.

Short-term Impacts

Construction noise represents a short-term impact on ambient noise levels. Noise generated by
construction equipment, including trucks, graders, bulldozers, concrete mixers, and portable
generators, can reach high levels. Grading and construction activities present the highest potential
for noise impacts. For short periods of time, grading equipment noise could impact the residential
uses located to the north, west, and east of the project site. These grading activities would generate
noise levels in excess of the City’s Municipal Code noise limits. However, noise generated by
construction activities during daytime hours is exempted from the Noise Ordinance standards.
Therefore, if construction is limited to those hours specified by the Noise Ordinance, construction-
related noise impacts are considered less than significant. The following standard condition will
minimize any short-term construction related noise impacts to below a level of significance:

Standard Conditions

SC4.11-1 Grading materials delivery, equipment operation, and other construction-related
activity shall be limited to be-tween the hours of 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., Monday through
Friday, and 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. Saturday. Construction is prohibited on Sundays and
federal holidays. Exceptions may be made for activities that will not generate noise
audible from off-site, such as painting and other quiet interior work.

Long-term Impacts

According to the 2000 General Plan, existing (Year 2000) and expected (Year 2020) noise contours
along the project site are located outside the 60 to 75 CNEL noise contours. These noise contours
were based on the average daily traffic volume (ADT) noise levels at 100 feet from the roadway
centerline without sound attenuation (e.g. block walls, land-scape berms, etc.). This noise data does
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not take into account noise barriers or topography which may affect ambient noise levels. Since the
project site is outside the 60 to 70 CNEL noise contours from major roadways, no significant noise
impacts are anticipated. The primary source of noise is from motor vehicle noise on Mesa Verde
Drive. No additional noise impacts are anticipated from existing commercial land uses located to the
south of the property nor from the residential uses to the east, west and north.

On-site residential uses would be required to comply with the City’s 65 CNEL exterior and 45 CNEL
interior noise standards. Typical residential construction achieves an average of 12 decibels of
outdoor-to-indoor interior noise reduction with windows open. With windows closed, the outdoor-
to-indoor noise reduction increases to an average of 20 decibels. In order to assume that windows
can remain closed, adequate ventilation in accordance with the Uniform Building Code must be
provided. Typically, this is accomplished through mechanical ventilation or HVAC systems. In
addition, a seven-foot high wall is proposed along Mesa Verde Drive. This wall may adequately
reduce noise levels further for properties adjacent to Mesa Verde Drive.

Due to the City’s Noise Ordinance regulating both exterior and interior noise levels, and the fact that
short-term construction of the project is limited to those hours specitied by the Noise Ordinance,
exposure of persons to long-term noise levels and short-term noise levels, including ground borne
vibration or ground borne noise levels, will be considered less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located approximately 4.1 miles southwest of John
Wayne Airport {the nearest airport). While aircraft noise is occasionally audible on the project site,
due to the distance from area airports and the orientation of runways and flight patterns the project
site does not lay within the 55-dBA CNEL noise contours of any airport. Therefore, the impact of
noise levels from aviation sources would be less than significant.

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

No Impact. The project site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore,
implementation of the project would not expose people to excessive noise levels, and no impact
would occur.
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Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
4.12 Population and Housing
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an [l O & [:]

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 [:l Il El @
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing eisewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, ] |:| [l X
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Environmental Evaluation

Would the project:

a) Induce substantial 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)?

Less than significant impact. A project could induce population growth in an area, either directly
(for example, by proposing new homes) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads
and/or other infrastructure). The project involves construction of a 13-unit residential development
in place of the existing church facility on site.

The City’s average household size was 2.68 according to the Costa Mesa General Plan.
Notwithstanding, in order to provide a conservative analysis, based on average household size of
2.68, project implementation could result in a population increase of approximately 35 persons. The
potential population growth would be nominal, representing less than one-tenth of one percent (less
than 0.01%) increase over the City’s existing 2013 population of 111,358 persons. Therefore, project
implementation would not induce substantial population growth within the City.

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

No impact. The project site currently contains a church facility and parking lot. The project is a 13-
unit residential development and has a General Plan designation Low Density Residential. The
proposed project will not displace existing housing, but will increase the number of residential units
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in the area. Therefore, the project would have no impact in regards to displacing a substantial
numbers of existing housing.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

No impact. As discussed, the project implementation would include the demolition of an existing
church facility, as well as the construction of a new residential development. Therefore, the project
will have no impact in regards to causing the displacement of a substantial number of people.
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Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

4,13 Public Services
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 aitered 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:

a) Fire protection? D D |Z D
b) Police protection? |:] D E D
c) Schools? |:] D & D
d) Parks? D E] E D

O O X O

e) Other public facilities?

Environmental Evaluation

a-e) Public Services

Less than significant impact. Given the developed nature of the project site and surrounding
properties, the proposed 13-unit residential development is not expected to significantly increase
demand for City services. As discussed in Standard Conditions below, the proposed development
project will be subject to the payment of development impact fees {e.g. school fees, parkland fees,
traffic impact fees, etc.) to provide for the cost of additional services, as stated in the standard
conditions below. Therefore, the proposed residential project will have less than a significant impact
to public services.

Standard Conditions

$C4.13-1 Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the City of Costa Mesa Fire Department
shall review and approve the developer’s project design features to assess
compliance with the California Building Code and California Fire Code. The
Applicant shall then pay the appropriate fee in effect to mitigate the project’s
proportionate impact to additional demands on fire protection services, if any.

SC4.13-2 Projections, including eaves, shall be one-hour fire resistive construction, heavy
timber or of noncombustible material if they project into the 5 ft (setback area from
the property line). They may project a maximum of 12 inches beyond the 3 ft
setback. CRC Tables R302.1(1) and R302.1(2).

SC4.13-3 As final building plans are submitted to the City of Costa Mesa for review and
approval, the Costa Mesa Police Department shall review all plans for the purpose of
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ensuring that design requirements are incorporated into the building design to
increase safety and avoid unsafe conditions. These measures focus on security
measures are recommended by the Police Department, including but not limited to,
the following:

 Lighting shall be provided in open areas and parking lots.

» Required building address numbers shall be readily apparent from the street and
rooftop building identification shall be readily apparent from police helicopters for
emergency response agencies.

» Landscaping requirements (e.g. minimize use of hedges, use of low height shrubs
for greater visibility).

» Emergency vehicle parking areas shall be designated within proximity to buildings.

» Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the City of Costa Mesa Police
Department shall review and approve the developer’s project design features to
satisfy local requirements. The applicant shall then pay the appropriate fee in
effect to mitigate the project’s proportionate impact to additional demands on
police protection services, if any.

SC4.13-4 Prior to issuance of building permits, the Developer shall pay a school impact fee
currently calculated at $1.84 per square foot for residential development and $0.30
per square foot for commercial development.

SC 4.13-5 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the Developer shall pay a park impact fee or
dedicate parkland to meet the demands of the proposed development.
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4.14 Recreation
a) Would the project increase the use of existing |___| ] 4 O

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 D E] E D
or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

Environmental Evaluation

a-b) Recreation

Less than significant impact. Given the developed nature of the project site and surrounding
properties, the proposed 13-unit residential development is not expected to significantly increase
demand for recreational services. As discussed in Standard Conditions below, new development will
be subject to the payment of development impact fees (e.g. parkland fees) to provide for the cost of
additional recreational facilities. Therefore, less than significant impacts related to recreational
services will occur as a result of the zone change and proposed development.

Standard Conditions

$C4.14-1 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the Developer shall pay a park impact fee or
dedicate parkiand to meet the demands of the proposed development. The current
park impact fee is calculated at $13,572 per new single-family dwelling unit.
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4.15

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With
Significant Mitigation
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated

Transportation/Traffic

Would the project:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or l:l D
policy establishing measures of effectiveness

for the performance of the circulation system,

taking into account all modes of

transportation including mass transit and non-

motorized travel and relevant components of

the circulation system, including but not

limited to intersections, streets, highways and

freeways, pedestrian and bicycie paths, and

mass transit?

Conflict with an applicable congestion D D
management program, including, but not

limited to level of service standards and travel

demand measures, or other standards

established by the county congestion

management agency for designated roads or

highways?

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, I:] D
including either an increase in traffic levels or

a change in location that results in substantial

safety risks?

Substantially increase hazards due to a design [l I
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm

equipment)?

Result in inadequate emergency access?

OO
0O

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease
the performance or safety of such facilities?

Environmental Analysis

Less Than
Significant
Impact

24

X K

No Impact

[

OO

This section is based on the Trip Generation Study prepared by RK Engineering Group, Inc. (February
27, 2015), which is included as Appendix F, Transportation and Traffic Data. The study evaluates the
trip generation for the proposed project and determines if it increases traffic load on the existing

circulation system.

Existing Conditions

The project site is currently developed with an 8,598 square foot church and includes an associated
parking lot.
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Environmental Evaluation

Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?

Less than significant impact. Table 4, Project Trip Generation, summarizes the trip generation for
the existing site and the project. The trip generation potential of the project was estimated using
the average rates for ITE Land Use 210: Single-Family Detached Housing and ITE Land Use 560:
Church published in the Trip Generation, 9" Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers. Table
3, below, depicts the trip generation rates used to forecast existing and proposed trips,
summarizes the project’s daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour trip generation potential, and
compares these estimates to the existing trip generation “budget.”

The project would generate up to 124 daily trips, including up to 9 trips in the AM peak hour and
up to 13 trips in the PM peak hour. Under existing conditions, the project site generates
approximately 78 daily trips, including 5 trips in the AM peak hour and 4 trips in the PM peak
hour. Overall, the project would generate up to 46 additional daily trips, including an additional 4
AM peak hour trips and an additional 9 PM peak hour trips, than currently occur under existing
conditions.

Table 4: Land Use and Trip Generation Summary

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Land Use Category Daily 2-Way Total Total
Rates
Church (TE/TSF) 9.11 0.56 0.55
Single-Family Detached Housing 9.52 0.75 1.00
(TE/DU)
Project
Single-Family Detached Housing 124 9 13
(13DU)
Existing Site
Church (8.598 TSF) -78 -5 -4
Total “Net” Project Trip 46 4 9

Generation: Project Minus
Existing Church

TE/DU= trip end per dwelling unit, TE/TSF= trip end per 1,000 square feet
Source: RK Engineering 2015.
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Even though the proposed development is projected to add 4 trips in the a.m. peak hour, S trips in
the p.m. peak hour and 46 trips during the day, the projected increase is considered nominal and will
not have a significant impact on the adjacent circulation system as the surrounding intersections are
currently operating at better than acceptable conditions.

The project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. The project would result in less than

significant impacts on traffic/circulation and the surrounding roadway network. The project would
be subject to compliance with Standard Condition SC 4.15-1, which requires payment of traffic
impact fees. No mitigation is required. Please refer to Response 4.15.f for a discussion of pedestrian

and bicycle paths and mass transit.

Standard Condition

$C4.15-1 The project Applicant shall be responsible for the payment of fees in accordance
with Costa Mesa’s traffic impact fee program to mitigate project-generated traffic
impacts.

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level
of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

Less than significant impact. The purpose of the Congestion Management Program (CMP) is to
develop a coordinated approach to managing and decreasing traffic congestion by linking the various
transportation, land use, and air quality planning programs throughout the County, consistent with
that of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). The CMP requires review of
substantial individual projects, which might on their own impact the CMP transportation system.
Specifically, the Congestion Management Program (CMP) Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) measures
impacts of a project on the CMP Highway System (CMPHS). Development projects that generate
more than 2,400 daily trips are subject to a TIA for CMP evaluation. For projects that will directly
access or be in close proximity to a CMP Highway System link, a reduced threshold of 1,600 trips per
day is used.

As discussed above, under Response 4.15.a, the project would generate up to 46 additional daily
trips, including an additional 4 AM peak hour trips and an additional 9 PM peak hour trips, than
currently occur under existing conditions. The project would generate a total of 124 daily trips, and
thus would not meet the criteria for a CMP TIA. Project-related impacts on applicable CMPs and
other established standards are considered less than significant.
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c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change
in location that results in substantial safety risks?

No impact. The project involves an 13-unit Single-Family Detached residential development. Due to
the nature and scope of the proposed developed, project implementation would not resultin a
change in air traffic patterns.

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Less than significant impact. Access to the project site will be provided via one full access driveway
along Mesa Verde Drive East and three individual driveways to three singie family detached
residential units along Andros Street. The internal driveways that provide access to the proposed
units would vary in width between from 20 feet to 28 feet. Emergency access to the proposed units
would be provided via the same entry points on Mesa Verde Drive East and Andros Street, as well as
via internal drives. The project does not propose or require improvements to roadways or
intersections, thus, the project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature.

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
Less than significant impact. Refer to Responses 4.7.g. and 4.15.a.

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

Less than significant impact. The project site is served by the Orange County Transportation
Authority (OCTA), a multi-modal transportation agency serving Orange County. OCTA provides
countywide bus and paratransit service and Metrolink rail service, among other services. The
nearest bus lines to the project site are located along Adams Avenue, near the intersection of Mesa
Verde Drive East and Adams Avenue, just south of the project site.

Based on CMP guidelines, person transit trips are typically estimated using a 1.4 percent factor to
convert total vehicle trips to person trips, and a 3.5 percent factor to convert person trips to total
transit trips. As discussed above, under Response 4.15.a, the project would generate up to 124 daily
trips. Based on the CMP guidelines and given the proximity of the various land uses in relation to
available transit routes in the project vicinity, the project would generate up to 7 transit trips (Orange
County CMP, 2013). Since these project-related transit trips can be accommodated by the existing
transit services in the project vicinity, project-related CMP transit impacts would be less than
significant. Project implementation would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit.

66



City of Costa Mesa
Mesa Verde East Project

Initial Study/ Neg_ative_ Declaration - - - EnvironmentalAnaiysis
Less Than
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Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues impact Incorporated impact No Impact
4.16 Utilities and Service Systems
Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of O ] X ]
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new D D E [:]
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
¢) Require or result in the construction of new O H E] D

storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to [:l [:] X] D
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

e) Resultin a determination by the wastewater D |:| x D
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?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient ] O X O]
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes D |:| @ ]
and regulations related to solid waste?

Environmental Evaluation

Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

Less than significant impact. The Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region, issued a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, which includes the City as a
Permittee. That NPDES permit implements federal and state law governing point source discharges
(a municipal or industrial discharge at a specific location or pipe) and nonpoint source discharges
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(diffuse runoff of water from adjacent land uses) to surface waters of the United States.
Implementation of the project would only nominally increase wastewater generation, thus,
nominally increasing the demand for wastewater treatment; refer to Response 4.16.b. Therefore,
given the nature and scope of the project, project implementation would not cause an exceedance
of wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board.

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

Less than significant impact.

Water

The project site is located within the Mesa Consolidated Water District (Mesa Water) service area
and specifically within their Division Area 2. Mesa Water provides water service to an 18-square-
mile area that includes the City of Costa Mesa (as well as parts of Newport Beach and parts of
unincorporated Orange County). In compliance with legislative requirements, Mesa Water has
prepared their 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The UWMP provides information on
the present and future water resources and demands, and assesses Mesa Water’s water resource
needs.

Water Supplies and Demand

According to the UWMP, Mesa Water’s main sources of water supply are groundwater pumped from
wells within the Orange County Basin and imported water from Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California through Municipal Water District of Orange County.

The project involves construction of a 13-unit, residential development in place of the existing
church facility on the property. Project implementation would result in a net increase of 13 dwelling
units, which will result in a population increase of approximately 35 persons. Project implementation
would generate a demand for approximately 6,261 gallons per day. The increase in water demand
would place an incremental increase in the demand for water supplies and treatment facilities. The
increase is not considered substantial, since the project is consistent with the site’s General Plan land
use designation of Low Density Residential. The City General Plan forms the basis for evaluating the
service area’s future water demands. Mesa Water has concluded they are capable of meeting the
water demands of their customers in normal, single dry, and multiple dry years between 2015 and
2035.

Water Treatment

According to the UWMP, groundwater is pumped from six wells that pump clear water from the
Orange County Basin and two wells that pump colored water. The colored water is treated at the
Colored Water Treatment Facility (CWTF) and imported water is treated at the Diemer Filtration

' Based on water use factors of 178.9 gailons per capita per day for residential uses per Mesa Water UWMP
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Plant, then delivered to Mesa Water through the imported water connections. As concluded above,
the project would result in a negligible increase in water demand, thus, resulting in a negligible
impact on the existing water treatment facilities. Therefore, project implementation would not
require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities.

Water Conveyance
As concluded above, the project would result in a negligible increase in water demand, thus,

resulting in a negligible impact on the existing water conveyance facilities. The anplicant would he
responsible for construction of all water conveyance facilities pursuant to current Uniform Codes,
City Ordinances, Public Works standards, and Water Division criteria. Therefore, the project would
not require the construction of new water conveyance facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. A less than significant impact

would occur in this regard.

Wastewater

The project site is located within the Costa Mesa Sanitary District (Sanitary District) service area. The
Sanitary District boundaries include all of the City of Costa Mesa and portions of the City of Newport
Beach and unincorporated County of Orange.

Wastewater Generation

The increase in wastewater generation would place an incremental increase in the demand for
wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities. The project is consistent with the site’s General
Plan land use designation and City General Plans form the basis for issuance of the County
Sanitation’s NPDES wastewater discharge permits; refer also to the Wastewater Treatment Section
below.

Wastewater Conveyance

The Sanitary District’s facilities include 216 miles of mainline, 114 miles of private property sewer
lateral pipelines, and 20 pumping stations. As concluded above, the project would result in a
negligible increase in wastewater generation, thus, resulting in a negligible impact on the existing
wastewater conveyance facilities. The applicant would be responsible for construction of all
wastewater conveyance facilities pursuant to current Uniform Codes, City Ordinances, and Public
Works standards, pursuant to Standard Condition SC 4.16-1. The Sanitary District would issue a
Sewer Service Confirmation Letter indicating that they will serve sanitary sewer to the project.
Service to the project would be conditioned upon approval of sewer infrastructure construction
plans by the Sanitary District’s Engineers, processing of easements (if necessary), and payment of all
applicable fees, pursuant to Standard Conditions SC 4.16-2 through 4.16-4. Therefore, the project
would not require the construction of new wastewater conveyance facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. A less than
significant impact would occur in this regard.
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Wastewater Treatment

Wastewater collected by the Sanitary District is sent to the County Sanitation Districts of Orange
County (County Sanitation) plants for treatment and disposal. County Sanitation is responsibte for
collecting, treating, and disposing the wastewater generated within their 479-square mile service
area. Wastewater is treated at County Sanitation’s treatment plants in Fountain Valley and
Huntington Beach. According to County Sanitation’s treatment plant operational data, the combined
effluent treated at both plants (2004-2005) totaled approximately 244 million gallons daily (average).
County Sanitation operates under an NPDES ocean discharge permit issued by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board. The project’s increase in wastewater generation is not considered
substantial, since the project is consistent with the site’s General Plan land use designation and City
General Plans form the basis for issuance of the NPDES wastewater discharge permits. Project
implementation would not cause the treatment plants’ operating capacities to be exceeded.
Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur in this regard.

Standard Conditions

SC4.16-1 Applicant will be required to construct sewers to serve the project, at his/her own
expense, meeting the approval of the Costa Mesa Sanitary District.

SC 4.16-2 County Sanitation District fees, fixtures fees, inspection fees, and sewer permit are
required prior to installation of sewer.

SC4.16-3 The Applicant shall submit a plan showing sewer improvements that meets the
District Engineer’s approval to the Building Division as part of the plans submitted
for plan check.

SC4.16-4 The Applicant is required to contact the Costa Mesa Sanitary District to arrange final
sign-off prior to Certificate of Occupancy being released.

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

Less than significant impact. The proposed project is located in an already urbanized area where
existing water drainage facilities exist. The project would result in a negligible increase in wastewater
generation, thus, resulting in a negligible impact on the existing wastewater conveyance facilities.
Therefore, the proposed project will have less than significant impacts on the environment in regards
to storm water drainage facilities.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

Less than significant impact.
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Senate Bill 610

SB 610 requires a detailed report regarding water availability and planning for additional water
supplies to be included with the environmental document for specified projects. Under SB 610,
water supply assessments are required to be included in environmental documentation for certain
projects, as defined in Water Code 10912[a], subject to CEQA. Under SB 221, approval by a city or
county of certain residential subdivisions requires a written verification of sufficient water supply.
Thus, no future action is necessary under the provisions of SB 221 and 610. All projects that meet
any of the following criteria require the water availability assessment:

* A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units;

» A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons
or having more than 500,000 sq ft of floor space;

* A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more
than 250,000 sq ft of floor space;

= A proposed hotel and motel having more than 500 rooms;

*» A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or an industrial park planned to
house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than
650,000 sq ft of floor area;

» A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in this subdivision; or

* Aproject that would demand an amount of water equivalent to or greater than the amount
of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.

Senate Bill 221

While SB 610 primarily affects the Water Code, SB 221 principally applies to the Subdivision Map Act.
The primary effect of SB 221 is to condition every tentative map for an applicable subdivision on the
applicant by verifying that the public water supplier (PWS) has sufficient water supply available to
serve it. Under SB 221, approval by a city or county of certain residential subdivisions requires a
written verification of sufficient water supply. SB 221 applies to any subdivision, defined as:

» A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units (if the PWS has more
than 5,000 service connections); or

* Any proposed development that increases connections by 10 percent or more (if the PWS has
fewer than 5,000 connections).

The project does not satisfy the criteria outlined above, thus, preparation of a Water Supply
Assessment, in order to verify that sufficient water supplies are available to serve the project from
existing entitlements/resources, is not warranted and a less than significant impact would occur in
this regard.
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e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 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?

Less than significant impact. Refer to Response 4.16.b.

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

Less than significant impact. The project site would continue to be served by the solid waste
facilities and landfills that currently serve the City:

e Frank R. Bowerman Sanitary Landfill
¢ Olinda Alpha Sanitary Landfill
¢ Prima Deschecha Sanitary tandfill

In total, 110,886.46 tons of solid waste was generated by the City of Costa Mesa in 2012.

Project implementation would result in a net increase of 13 dwelling units, with a resultant
population increase of approximately 35 persons. Demolition and construction activities associated
with the project would generate construction debris. Based on CalRecycle’s Estimated Solid Waste
Generation Rates generation rates of 12.23 pounds per dwelling unit per day, it is estimated that the
project would generate approximately 26 tons of solid waste per year. The increased solid waste
generation would contribute to incrementally shortening the lifespan of the landfills identified
above. However, given project’s scale, and since the City would continue to comply with the existing
regulatory framework for reducing solid waste disposal volumes, it is anticipated that the specified
landfills would have the capacity to accommodate the project’s waste disposal needs. Additionally,
the project would be subject to compliance with Standard Conditions SC 4.16-5 and SC 4.16-6, which
address solid waste disposal and District consultation. A less than significant impact would occur in
this regard.

Standard Conditions

SC4.16-5 Unless an offsite trash hauler is being used, the Applicant shall contact the Costa
Mesa Sanitary District to pay trash collection program fees and arrange for service
for all new residences. Residences using bin or dumpster services are exempt from
the requirement.

SC4.16-6 The Applicant shall contact Costa Mesa Sanitary District for any additional district
requirements.

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
Less than significant impact. In 1989, the Legislature adopted the California Integrated Waste

Management Act of 1989 (AB 939), in order to “reduce, recycle, and re-use solid waste generated in
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the state to the maximum extent feasible” AB 939 established a waste management hierarchy:
Source Reduction; Recycling; Composting; Transformation; and Disposal. The law also required that
each county prepare a new Integrated Waste Management Plan and each city prepare a Source
Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) by July 1, 1991. The SRRE is required to identify how each
jurisdiction will meet the mandatory state waste diversion goal of 50 percent by the year 2000. The
Act mandated that California’s 450 jurisdictions (i.e., cities, counties, and regional waste
management compacts), implement waste management programs aimed at a 25 percent diversion
rate by 1995 and a 50 percent diversion rate by 2000. If the 50 percent goal was not met by the end
of 2000, the jurisdiction was required to submit 2 petition for a goa! extension to Cal Recycle. The

City of Costa Mesa adopted the final SRRE in January 1992.

Senate Bill (SB) 2202 made a number of changes to the municipal solid waste diversion requirements
under the Integrated Waste Management Act. These changes included a revision to the statutory
requirement for 50 percent diversion of solid waste to clarify that local governments shall continue
to divert 50 percent of all solid waste on and after January 1, 2000.

5B 1016, Wiggins, Chapler 343, Statutes of 2008 introduced a per capita disposal measurement
system that measures the 50 percent diversion requirement using a disposal measurement
equivalent. The bill repealed the board’s two-year process, requiring instead that the board make a
finding whether each jurisdiction was in compliance with the act’s diversion requirements for
calendar year 2006 and to determine compliance for the 2007 calendar year, and after, based on the
jurisdiction’s change in its per capita disposal rate. The board is required to review a jurisdiction’s
compliance with those diversion requirements in accordance with a specified schedule, which is
conditioned upon the board finding that the jurisdiction is in compliance with those requirements or
has implemented its source reduction and recycling element and household hazardous waste
element. The bill requires the board to issue an order of compliance if the board finds that the
jurisdiction has failed to make a good faith effort to implement its source reduction and recycling
element or its household hazardous waste element, pursuant to a specified procedure.

The per capita disposal rate is a jurisdiction-specific index, which is used as one of several “factors”
in determining a jurisdiction’s compliance with the intent of AB 939, and allows CalRecycle and
jurisdictions to set their primary focus on successful implementation of diversion programs. Meeting
the disposal rate targets is not necessarily an indication of compliance. CalRecycle reports that Costa
Mesa’s Disposal Rate Targets for Reporting Year 2013 are 8.5 pounds per day (PPD) per Resident and
11.3 PPD per Employee.

The Applicant is currently working with the Costa Mesa Sanitary District to establish service for the
project and will be required to integrate District requirements into the project design (e.g.
established locations for trash carts and bulky pickup, sufficient clearance and appropriate routing
for trucks).

Participation in the City’s recycling programs during project construction and operation would
ensure that the project would not conflict with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
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related to solid waste. A less than significant impact would occur in this regard. Refer also to
Response 4.16.f.
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Environmental Analysis

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Mandatory Findings of Significance

a) Does the project have the potential to ]:| |:| @ [:l
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 examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are ] |:| X D
individually limited, but cumulatively
conslderable? (“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)?

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

Environmental Evaluation

Would the project:

a)

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 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 examples of
the major periods of California history or prehistory?

Less than significant impact. As concluded in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, the project
proposes a rezone from from I&R (Institutional and Recreational) to PDR-LD (Planned
Development Residential — Low Density) and construction of a 13-unit residential development
on an already disturbed site. The project site and its surroundings are fully developed, and
there are no biological resources present in the area. Therefore, the project does 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.
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As concluded in Response 4.5.a, the project site does not contain a historically/culturally significant
structure. Therefore, project implementation would not eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history.

As concluded in Response 4.5.b, the project site has already been subject to extensive disruption.
Given the highly disturbed condition of the site, the potential for project implementation to impact a
yet unidentified archeological resource is considered remote. Therefore, project implementation
would not eliminate important examples of the major periods of California prehistory.

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerabie?
(“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. The project impacts less than significant. Standard conditions will also
be imposed upon the project, including the payment of fair-share development impact fees, design
standards, etc. Other new development projects within the City would also be subject to these
requirements.

The design of any future residential use is required to conform with the City’s design guidelines and
residential development standards (e.g. two-story maximum building height, maximum density
allowed in PDR-LD zone, etc.), unless a request for any discretionary approvals {i.e. variance, minor
modification, etc.) is approved and appropriate findings are made in conjunction with the
development proposal.

Proposed standard conditions will minimize the proposed project’s impacts related to noise and air
quality to below a level of significance. As an existing church site with nonnative vegetation, the
proposed project would not have the potential to degrade the quality of environment, sensitive
biological resources, or cultural/paleontological resources. Due to the projected similarity in average
daily trips from the proposed change from church to residential use, the proposed project would not
result in any cumulatively considerable impacts related to traffic/circulation. No significant adverse
environmental effects on human beings will result, either directly or indirectly, from the proposed
project.

All other impacts of the project were determined either to have no impact, or to be less than
significant without the need for mitigation. Cumulatively, the project would not result in any
significant impacts that would substantially combine with impacts of other current or probable
future impacts. Therefore, the project, in conjunction with other future development projects,
would not result in any cumulatively considerable impacts.
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c) Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less than significant impact. Previous sections of this Initial Study/Negative Declaration reviewed
the project’s potential impacts related to air quality, geology/soils, hazards/hazardous materials, and
noise, among other environmental issue areas. As concluded in these previous discussions, the
project would result in less than significant environmental impacts with implementation of the
standard conditions. Therefore, the project would cause less than significant adverse effects on
human beings.

Standard Conditions

Refer to Sections 4.1 through 4.17 above.
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transportation planning « natfic engineering
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February 27, 2015

Mr. Peter Zehnder
MESA VERDE EAST, LLC.
20 Enterprise, Suite 320
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656

Subject: 2880 Mesa Verde Drive Trip Generation Study (Updated 02/27/15),
City of Costa Mesa

Dear Mr. Zehnder:
Introduction

RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC. (RK) is pleased to provide this trip generation analysis for
the 2880 Mesa Verde Drive Project in the City of Costa Mesa. A location map is provided
in Exhibit A.

The proposed project would replace the existing 8,598 square foot church with 13
dwelling units of single family residential. The proposed project would provide 26 garage
parking spaces, and 33 open parking spaces, for a total of 59 parking spaces provided.
Access for the proposed residential development is planned via Mesa Verde Drive and
Serang Place. An aerial site plan for the project is shown in Exhibit B.

The project site is currently zoned for Institutional and Recreational use, and has an area of
approximately 2 acres. Hence, the project site could operate as either a church or an
institutional use under current approvals. The current zoning allows for a floor area ratio
(FAR) of 0.25. Therefore, the 2-acre project site would allow for up to 21,780 square feet
of church or institutional use without the need for any further approvals. As part of this
analysis, the potential trips which could be generated by the currently allowed maximum of
21,780 square feet of church or institutional use is determined.

The purpose of this trip generation analysis is to determine the proposed project's AM and
PM peak hour and daily trip generation as it compares to the following:

1. Existing church land use without any changes;

2. Current Zoning Option 1: Expansion of the existing church land use to 21,780
square feet as allowed under current approvals; and

3. Current Zoning Option 2: Replacement of the existing church with 21,780 square
feet of institutional land use (community or trade college) as allowed under current
approvals.
000 westerls place suife 280
new port beach, catifornia 92060

el 9494710809 fax 949 4740902
http:/Awww.rkengineer.com
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Trip Generation

Trip generation represents the amount of trips that are produced and attracted by a
development. Trip generation rates are developed by the ITE (Institution of Transportation
Engineers) in their Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012. The trip generation rates for
this project are shown in Table 1.

The existing land use is a church (ITE Land Use Code 560). The proposed project will
consist of 13 single family residential dwelling units (ITE Land Use Code 210). Without the
need for a zone change and under current approvals, the project site could be developed
with 21,780 square feet of church (ITE Land Use Code 560) or 21,780 square feet of
community/trade college (ITE Land Se Code 540). This analysis is conducted in order to
provide a comparison between these various land use scenarios for the project site.

ITE trip generation calculations for the various land use scenarios are summarizes in Table
2%

As shown in Table 2, based on ITE trip generation calculations:

e The existing church land use is currently generating approximately 78 trip ends per
day, with 5 vehicles per hour during the AM peak hour and 4 vehicles per hour
during the PM peak hour;

e The proposed 13-unit residential project is forecast to generate 124 trip ends per
day, with 9 vehicles per hour during the AM peak hour and 13 vehicles per hour
during the PM peak hour;

o Current Zoning Option 1 (expansion of the existing church to 21,780 square feet) is
forecast to generate 198 trip ends per day, with 13 vehicles per hour during the AM
peak hour and 12 vehicles per hour during the PM peak hour; and

e Current Zoning Option 2 (replacement of the existing church with 21,780 square
feet of community or trade college) is forecast to generate 601 trip ends per day,
with 65 vehicles per hour during the AM peak hour and 55 vehicles per hour during
the PM peak hour.

Table 3 provides a comparison of trip generation between the proposed project and the
land use alternatives. As shown in Table 3:

e When compared to the existing church land use, the proposed project is forecast to
generate 46 more trip ends per day, with four (4) more trips generated in the AM
peak hour, and nine (9) more trip generated in the PM peak hour;

TG:dt/RK10848.doc 2
JN:2469-2015-01
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e When compared to Current Zoning Option 1 (expansion of the existing church to
21,780 square feet), the proposed project is forecast to generate 74 fewer trip ends
per day, with four (4) fewer vehicles per hour during the AM peak hour and one (M
more vehicle per hour during the PM peak hour; and

e When compared to Current Zoning Option 2 (replacement of the existing church
with 21,780 square feet of community or trade college), the proposed project is
forecast to generate 477 fewer trip ends per day, with 56 fewer vehicles per hour
during the AM peak hour and 42 fewer vehicles per hour during the PM peak hour.

Conclusions

RK has completed a trip generation analysis for the proposed 2880 Mesa Verde Drive
Project. The proposed project will consist of 13 dwelling units of single family residential
use, with 59 parking spaces provided. The main access would be provided on Mesa Verde
Drive and Serang Place.

When compared to the existing church land use, the proposed project is forecast
to generate 46 more trip ends per day, with four (4) more trips generated in the
AM peak hour, and nine (9) more trip generated in the PM peak hour;

When compared to Current Zoning Option 1 (expansion of the existing church to
21,780 square feet), the proposed project is forecast to generate 74 fewer trip
ends per day, with four (4) fewer vehicles per hour during the AM peak hour and
one (1) more vehicle per hour during the PM peak hour.

When compared to Current Zoning Option 2 (replacement of the existing church
with 21,780 square feet of community or trade college), the proposed project is
forecast to generate 477 fewer trip ends per day, with 56 fewer vehicles per
hour during the AM peak hour and 42 fewer vehicles per hour during the PM
peak hour.

RK concludes that a traffic impact study would not be appropriate to determine
how the slight increase of trips generated by the proposed project will affect the
nearby intersections. Additionally, it can be concluded that the proposed
residential project would generate less trips overall than if the approved land
use were to fully utilize the project site.

TG:dt/RK10848.doc 3
IN:2469-2015-01
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RK Engineering Group, Inc. appreciates this opportunity to work with MESA VERDE EAST,
LLC on this project. If you have any questions regarding this study, please do not hesitate

to call us at (949) 474-0809.

Sincerely,
RK ENGINEE NG GROUP, INC.

Mohammad “Alex” Tabrizi, P.E., T.E
Associate Principal

Attachments

TR 2722

TG:dt/RK10848.doc
JN:2469-2015-01

Giordano, E.I.T.
Engineer [I
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Exhibit A
Location Map
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Exhibit B
Site Plan
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TABLE 1

Trip Generation Rates'

Peak Hour
ITE AM PM Daily
Land Use Code | Units®| In Out | Total In Out | Total
Church - 560 TSF | 035 | 021 056 | 0.26 0.29 055 [ 9.11
Single Family Residential 210 DU 0.19 0.56 0.75 0.63 0.37 1.00 9.52
Junior / Community College 540 TSF 2.21 0.78 2.99 1.47 1.07 2.54 | 27.49

' Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 9th Edition , 2012.

2 DU = Dwelling Units
TSF= Thousand Square Feet

j:/rktables/RK10848TB.xls

IN:2469-2015-01




Existing Land Use

Church

Proposed Land Use

Sinale Family Residential

High Intensity Approved
Land Use

Option 1: Church

Option 2: Community College

' DU = Dwelling Units

TSF = Thousand Square Feet

J:/rktables/RK10848TB.xls
IN:2469-2015-01

TABLE 2

Project Trip Generation

Existing Land Use
Peak Hour
ITE AM
Code Quantity Units' In Out Total In

560 8.598 TSF 3 2 5 2

Proposed Land Use
Peak Hour
ITE AM
Code Quantity Units' In Out Total In

210 13 DU 2 7 9 8

High Intensity Approved Land Use
Peak Hour
ITE AM
Code Quantity Units' In Out Total In

560 21.780 TSF 8 5 13 6

540 21.780 TSF 48 17 65 32

PM
Out

PM
Out

PM
Out

6

23

Total

Total

13

Total
12

55

Daily

78

Daily

124

Daily
198

601



TABLE 3
Project Trip Generation Comparison

Comparison: Existing Land Use vs. Proposed Land Use

Peak Hour
AM PM
In Out Total In Out Total
Existing Land Use (Church Land Use) 3 2 5 2 2 4
Proposed Land Use (Residential Land Use) 2 7 9 8 5 13
Difference 1 +5 +4 +6 +3 +9
Comparison: High Intensity Approved Land Use Option 1 vs. Pro Land Use
Peak Hour
AM PM
In Out Total |In Out Total
High Intensity Approved Land Use (Church Land Use) 8 5 13 6 6 12
Proposed Land Use (Residential Land Use) 2 7 9 8 5 13
Difference -6 +2 -4 +2 1 +1
Comparison: High Intensity Approved Land Use 2 vs. Proposed Land Use
Peak Hour
AM PM
In Out Total |In Out Total
High Intensity Approved Land Use (Community College Land Use) 48 17 65 32 23 55
Proposed Land Use (Residential Land Use) 2 7 9 8 5 13
-46 -10 -56 -24 -18 -42

Difference

j:/rktables/RK 1084878 xls
IN:2469-2015-01

Dailvy
78
124
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Daily
198
124
-74

Dailv
601
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GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATION:
Low Density Residential

ZONING:

Current: Institutional and Recreational

Proposed: Planned Development Residential (PDR) -
Low Density

andros street

DENSITY:
Allowable: 16 units (8.0 unit/acre)
Proposed: 13 units (6.5 units/acre)
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SITE SUMMARY: =
Site: 2.0 ac (87,120 sq.ft.) o
Units: 13 du. g
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SITE SUMMARY

SITE: 2.0 ac. (87,120 sq ft.)
UNITS: 13 du

DENSITY 6.5 dua.

UNIT SUMMARY

PLAN 1: 4 du (2,540 sqft.)
2-story; 4br+3.5 ba

PLAN 2: 9 du (2,956 sqft.)

2-story; 4br+3.5 ba

PARKING

Required
garage 26 SPacCes (2.0 covered spaces / unit)

open 26 spaces (2.0 spaces / unit)
total 52 spaces

Provided

garage 26 spaces

open 33 spaces

total 59 spaces

OPEN SPACE

Required 39,204 sq.ft. (45%)
Provided 46,646 sq.ft. (53%)

LOT SUMMARY

LOT LOT SIZE

5,569 sq.ft.
5,387 sq.ft.
5,565 sq.fi.
6,674 sq.ft.
5,549 sq.ft.
6,234 sq.fi.
6,325 sq.fi.
5,992 sq.fi.
5,090 sq.ft.
5,358 sq.ft.
5,532 sq.fi.
5,043 sq.ft.
5.566 sa.ft.
73,884 sq.ft
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MesaWater

DISTRICT:

Dedicated to
Satisfying our Community’s
Water Needs

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Shawn Dewane
President
Division V

Ethan Temianka
Vice President
Division III

Jim Atkinson
Director
Division IV

Fred R. Bockmiller, Jr., P.E.
Director
Division I

James R. Fisler
Director
Division II

Paul E. Shoenberger, P.E.
General Manager

Coleen L. Monteleone
District Secretary

Andrew N. Hamilton
District Treasurer

Bowie, Arneson,
Wiles & Giannone
Legal Counsel

1965 Placentia Avenue
Costa Mesa, CA 92627
tel 949.631,1200
fax 949.574.1036
Info@MesaWater.org

MesaWater.org

March 26, 2015

Michae! R. Murphy
Pinnacle Residential

20 Enterprise, Suite 320
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656

Subject: 2880 Mesa Verde Drive East (13 Homes)
Dear Michael:

Please be advised that proper applications and financial arrangements
will be completed with the Mesa Water District (Mesa Water®) for the
installation of domestic water services, water mains, fire hydrants and
fire services in the City of Costa Mesa.

The subject projects are within the boundaries of Mesa Water®. The
aforementioned water systems are to be installed by the developer as
per Mesa Water's standard specifications and, upon completion of
construction, will be delivered to Mesa Water® to become part of Mesa
Water's distribution facilities.

Engineering Plan Check deposit, Inspection deposit and Construction
Performance Bond shall be paid and an Application Permit (A.P.)
completed by the applicant prior to the approval of the plans and
issuance of the A.P.

Additionally, Capacity Charges shall be collected by Mesa Water®
prior to approval of plans or execution of a service agreement.

The developer shall contact Mesa Water® immediately so the
proposed project development can be evaluated and the appropriate
project requirements and deposits can be determined.

There is sufficient water supply and adequate pressure to serve this
project, including fire protection. However, the developer will also be
required to provide necessary improvements to existing impacted
infrastructure and be responsible for all associated costs resulting from
development activities as identified through the plan check review and
approval process.

Very truly yours

Phil Lauri, P.E.
District Engineer
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Leighton and Associates, Inc.

A LEIGHTON GROUP COMPANY
April 2, 2014
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Pinnacle Residential
20 Enterprise, Suite 320
Aliso Viejo, California 92656

Attention: Mr. David Kinnet, Principal

Subject: Geotechnical Exploration Report
Proposed Residential Development
2880 Mesa Verde Drive East
Costa Mesa, California

Per your request and authorization, Leighton and Associates, Inc. (Leighton) is pleased to
present this geotechnical exploration report for the subject redevelopment project. Based on the
information provided by you, Leighton understands the proposed residential development for the
site will include grading to create level pads for construction of approximately 10 single-family
residences two stories in height, with associated access drives, utilities, and other ancillary
improvements. No subterranean structures are currently planned. The purpose of our study was
to evaluate the existing onsite geotechnical conditions and to provide geotechnical
recommendations relative to the proposed project.

No grading plans were provided for our review in preparation of this report. Based on our
exploration and analysis, the proposed project is considered feasible from a geotechnical
standpoint. Geotechnical recommendations with respect to site grading and foundation design
are presented in this report.

Respectfully submitted,
LEIGHTON AND ASSOCIATES, INC

ooEa ﬂtld

2742

Nomzfse Cyrus Radvar, PE, GE 2742
Senior Project Geologist CEFTIFIED Senior Project Engineer
ENGINEERING
GECLOGIST

EBP/JAR/CR/Ir
Distribution: (1) Addressee



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section Page
1.0  INTRODUGCTION .......... oxuusisisnmn s imis o mmmmeiomsmesesemmemsentonsons 1
1.1 Site Description and Proposed Development .............cooveevevreeeeeeeennnnn, 1

1.2 Purpose and Scope of EXPIOration ................ccoocoviveeiieeeeeseeenireeresnenen, 1

2.0 GEOTECHNICAL FINDINGS ......ooottiiiceicieit ettt et et e e e et e e s ens s 4
2.1 GeologiC SHNG ......ccvvviiiriciiiectcic ettt e, 4

2,11 GeologiC SHUCIUTE ........cceeiviiiiiiiiice et 4

2.2 Subsurface Soil CoONItIONS.............ccocviiiiiiriiieees e erses e e e e s e e 5

2.2.1 EXPANSIVE SOIl.....c.viiciiiiiiciiciec e, 5

2.2.2 Compressibility/Collapse Potential...............ccooovvrieecveeeeeee i, 6

2.3 GrOUNAWALET .....ouiivieniiete et et e s e e e e e e ens e s eans 6

3.0 GEOLOGIC/SEISMIC HAZARDS........cocciiiiiiieteeiiesis e eesseereesseseesoreesseeesessrsses 7
3.1  Surface Fault RUPtUre.uwemssmmmmmussmmss st roiss it tocmens 7

3.2  Secondary Seismic Hazards............c..cceeoveoivoeeeeee e eeeeeeees e eeseerenens 7

3.2.1 Liquefaction Potential...............cccoeivieieeeoieeeeeeecreeeer e ere e e e 8

3.2.2 Seismically Induced Settlement ...............cc.coooevviviiivivieeeireiinnn 8

3.2.3 Lateral Spreading............cccoiieiiiiiieieieeeceeee e, 8

3.2.4 Seismically Induced Landslides .............ccccoooveeeiriiineciieiieeseeneenn, 8

3.2.5 Seiches and TSUNAMIS..........c..cceivuiiiieieeicieeeeee e e s eeseere e 9

3.3 Flooding Hazards..........ccooouiioriiiiiiiiiie et e e e e s 9

4.0 DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS.......ccoiiiiiieiieie e e e eereeeeeesereeseeenons 10
4.1 BEARAWOTK. ..ottt e s et et e e e e 10

4.1.1 Site Preparation .......c.eisisiosioiissmssseessossarssmssssssssesassansesasssnssnss 10

4.1.2 Overexcavation and Recommpaction ..............cccccovevcvervnereavnnn, 10

4.1.3 Fill Placement...........c.ooouiiiiiiiece e s e 11

4.1.4 Pipe BeddiNg.........ccouvviiiiiiiiiiiee et 12

4.1.5 Trench Backfill...........cccoueiiioiiiieici e ere s 12

4.1.6 Surface Drainage ...........ccooevieeuiiiieeeiiccisce et ere e 13

4.2  Seismic Design Parameters...............ccoiveoieieeiceeeeeeese e eeessesseerseserans 13

4.3  Footing FOUNdationS ............ccooiiuiiiiiii e, 14

4.3.1 Minimum Embedment and Width ...............ccooovvvviiiveveiieeeieeenn 14

4.3.2 Allowable Bearing PreSsure ................ccvvveeeeeieeceioreeeeeeeeeseee v 15

4.3.3 Lateral Load ReSIiStaNCe .............cceiocuiieiuciciieerieeie e eiee e e, 15

4.3.4 SettlemMent.......c..ooiiiiiiiiii e e 15

Project No. 10646-001




Project No. 10646-001
TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued)

Section Page
4.4 Conventional SIab-On-Grade..............c.cccuveiuiiieiiiiriinieiiieiecie s eeeressiseeanas 15
4.5 Post-Tensioned Foundation Recommendations................ccccooveenrienennne. 16
4.6 Vapor Refarder .................csunammmas i s e i 17
4.7  Stormwater InfiIRration.............oovviiieiiiiiiccce e 18
4.8 Lateral Earth Pressures ..........ccccooviiiiiiiicciiccie e 18
4.9  Pavement DeSigN ........cccoeiiieiiiiiiie et n e 19
4.10 Grading and Foundation Plan Review .............ccccceeviiiiiiieeiiiciiieeecnen, 20
50 CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS ......oooiiiiiiiiiicciie i 21
5.1 Temporary Excavations ..............uuianmcansisin s 21
5.2  Additional Geotechnical SErVICeS ............cccuiiveiieieiireieiiieciiiecire e 21
B.0  LIMITATIONS ...ttt e saas st ens e st eseanseesaaesesneesrnsaeensesnnes 23
7.0 REFERENCES ..ottt s et e e s ere s e sats e ebreeensseesnsessnres 24
LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
Important Information About Your Geotechnical Engineering Report Rear of Text
FIGURES
Figure 1 — Site LOCation Map ..........cciinmimsiissmissisiissiissssnsssmmsisiseisen Rear of Text
Figure 2 — Boring Location Map .........ccccociiiiiiiiiiiic e Rear of Text
Figure 3 — Regional Geology Map.......cuiiisiimimivaiiiism i Rear of Text
Figure 4 — Regional Fault Map .......cccccvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieec e Rear of Text
Figure 5 — Historical Seismicity Map ..........cccccecviiiiiiiviiiiiiiiciiee e Rear of Text
Figure 6 — Seismic Hazard Map ..........cccceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieccciiieecii e Rear of Text
Figure 7 — Flood Hazard Zone Map ............cccooiiiiiiiiiiciiieiicciine e Rear of Text
Figure 8 — Retaining Wall Backfill and Subdrain Detail ................ccccveeeeneee..e. Rear of Text
APPENDICES

Appendix A — Field Exploration Logs
Appendix B — Laboratory Test Results
Appendix C - General Earthwork and Grading Recommendations

A
53’
Leighton



1.1

1.2

Project No. 10646-001

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Site Description and Proposed Development

The project site is located at 2880 Mesa Verde Drive East in the city of Costa
Mesa. The site location (latitude 33.6749°, longitude -117.9261°) and immediate
vicinity are shown on Figure 1, Site Location Map The subject site is bordered by
single family residential development to the north, Andros Street to the east, Life
Coach Institute (single-story wood framed structures) to the south, and Mesa
Verde Drive East to the west. Topographically, the site is relatively flat with
approximate ground surface elevation ranging from 56 to 60 feet above mean
sea level (msl). Current drainage is accomplished as sheet flow over paved
surfaces to Mesa Verde Drive East.

The project site currently consists of church buildings with paved parking areas
and underground utilities. The structures were occupied at the time of this report
preparation and consist of wood-framed, single-story buildings built in 1968.
Based on review of historical aerial photographs (NETR, 2014), the site
previously was used for agriculture prior to construction of the church buildings.

No grading plan was provided for our review, however we understand based on
review of information provided by you that the proposed residential development
for the site includes grading to facilitate construction of ten single-family
residences up to two stories in height with associated access, utilities, and other
ancillary improvements.

Purpose and Scope of Exploration

The purpose of our geotechnical exploration was to evaluate the subsurface
conditions at the site and provide geotechnical recommendations to aid in design
and construction for the project as currently proposed.

The scope of this geotechnical report included the following tasks:

« Background Review — A background review was performed of readily
available, relevant geotechnical and geological literature pertinent to the
project site. References used in preparation of this report are listed in
Section 7.0.
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Field Exploration — Our field exploration was performed on March 11, 2014,
and consisted of four hollow-stem auger borings (designated as B-1, B-2, B-3,
and B-4) drilled to depths between 26% and 51%: feet below existing ground
surface (bgs). The approximate locations of the explorations performed by
Leighton are shown on Figure 2, Boring Location Map. Prior to the field
exploration, the boring locations were marked and Underground Service Alert
(USA) was notified for utility clearance.

During drilling, both bulk and relatively undisturbed drive samples were
obtained from the borings for geotechnical laboratory testing. Relatively
undisturbed samples were collected from the borings using a Modified
California Ring sampler conducted in accordance with ASTM Test Method D
3550. Standard Penetration Tests (SPT) were also performed within the
hollow-stem auger test borings in accordance with ASTM Test Method D
1586. The samplers were driven for a total penetration of 18 inches, unless
practical refusal, using a 140-pound automatic hammer falling freely for 30
inches. The number of blows per 6 inches of penetration was recorded on
the boring logs.

The borings were logged in the field by a certified engineering geologist from
our technical staff. Each soil sample collected was reviewed and described in
accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System. The samples were
sealed and packaged for transportation to our laboratory. After completion of
drilling, the borings were backfilled with soils generated during the
exploration. The boring logs are presented in Appendix A, Field Exploration
Logs.

Laboratory Testing — Laboratory tests were performed on representative soil
samples to evaluate geotechnical engineering properties of subsurface
materials. The following laboratory tests were performed:

— In-situ Moisture Content and Dry Density (ASTM D 2216 and ASTM D
2937);

— Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318);

— Consolidation (ASTM D 2435);

— Percent Passing No. 200 Sieve (ASTM D 1140);
— Expansion Index (ASTM D 4829); and

— Direct Shear (ASTM D 3080).

Leighton
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The results of the moisture and density determination are shown on the
borings logs included in Appendix A. The results of the remaining laboratory
tests are presented in Appendix B, Laboratory Test Results.

« Engineering Analysis — Geotechnical analysis was performed on the collected
data to develop conclusions and recommendations for design and
construction presented in this report.

» Report Preparation - This geotechnical report presents our findings,
conclusions, and recommendations.

It should be noted that the recommendations in this report are subject to the
limitations presented in Section 6.0. An information sheet prepared by ASFE
(the Association of Engineering Firms Practicing in the Geosciences) is also
included at the rear of the text. We recommend that all individuals using this
report read the limitations along with the attached document.

A~
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2.0 GEOTECHNICAL FINDINGS

Geologic Setting

The proposed development is located at the southern margin of the Los Angeles
Basin in the northwestern region of Newport Mesa, a geographically distinct
topographic feature that is traceable from south of San Onofre northward almost
continuously to Dana Point. From Dana Point to Newport Beach the terrace
becomes semi continuous due to erosion. This wave-cut bench in Miocene and
Pliocene shale deposits (Monterey Formation) has been overlain by middle to
early Pleistocene paralic deposits consisting of marine strandline, beach,
estuarine and non-marine colluvial deposits composed of silt, sand and cobbles
(Figure 3, Regional Geology Map).

The Newport Mesa is characterized by an upper surface sloping gently inland
from an 85- to 105-foot high cliff that faces the sea along its southern edge. The
Newport-inglewood fault zone forms an important element of the regional
tectonic structure, resulting in the broad up-arching and disruption of the
subsurface formations before extending out to sea beneath the southeastern
corner of the mesa. The landward tilt of the mesa surface is the southernmost
on-land expression of deformation along the Newport-Inglewood fault zone
(Barrows, 1974).

2.1.1 Geologic Structure

The Newport-Inglewood fault zone (NIFZ) is northwest-trending, right-
lateral, strike-slip zone of approximately a 2- to 4-mile wide belt of anticlinal
folds and faults disrupting early Holocene to Late Pleistocene-age and older
deposits (Barrows, 1974) characterized by structural trends attributable to
right-lateral shearing of basement rocks at depth (Moody and Hill, 1956).
The zone defines the boundary between the western basement complex of
Catalina type schist and related rocks to the southwest and the eastern
basement complex of metasedimentary, metavolcanic, and plutonic rocks to
the northeast (Yerkes et al., 1965). Right-lateral, strike-slip displacement of
3,000 to 5,000 feet has been measured in Lower Pliocene strata along the
Newport-Inglewood structural zone (Dudley, 1954). Apparent vertical offset
across faults of the Newport-Inglewood structural zone ranges from 4,000
feet at the basement interface, to 1,000 feet in the Pliocene strata, and 200
feet at the Plio-Pliestocene boundary (Yerkes et al., 1965). Movement along
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this structural zone is inferred to have been initiated during middle Miocene
time (approximately 15 million years ago), with seismic activity continuing
up to present time (Figure 5, Histforical Seismicity Map). Tilted and
structurally deformed sediments have also been observed within the
structural Newport-Inglewood zone (Barrows, 1974).

2.2  Subsurface Soil Conditions

The field explorations (hollow stem auger borings) indicate the site is underlain
by undocumented artificial fill and Quaternary age Pleistocene terrace deposits.

Artificial Fill. Undocumented: Map Symbol (Afu)

The artificial fill soils form a relatively thin mantle (2-3% feet thick) and consist
primarily of dark brown, stiff, silty to dark reddish brown, dense, coarse grained
clayey with occasional manmade debris. For purposes of this report all existing
fill soils are considered undocumented.

Quaternary Old Paralic Deposits: Map Symbol (Qopf)

The late to middle Pleistocene age terrace deposits consist mostly of interbedded
to massive, impermeable clays to moderately permeable sands, reddish brown,
interfingered strandline, beach, colluvial, and estuarine deposits composed of
firm to hard, clay, sandy clay, silty clay, clayey silt, and sandy silt to medium
dense to very dense sand with varying amounts of gravel and silt. Intermixed
within the blocky structure of these deposits are varying proportions of calcium
carbonate, oxidation staining, and clay development. This unit was deposited
along a wave-cut abrasion platform during the late to middle Pleistocene (Morton
D.M., and Miller, F.K., 2006,).

A more detailed description of the subsurface soils encountered in the borings is
presented in the boring logs (Appendix A). Some of the engineering properties of
these soils are described in the following subsections.

2.2.1 Expansive Soil

Expansive soils contain significant amounts of clay particles that swell
considerably when wetted and which shrink when dried. Foundations
constructed on these soils are subject to uplifting forces caused by the
swelling. Without proper mitigation measures, heaving and cracking of

%
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both building foundations and slabs-on-grade could result. Based on our
exploration, the near surface onsite soils consist predominantly of clayey
sand to sandy clay. The onsite near surface soils are generally considered
to have a moderate to high potential for expansion. The laboratory test
result of a representative composite sample from Leighton boring LB-2
showed moderate expansion potential when wetted (El = 35).

Variance in expansion potential of onsite soil is anticipated, therefore
additional testing is recommended upon completion of rough grading to
confirm the expansion potential result presented in this report.

2.2.2 Compressibility/Collapse Potential

Based on the results of consolidation tests, the onsite soils exhibit low
compressibility characteristics when subject to the anticipated loading.
Potential for collapse is not a design factor for this project.

Groundwater

Groundwater was not encountered during our field exploration to a depth
explored of 51 feet bgs. According to groundwater information obtained through
the California Geological Survey (CGS), formerly the California Division of Mines
and Geology, in the vicinity of the site, historically shallowest groundwater depth
is approximately 30 feet below the existing ground surface (CGS, 1997). Based
on the current proposed residential development scheme, groundwater is not
expected to pose a constraint during construction.

Based on groundwater data presented in this report, seasonal fluctuations in
groundwater elevations should be anticipated over time. Local perched
groundwater conditions or surface seepage may develop once site development
is completed and landscape irrigation commences.
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3.0 GEOLOGIC/SEISMIC HAZARDS

Geologic and seismic hazards include surface faulting, seismic shaking, landslides,
liquefaction, seismically induced settlement, lateral spreading,” seismically induced
landslides, seiches and tsunamis, and flooding. The following sections discuss these
hazards and their potential impact at the project site.

3.1

3.2

Surface Fault Rupture

Our review of available in-house literature indicates that no known active faults
have been mapped across the site, and the site is not located within a designated
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (CGS, 1986; Hart and Bryant, 2007).
Therefore, a surface fault rupture hazard evaluation is not mandated for this site.
There are no currently known active surface faults at this site (Figure 4, Regional
Fault Map).

Presently, several sections of the Newport-Inglewood zone of deformation south
and west of the site are included in the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.
However, from Huntington Beach Mesa southward, the Newport-Inglewood zone
has not been designated as part of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone,
mainly because of the lack of evidence for faulting in young sediments. The
South Branch of the Newport Inglewood fault zone trends just south the site.
However, this fault is not considered active by State of California definition;
therefore, the potential risk for surface fault rupture at this site is currently
deemed low.

The location of the closest active faults to the site was generated using the
United States Geological Survey (USGS) Earthquake Hazards Program (USGS,
2008a). The closest active faults to the site are the San Joaquin Hills blind thrust
fault and the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone, located approximately 1.4 miles and
3.0 miles, respectively, from the site. The San Andreas fault, which is the largest
active fault in California, is approximately 49.2 miles northeast of the site.

Secondary Seismic Hazards

In general, secondary seismic hazards for the site could include soil liquefaction,
seismically induced settlement, lateral spreading, seismically induced landsliding,
seiches and tsunamis. These potential secondary seismic hazards are
discussed below.
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Liquefaction Potential

Liquefaction is the loss of soil strength or stiffness due to increasing pore-
water pressure during severe ground shaking. Liquefaction is associated
primarily with loose (low density), saturated, fine- to medium-grained,
cohesionless soils.

As shown on the State of California Seismic Hazard Zones Map for the
Newport Beach Quadrangle (CGS, 1998), this site is not located within an
area that has been identified by the State of California as being potentially
susceptible to liquefaction (Figure 6, Seismic Hazard Map). Furthermore,
the blow counts recorded during our exploration did not suggest the site
soil is prone to liquefaction. Therefore, it is our opinion that the potential
for liquefaction occurring at the site is low.

Seismically Induced Settlement

During a strong seismic event, seismically induced settlement can occur
within loose to moderately dense, unsaturated granular soils, separate
from liquefaction. Settlement caused by ground shaking is often non-
uniformly distributed, which can result in differential settlement. Based on
blow count records, the seismically induced settlement under the building
is anticipated to be less than one inch.

Lateral Spreading

Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which large blocks of intact, non-
liquefied soil move downslope on a liquefied soil layer. Lateral spreading
is often a regional event. For lateral spreading to occur, the liquefiable soll
zone must be laterally continuous, unconstrained laterally, and free to
move along sloping ground. Due to the low susceptibility for liquefaction,
the potential for lateral spreading is considered very low.

Seismically Induced Landslides

Significant slopes are not located on or near the site. Based on the State
of California Seismic Hazard Zones Map for the Newport Beach
Quadrangle (CGS, 1998), the site is not located within an area that has
been identified by the State of California as being potentially susceptible to

seismically induced landslides (Figure 6).
g
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3.2.5 Seiches and Tsunamis

Seiches are large waves generated in very large enclosed bodies of water
or partially enclosed arms of the sea in response to ground shaking.
Tsunamis are waves generated in large bodies of water by fault
displacement or major ground movement. According to the State of
California Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning Newport
Beach Quadrangle (CGS, 2009), the Site is situated well above the
tsunami inundation line, therefore the risk of tsunami inundation is very
low. Additionally, based on the lack of large enclosed water bodies
nearby, seiche risks are considered very low.

Flooding Hazards

According to a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood insurance
rate map (FEMA, 2008), the site is not located within a flood zone (Figure 7,
Flood Hazard Zone Map).




Project No. 10646-001

4.0 DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS

Geotechnical recommendations for the proposed development are presented in the
following sections and are intended to provide sufficient geotechnical information to

develop the project in general a Bu
requirements. The following re preli
be considered minimal from a may
requirements of the architect, structural en genc
Costa Mesa

The geotechnical consultant should review the grading plan, foundation plan and
specifications as they become available to verify that the recommendations presented in
this report have been incorporated into the plans prepared for the project.

4.1 Earthwork

We recommend all earthwork for the project be performed in accordance with the
following recommendations, future grading plan review report(s), the City of
Costa Mesa grading requirements and the General Earthwork and Grading
Specifications included in Appendix C. In case of conflict the following
recommendations shall supersede those provided in Appendix C.

411 Site Preparation

Prior to construction, the areas proposed for residential development and
improvements should be cleared of any existing improvements associated
with the former land use (demolition of structures, concrete pads and
asphalt) and properly disposed of offsite. Efforts should be made to locate
any existing utility lines to be removed or rerouted where interfering with
the proposed construction. Any resulting cavities should be properly
backfilled and compacted. After the areas are cleared, the soils should be
carefully observed for the removal of all potentially unsuitable deposits.

412 Overexcavation and Recommpaction

The existing undocumented artificial fill should be removed to expose
competent native terrace de
structural elements for t
improvements may be s
foundation systems establis
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soils established on competent native soils (terrace deposits). All other
incidental improvements (such as flatwork and hardscape) may be
supported on one foot of engineered fill established on competent native
soils. Overexcavation and recompaction should extend a minimum
horizontal distance equal to the vertical distance between the proposed
footing bottom and depth of overexcavation. However, care should be
used to avoid undermining existing improvements surrounding the project
site. Excavation adjacent to existing wall foundations in the north and
south portions of the site that extend below bearing elevation may require
slot-cutting techniques or shoring to perform the excavation and protect
the foundations.

The “ABC” slot cut method may be used for construction of the new
foundation located immediately adjacent to existing foundations. The
initial cut along the excavation should not be steeper than 1H to 1V
(horizontal to vertical). The maximum width and height of the slots should
not exceed eight feet. The width of the earth buttress on either side of the
slot should be maintained at a minimum of 12 feet.

After completion of the overexcavation and prior to fill placement or other
improvements such as flatwork and hardscape, the exposed soils should
be scarified to a minimum depth of six inches, moisture conditioned 3 to 4
percentage points above optimum moisture content and compacted to a
minimum of 90 percent relative compaction (ASTM D 1557).

Fill Placement

The onsite soils, less any deleterious material (construction debris) or
organic matter, can be used in required fills. Oversized material greater
than 6 inches in maximum dim :nsion should not be placed in the fill.
Areas prepared to receive structural fill and/or other surface improvements
should be scarified, brought to 3 to 4 percent over optimum moisture
content and recompacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction per
ASTM Test Method D 1557.

Any required import material should consist of non-corrosive and relatively
non-expansive soils with an Expansion Index (El) less than 20. The
imported materials should contain sufficient fines (binder material) so as to
result in a stable subgrade when compacted. Al proposed import

&
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materials should be approved by the geotechnical engineer of record prior
to being placed at the site. The use of free-draining granular soils as
structural compacted fill adjacent to or within the proposed buildings is
generally not recommended since soils of this type can allow the
accumulation of water infiltration, which may activate the expansive
characteristics of the underlying soils.

With the anticipation that all fill soil will be derived from onsite moderate to
highly expansive clay earth material all fill should be placed in thin, loose
lifts, with each lift properly moisture conditioned 3 to 4 percentage points
above optimum moisture content and compacted to a minimum of 90
percent relative compaction (ASTM D 1557). The optimum lift thickness to
produce a uniformly compacted fill will depend on the type and size of
compaction equipment used. Proper moisture conditioning of the soils is
vital in reducing expansion potential and reducing the potential for post-
construction heave that may result in distortion and possibly damage to
new improvements. Aggregate base should be compacted to a minimum
of 95 percent relative compaction (ASTM D 1557).

41.4 Pipe Bedding

Any proposed pipe should be placed on properly placed bedding
materials. Pipe bedding should xtend to a depth in accordance with the
pipe manufacturer’s specification. The pipe bedding should extend to at
least 12 inches over the top of the pipeline. The bedding material may
consist of compacted free-draining sand, gravel, or crushed rock and
should be densified by mechanical means (flooding or jetting are not
appropriate at this site). Pipe bedding material should have a Sand
Equivalent (SE) of at least 30 per California Test Method CTM-217. A 5-
foot-long seepage plug consisting of clay soil or CLSM slurry should be
placed as backfill where the trench enters under the building slab, with the
purpose of preventing water from within the trench bedding from seeping
into/under the building pad

415 Trench Backfill

Trench excavations above pipe bedding zone may be backfilled with
onsite soils under the observation of the geotechnical consultant. All fill
soils should be placed in loose lifts, moisture conditioned as required and

12
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compacted to a minimum of 90 percent relative compaction based on
ASTM Test Method D 1557. Lift thickness will be dependent on the
equipment used as suggested in the latest edition of the Standard
Specifications for Public Works Construction (Greenbook). The fill soils
should extend to the bottom of the aggregate base for new pavement, or
to finished grade in non-paved areas

Surface Drainage

Positive drainage of surface water
Water should not be allowed to
drainage may be accomplished by
a minimum of 2 percent for earth
least five feet and further maintained by a swale or drainage path at a
gradient of at least 1 percent. Where necessary, drainage paths may be
shortened by the use of area drair s and collector pipes. Eave gutters are
recommended and should reduce water infiltration into the subgrade
materials. Downspouts should be connected to appropriate outlet devices.

Irrigation of landscaping should be controlled to maintain, as much as
possible, consistent moisture content sufficient to provide healthy plant
growth without over watering.

Seismic Design Parameters

produced by regional seismic events,

he designing Structural Engineer, be

dition of the California Building Code

meters, lists seismic design parameters
hich is based on ASCE/SE! 7-10:
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2013 CBC Seismic Parameters

Site Latitude (decimal degrees) 33.6749
Site Longitude (decimal degrees) -117.9261
Site Class Definition (ASCE 7 Table 20.3-1) D

Mapped Spectral Response Acceleration at 0 2s Period S; (Figure 1613.3 1 1) 1.601
Mapped Spectral Response Acceleration at s Period S (Figure 1613 3 1(2) 0.592

Short Period Site Coefficient at 0.2s Period, F, (Table 1613.33( ) 1.0

Long Period Site Coefficient at 1s Period, F, (Table 1613 3.3(2)) 1.5
Adjusted Spectra Response Acceleration at 0.2s Period Swys (Eq 16-37) 1.601
Adjusted Spectra Response Acceleration at 1s Period Sy (Eq 16-38) 0.888
Design Spectral Response Acceleration at 0 2s Period Sps (Eq 16-39) 1.067
Design Spectra Response Acceleration at s Period Sps (Eq 16-40) 0.5692

43

Footing Foundations

New shallow spread footings established on engineered fill may be used to
support the proposed residential structures. It is anticipated that a perimeter
property line free standing wall will be constructed around a majority of the site.
Earthwork removals may be limited due to the proximity of the adjacent property
line. Footings may need to be deepened due to grading limitations from property
line constraints. Recommendations for deepened footings can be provided in a
geotechnical grading plan review report based on the proposed grading plan.

Due to the variance in expansion potential anticipated, additional testing is
recommended upon completion of rough grading to verify the expansion potential
results presented in this report. These recommendations may need to be revised
based on results of future testing.

431 Minimum Embedment and Width

Continuous strip footings should have a minimum width of 18 inches.
Isolated square pad column footings are recommended to be a minimum
of 24 inches in width. The bottom of the footing should be at least 24
inches below lowest adjacent grade or finish floor elevation.

14
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432 Al able na P re

The footings may be designed for a maximum net allowable soil bearing
pressure of 2,000 pounds per square foot (psf) for isolated column
footings and 3,000 psf continuous strip footings. The soil bearing pressure
may be increased by one-third for transient loads such as wind and
seismic forces.

4.3.3 Lateral Load Resistance

Resistance to lateral loads will be provided by a combination of friction
between the soil and foundation interface and passive pressure acting
against the vertical portion of the footings. For calculating aliowable
lateral resistance, a passive pressure of 250 psf per foot of depth to a
maximum of 2,500 psf and a frictional coefficient of 0.30 may be used
provided the foundations are supported within structural compacted fill as
previously described. No reduction is necessary when combining frictional
and passive resistance.

4.3.4 Settlement

The estimated total settlement of the structures supported on spread
footings as recommended above is less than 1 inch. The differential
settlement between adjacent columns is estimated to be less than %z inch
over a horizontal distance of 30 feet.

Conventional Slab-On-Grade

Concrete slabs may be designed using a modulus of subgrade reaction of 100
pci provided the subgrade is prepared as described in Section 4.1 of this report,
which includes proper moisture conditioning and recompaction of the soils.
Moisture content in the finish subgrade within the building footprint should be
maintained at 120 percent above the optimum moisture content to a depth of at
least 24 inches. For areas 5 feet laterally outside the building footprint, the
moisture content within the top 16 inches of finish grade should be maintained at
120 percent above optimum moisture content. The subgrade soils should be
evaluated by the geotechnical engineer at the time of construction to verify
adequate moisture conditioning has been performed and maintained. From a
geotechnical standpoint, we recommend slab-on-grade be a minimum four
inches thick with No. 4 rebar placed at the center of the slab at 18 inches on

g
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center in each direction. The structural engineer should design the actual
thickness and reinforcement based on anticipated loading conditions and
expansive characteristics of the onsite soil.

Minor cracking of concrete after curing due to drying and shrinkage is normal and
should be expected; however, concrete is often aggravated by a high
water/cement ratio, high concrete temperature at the time of placement, small
nominal aggregate size, and rapid moisture loss due to hot, dry, and/or windy
weather conditions during placement and curing. Cracking due to temperature
and moisture fluctuations should also be expected. The use of low-slump
concrete or low water/cement ratios can reduce the potential for shrinkage
cracking. Additionally, our experience indicates that the use of reinforcement in
slabs and foundations can generally reduce the potential for concrete cracking.
To reduce the potential for excessive cracking, concrete slabs-on-grade should
be provided with construction or weakened plane joints at frequent intervals.
Joints should be laid out to form approximately square panel

T n

As an alternative to conventional slab-on-grade, a post-tensioned slab may be
used. Based on results of this investigation, preliminary recommendations for
post-tensioned slabs design are as follows:

Condition Center Lift Edge Lift
Edge Moisture Variance Distance, ém (feet) 5.3 3.7
Differential Soil Movement, yn, (inches) 45 1.6

The slabs may be designed for an average allowable bearing pressure of 1,500
pounds per square foot (psf) for dead plus live loads with maximum localized
bearing pressure of 2,000 psf for column or wall loads. The allowable bearing
pressure may be increased by one-third for short-term loading including wind and
seismic loads. The structural engineer should also design the post-tensioned
slabs with adequate stiffness to mini 1ize potential cracking in the slabs. A
minimum thickness of 12 inches should be maintained around the outer edge of
the slab below the lowest adjacent grade.

We also recommend that the moisture content in the finish subgrade within the
building footprint be maintained at 120 percent above the optimum moisture

%
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content to a depth of at least 24 inches. For areas five feet laterally outside the
building footprint, the moisture content within the top 16 inches of the finish
subgrade should be maintained at 120 percent above the optimum moisture
content. Adequate observation and testing should be performed during future
site grading to verify the moisture and density of the in-place fill and new fill meet
the desired requirements.

We recommend additional Expansion Index tests be conducted prior to the home
construction phase. The above recommended design criteria may subject to
change if the expansion potential of the subgrade soil is found to be different
than assumed herein.

Vapor Retarder

The following recommendations are for informational purposes since they are
unrelated to the geotechnical performance of the foundation. Post construction
moisture migration should be expected below the foundation.

In general, interior floor slabs with moisture sensitive floor coverings are
recommended to be underlain by a minimum 10-mil thick vapor retarder that has
a permeance of less than 0.3 perms, as determined by ASTM E 96, and meets
the applicable code requirements (ASTM E 1745). The foundation
engineer/architect should determine whether the use of a capillary break
(crushed gravel layer) in conjunction with a vapor retarder is necessary of
required by code. Sand layer thickness above the barrier should also be
determined by the foundation engineer/architect. Sand layers should be installed
where applicable in accordance with ACI Publication 302 Guide for Concrete
Floor and Slab Construction.

Leighton does not practice in the field of moisture vapor transmission evaluation,
since this is not specifically a geotechnical issue. Therefore, we recommend that
a qualified person, such as the flooring subcontractor and/or structural engineer,
be consulted to evaluate the general and specific moisture vapor transmission
paths and any impact on the proposed construction. That person should provide
recommendations for mitigation of potential adverse impact of moisture vapor
transmission on various components of the structures as deemed appropriate.

£
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Stormwater Infiltration

No plans regarding the design of stormwater infiltration devices were presented
for our review. Often, a combination of methods is implemented to reduce storm
water runoff and increase infiltration including permeable pavements, grass-lined
swales, retention areas and/or drywells.

Due to the thick, expansive clay layer encountered in our borings that extends 15
feet to 25 feet bgs, stormwater infiltration is not feasible for this project site.

Lateral Earth Pressures

We recommend that retaining walls be backfilled with very low expansive soil and
constructed with a backdrain in accordance with the recommendations provided
on Figure 8, Retaining Wall Backfill and Subdrain Detail. Using expansive soil as
retaining wall backfill will result in higher lateral earth pressures exerted on the
wall and are, therefore, not recommended. Based on these recommendations,
the following parameters may be used for the design of conventional retaining
walls

Static Equivalent Fluid Pressure (pcf)

Condition Level Backfill
Active 40
At-Rest 55
Passive (ultimate) 250

(Maximum 2,500 psf)

The above values do not contain an appreciable factor of safety, so the structural
engineer should apply the applicable factors of safety and/or load factors during
design. Cantilever walls that are designed to yield at least 0.001H, where H is
equal to the wall height, may be designed using the active condition. Rigid walls
and walls braced at the top should be designed using the at-rest condition.
Passive pressure is used to compute soil resistance to lateral structural
movement. In addition, for sliding resistance, a frictional resistance coefficient of
0.30 may be used at the concrete and soil interface. The lateral passive
resistance should be taken into account only if it is ensured that the soil providing
passive resistance, embedded against the foundation elements, will remain intact

%
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with time. A soil unit weight of 125 pcf may be assumed for calculating the actual
weight of the soil over the wall footing.

In addition to the above lateral forces due to retained earth, surcharge due to
improvements, such as an adjacent structure or traffic loading, should be
considered in the design of the retaining wall. Loads applied within a 1:1
projection from the surcharging structure on the stem of the wall should be
considered in the design. A third of uniform vertical surcharge loads should be
applied at the surface as a horizontal pressure on cantilever (active) retaining
walls, while half of uniform vertical surcharge-loads should be applied as a
horizontal pressure on braced (at-rest) retaining walls. To account for
automobile parking surcharge, we suggest that a uniform horizontal pressure of
100 psf (for restrained walls) or 70 psf (for cantilever walls) be added for design,
where autos are parked within a horizontal distance behind the retaining wall less
than the height of the retaining wall stem.

For walls with a retained height over 12 feet, or where otherwise required by
Code or deemed appropriate by the structural engineer, we recommend that the
wall designs be checked seismically using an additive seismic Equivalent Fluid
Pressure (EFP) of 15 pcf, which is added to the active EFP. Such walls that are
to be designed in the static case assuming the at-rest condition should be
checked seismically using this additive seismic EFP added to the active condition
(i.e., the additive seismic EEP is not added to the at-rest EFP). The additive
seismic EFP should be applied with a standard EFP pressure distribution (i.e., it
is not an inverted triangle).

Conventional retaining wall footings should have a minimum width of 18 inches
and a minimum embedment of 24 inches below the lowest adjacent grade. An
allowable bearing pressure of 2,000 psf may be used for retaining wall footing
design, based on the minimum footing width and depth. This bearing value may
be increased by 250 psf per foot increase in width or depth to a maximum
allowable bearing pressure of 3,000 psf.

Pavement Design

Based on the design procedures outlined in the current Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) Highway Design Manual, and using an assumed R-
value of 15 for subgrade and 78 for crushed aggregate base course, the
following flexible pavement sections may be used for various Traffic Indices.

%ﬁ
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Traffic Index | Asphalt Concrete (inches) | Base Course (inches)

5.0 or less 3 8
6.0 4 10

In areas where Portland Cement Concrete (PCC) pavements are planned, such
as fire-truck access road, the pavement is recommended to be a minimum of six
inches in thickness underlain by a minimum six inches of base course.

All pavement construction should be performed in accordance with the latest
edition of the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction (SSPWC).
Field observation and periodic testing, as needed during placement of the base
course materials, should be undertaken to ensure that the requirements of the
standard specifications are fulfilled. Prior to placement of base course, the
subgrade soil should be scarified to a minimum depth of six inches, moisture-
conditioned to 3 to 4 percent above optimum moisture content, and recompacted
to a minimum of 90 percent relative compaction. Base material should be placed
in thin lifts, moisture conditioned as necessary, and compacted to a minimum of
95 percent relative compaction.

Upon completion of rough grading samples of street subgrade should be
collected and tested for R-value to verify the assumed value used in design of
structural sections in this report. Additionally, if paver construction is considered,
the concrete paver type should be provided to Leighton along with the
appropriate Traffic Index (TI) values to generate appropriate recommendations
for structural paver support.

Grading and Foundation Plan Review

When available, grading and foundation plans should be reviewed by Leighton in
order to verify our geotechnical recommendations are properly implemented into
design of the project. Updated recommendations and/or field work may be
necessary.

i’
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5.0 CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS

Temporary Excavations

All temporary excavations, including footings, utility trenches, should be
performed in accordance with project plans, specifications, and all OSHA
requirements. Excavations 5 feet or deeper should be laid back or shored in
accordance with OSHA requirements before personnel are allowed to enter.

No surcharge loads should be permitted within a horizontal distance equal to the
height of cut or 5 feet, whichever is greater from the top of the cut, unless the cut
is shored appropriately.

During construction, the soil conditions should be regularly evaluated to verify
that conditions are as anticipated. The contractor shall be responsible for
providing the “competent person” required by OSHA standards to evaluate soil
conditions. Soil types will vary, but Type C soils can be expected at shallow
depths. Close coordination between the competent person and the geotechnical
engineer should be maintained to facilitate construction while providing safe
excavations.

Additional Geotechnical Services

The geotechnical recommendations presented in this report are based on
subsurface conditions as interpreted from limited subsurface explorations and
limited laboratory testing. Our conclusions and recommendations presented in
this report should be reviewed and verified by Leighton during site grading and
construction and revised accordingly, if exposed geotechnical conditions vary
from our preliminary findings and interpretations.  The recommendations
presented in this report are only valid if Leighton verifies the site conditions
during construction.

Geotechnical observation and testing should be provided during the following
activities:

= Grading and excavation of the site;
s Subgrade preparation;

= Compaction of all fill materials;
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Utility trench backfilling and compaction;
Footing excavation and slab-on-grade preparation;
During installation of temporary shoring, wherever needed; and

When any unusual conditions are encountered.

%
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6.0 LIMITATIONS

This report was based solely on data obtained from a limited number of geotechnical
exploration, and soil samples and tests. Such information is, by necessity, incomplete.
The nature of many sites is such that differing soil or geologic conditions can be present
within small distances and under varying climatic conditions. Changes in subsurface
conditions can and do occur over time. Therefore, the findings, conclusions, and
recommendations presented in this report are only valid if Leighton and Associates, Inc.
has the opportunity to observe subsurface conditions during grading and construction,
to confirm that our preliminary data are representative for the site. Leighton and
Associates, Inc. should also review the construction plans and project specifications,
when available, to comment on the geotechnical aspects.

This report was prepared using the degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised, under
similar circumstances, by reputable geotechnical consultants practicing in this or similar
localities. The findings, conclusion, and recommendations included in this report are
considered preliminary and are subject to verification. We do not make any warranty,
either expressed or implied.
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Geotechnical Engineering Report

ic needs of
their clients. A geotechnical engineering study conducted for a civil engi-
neer may not fulfill the needs of a construction contractor or even another

— not even you — should apply the report for any purpose of project
except the ane ariginally contemplated.

Read the Full Report

Serious problems have occurred because those relying on a geatechnical
engineering report did not read it all. Do not ely on an executive summary.
Do not read selected elements only.

A on
A
Ge cific fac-

tors when establishing the scope of a study. Typical factors include: the
client's goals, abiectives, and risk management preferences; the general
nature of the structure involved, its size, and configuration; the location of
the structure on the site: and other planned or existing site improvements,
such as access roads, parking lots, and underground utilities. Uniess the
geotechnical engineer who conducted the study specifically indicates oth-
grwise, da not rely on a geoteehnical engineering report that was:

not prepared for you,

not prepared for your project,

not prepared for the specific site explored, or

completed before important project changes were made.

Typical changes that can erade the refiability of an existing geofechnical

engineering report inciude those that affect:

o Ihe function of the praposed structure, as when it's changed from a
parking garage to an office buiiding, or from a light industrial plant
to a refrigerated warehouse,

« elevation, configuration, location, orientation, or weight of the
proposed structure,
compasition of the design team, or
project ownership.

they were naf informed.

Subsurtace Conditions Can Change

analysis could prevent major problems.

Most Geotechnical Andings Are Professional

conditions.

A Report's Are Not Final

Da not averrely on the construction recommendations inchuded in your
report. Those recommendations are not final, because geatechnical engi-
neers develop them principally from judgment and opinion. Geotechnical
engineers cart finalize their recommendations only by observing actual



subsurface conditions revealed during construction. The geotechnical
engineer who developed your report cannol assume responsibility o
liability for the report's recommendations if that engineer does not perform
construction observation.

A Gestachnical Engineering Report Is Subject to
Misinterpretation

Other design team members' misinterpretation of geotechnical engineering
reports has resulted in costly problems. Lower that risk by having your geo-
technical engineer confer with appropriate members of the design team after
submitting the report. Also retain your geotechnical engineer to review perti-
nent elements of the design team's pians and specifications. Contractors can
also misinterpret a geotechnical engineering report. Reduce that risk by
having your geotechnical engineer participate in prebid and preconstruction
conferences, and by praviding construction abservation.

Do Net Redraw the Engineer's Logs

Geotechnical engineers prepare final boring and testing logs based upon
their interpretation of field logs and laboratory data. To prevent errors of
omissions, the logs included in a geotechnical engineering report should
never be redrawn for inclusion in architectural or other design drawings.
Only photographic or electronic reproduction is acceptable, but recognize
that separating logs from the report can elevate risk.

Give Contractors a Complete Report and
Guidancs

Some owners and design professionals mistakenly believe they can make
contractors liable for unanticipated subsurface conditions by limiting what
they provide for bid preparation. To help prevent costly problems, give con-
tractors the complete geotechnical engineering report, but preface it with a
clearly written letter of transmittal In that letter, advise contractors that the
report was not prepared for purposes of bid development and that the
report's accuracy s limited; encourage them to confer with the geotechnical
engineer who prepared the report (a modest fee may be required) andfor to
conduct additional study to obtain the specific types of information they
need or prefer. A prebid conference can aiso be valuable. Be sure conlrac-
lors have sufficient time to perform additional study. Only then might you
be in a position to give contractors the best information available to you,
while requiring them to at least share some of the financial responsibilities
stemming from unanticipated conditions.

Read Responsibility Provisions Closely

Some clients, design protessionals, and conlractors do not recognize that
geotechnical engineering is far less exact than other engineering disci-
plines. This lack of understanding has created unrealistic expectations that

engineer should respond fully and frankly.

Geoenvironmental Concerns Are Not Covered

agement guidance. Do not rely on an environmental report prepared for
someone élse.

Obtain Professional Assistance To Deal with Meld

Diverse strategies can be applied during

operation, and maintenance to prevent si

growing on indoor surfaces. To be effecti

devised for the express purpose of mold -
prehensive plan, and executed with diligent oversight by a professional
mold prevention consultant. Because just a small amount of water or
moisture can lead to the development of severe mold infestations, a num-

were designed or conducted for the parpose of moid preven-
tion. Proper implementation of the recommandations conveyed
in this report will not of itself be sufficient to prevent mold from
growing in or on the structure involved.

Geotschncial

Membership in ASFE/THE BEST PEOPLE ON EARTH exposes geotechnical
engineers to a wide array of risk management techniques that can be of
genuine benefit for everyone involved with a construction project. Confer
with your ASFE-member geotechnical engineer for more information

, on Your
for

ASFE

TuE BEST PEOPLE ON EARTH

8811 Colesville Road/Suite G106, Silver Spring, MD 20910
Telsphone: 301/565-2733  Facsirnile: 301/589-2017
e-mail: info@asfe arg  www.asle org
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SUBDRAIN OPTIONS AND BACKFI ~WHEN NATIVE

OPTION 1: PIPE SURROUNDED WITH
CLASS 2 PERMEABLE MATERIAL

HAS EXPANSION INDEX OF <50

OPTION 2: GRAVEL WRAPPED
IN FILTER FABRIC

WITH PROPER WTITH PROPER
SURFACE DRAINAGE SURFACE DRAINAGE
SLOPE SLOPE
OR LEVEL OR LEVEL
12" 1"
NATIVE NATIVE
WATERPROOFING ATERPR
(SEE GENERAL NOTES) — ATERPROOFING FILTER FABRIC
(SEE GENERAL NOTES)
12" MINIMUM (SEE NOTE 4)
CLASS 2 PERMEABLE 12" MINIMUM
FILTER MATERIAL
WEEP HOLE WEEP HOLE Va T0 1V2 INCH SIZE GRAVEL
(SEE NOTE 5) (SEE GRADATION) (SEE NOTE 5) WRAPPED IN FILTER FABRIC
4 INCH DIAMETER
LEVEL OR PERFORATED PIPE LEVEL OR
SLOPE (SEE NOTE 3) SLOPE

Class 2 Filter Permeable Materlal Gradation
Per Caltrans Specifications

Sieve Size Percent Passing

1" 100
3/4" 90-100
3/8" 40-100
No. 4 25-40

No. 8 18-33
No. 30 5-15
No. 50 0-7
No. 200 0-3

GENERAL NOTES:

* Waterproofing should be provided where moisture nuisance problem through the wall is undesirable.

* Water proofing of the walls is not under purview of the geotechnical engineer

* All drains should have a gradient of 1 percent minimum

*Qutlet portion of the subdrain should have a 4-inch diameter solid pipe discharged into a suitable disposal area designed by the project
engineer. The subdrain pipe should be accessible for maintenance (rodding)

*Other subdrain backfill options are subject to the review by the geotechnical engineer and modification of design parameters.

Notes:

1) Sand should ha may be densified by water jetting.

2) 1 Cu. ft. per ft. in filter fabric

3) Pipe type shoul Styrene (ABS) SDR35 or ASTM D1785 Polyvinyl Chioride plastic (PVC), Schedule
40, Armco A2000 be installed with perforations down. Perforations should be 3/8 inch in diameter
placed at the ends of a 120-degree arc in two rows at 3-inch on center (staggered)

4) 40NC or approved equivatent,

5) inimum diameter and provided at 10-foot maximum intervals. If exposure is permitted, weepholes should be
loc grade. If exposure is not permitted such as for a wall adjacent to a sidewalk/curb, a pipe under the sidewalk

to be discharged through the curb face or equivalent should be provided. For a basement-type wall, a proper subdrain outlet system should be
provided.

6) Retaining wall plans should be reviewed and approved by the geotechnical engineer.

7) Walls aver six feet in height are subject to a special review by the geotechnical engineer and modifications to the above requirements.

FOR WALLS 6 FEET OR LESS IN HEIGHT

WHEN NATIVE MATERIAL HAS EXPANSION INDEX OF <50 Leighton
Figure 8

RETAINING WALL BACKFILL AND SUBDRAIN DETAIL €

P:Drafting\templates\details\retain-wall-backfill-and subdrain.dwg (7/00)
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GEOTECHNICAL BORING LOG B-1

Project No. 1 Date Drilled 3-11-14
Project Mesa Dr. Logged By Joe Roe
Drilling Co. ni Drillina Hole Diameter 8
Drilling Method Stem 140lb Autoha 30 Ground Elevation 59'
Location See Fiaure 2 - na Location Mao Sampled By Jdoe
c " g 8 2 R g SOIL DESCRIPTION 2
S. £u = 9 Z g5 @ 5o g0 2
"¢ 28 a8 3 2 2¢ 86 Hs 0% at -
> 2 §1 F a 2° 02 g8 -0 °
o 0 E E m®e ot =_2 o
] o <« ) 5 [ 28 82 c
0 g a >
Concrete (AC) over 3 5-inches
CL Base (AB), non-woven geofabric
R-1 3 1lo4 18 CL
4
8
5 R-2 5 1143 17
16
28
R-3 7 147 17 @7" Dark reddish brown, moist, very stiff, medium grained sand,
éi well developed blocky structure.
R-4 7 943 29 @10 CLAY (CL), dark reddish brown to reddish black, moist,
13 very stiff, some silt and fine grained sand, heavy manganese
16 development.
R-5 8 954 27 @15": Clayey SILT to Silty CLAY (ML-CL), olive green, moist,
}g very stiff, very fine grained sandy laminations.
S-1 4 ML @20 Sandy SILT éML), olive brown, slightly moist, very stiff,
{; o very fine grained, trace clay.
@21.3" CLAY slightly moist, very stiff.
SP-SM  @22": SAND w own, moist, dense, very
fine grained,
S-2 4
14
with cold patch
TYPES: TYPE OF TESTS:
B BULK SAMPLE -200 % FINES PASSING DS DIRECT SHEAR SA SIEVE ANALYSIS
C CORE SAMPLE AL ATTERBERG LIMITS El EXPANSION INDEX SE SAND EQUIVALENT
G GRAB SAMPLE CN CONSOLIDATION H HYDROMETER SG SPECIFIC GRAVITY
R RING SAMPLE CO COLLAPSE MD MAXIMUM DENSITY UC UNCONFINED COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH

S SPLIT SPOON SAMPLE

***This log is a part of a report by Leighton and should not be used as a stand-alone document.* * * Page 1 of 1

CR CORROSION

PP POCKET PENETROMETER

y



GEOTECHNICAL BORING LOG B-2

Project No. 10646-001 Date Drilled 3-11-14
Project 2880 Mesa Verde Dr. East Logged By Joe Roe
Drilling Co. Martini Drillina Corporation Hole Diameter 8
Drilling Method  Hojlow Stem Auger, 140lb Autohammer, 30" Drop Ground Elevation 58'
Location See Fiqure 2 - Boring Location Map Sampled By Joe Roe
c » g 8 2 o2 4~ SOIL DESCRIPTION 2
S, Su = 8 Z 9§ B Eyp @4 . . . 2
=% 7o 'g_g" = o $2 5S% 2c B¢ This Soil Description applies only to a location of the exploration at -
> of o3 = a 2= A[ga gf-’- Oy  the time of sampling. Subsurface conditions may differ at other 3]
K | I5) g g @P > =28 o locations and may change with time. The description is a 9
w ] o A O o~ simplification of the actual conditions encountered. Transitions >
N < a between soil types may be gradual. Lol
BB-1 Concrete (AC) over 3-inches Aggregate
3C treated Aggregate Base (AB), non-woven
R-1 8 124.4 10 to dark reddish brown, EI
55 ;461 moist, coarse
CL
moist, very
5 stiff, fine to coarse
R-2 5 clay lined faces, approxmmate DS
%é with (SC), spotty manganese development in sand
R-3 9 9%67 27 @T7'. CLAY (CL), olive grayish white, moist, hard, abundant
gl; CaCO, development with concretions.
10 R4 9 o383 @10': CLAY with silt, gray, very stiff
19
R-5 5 950 30 @15": Silty CLAY (CL), olive gray, moist, very stiff, abundant
}g CaCO0,, moderate blocky structure.
S-1 5 ML @20': Sandy SILT (ML), yellow brown, dry, very stiff, very fine
{i grained, micaceous.
S-2 12 SP @25 SAND (SP), light yellow brown, dry, very dense, fine to
gg medium grained sand, poorly graded.
illing
capped with cold patch
TYPE OF TESTS:
-200 % FINES PASSING DS DIRECT SHEAR .'
C CORE SAMPLE AL ATTERBERG LIMITS El EXPANSION INDEX SE SAND EQUIVALENT
G GRAB SAMPLE CN CONSOLIDATION H HYDROMETER SG SPECIFIC GRAVITY
R RING SAMPLE CO COLLAPSE MD MAXIMUM DENSITY UC UNCONFINED COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH
S SPLIT SPOON SAMPLE gR CORROSION ;P POCKET PENETROMETER
U V R VALUE

*** This log is a part of a report by Leighton and should not be used as a stand-alone document. * * * Page 1 of 1



Project No.

Project
Drilling Co.

Drilling Method

Location

Elevation
Feet
Depth
Fe%t
Graphic
ng

20

B BULK SAMPLE
C CORE SAMPLE
G GRAB SAMPLE
R RING SAMPLE

S SPLIT SPOON SAMPLE

*+*This log is a part of a report by Leighton and should not be used as a stand-alone documen

GEOTECHNICAL BORING LOG B-3

2880 Verde Dr.
Martini Corporation
Hollow Auaer. 140lb

See Fiaure 2 - Boring Location Map

0 O g '? q,o\a GI)A
L] z ns @ Er 00
T o 29 te. 2t S,
3 - £ 00 Vo O
= a ©°o= Ada 28 94
=} £ me oL ="-
< © (™ E‘ EO (=]
”n g_’ (=) o 0=
CL

R-1 3

6
13 CL

R-2 5

12

14

R-3 3

2

12

R-4 7

13

19
R-5 6 ML

14

21

S-1 4

11

13

S-2 4

1

TYPE OF TESTS:

-200 % FINES PASSING
AL ATTERBERG LIMITS
CN CONSOLIDATION
CO COLLAPSE

CR CORROSION

El
H

RV R

DS DIRECT SHEAR
EXPANSION INDEX
HYDROMETER

MD MAXIMUM DENSITY

PP POCKET PENETROMETER

Date Drilled 3-11-14
Logged By Joe
Hole Diameter 8
. 30" Drop Ground Elevation 57
Sampled By Joe Roe
SOIL DESCRIPTION
at
@0 4-inches Concrete over treated
B non-woven

@ " Silty CLAY with sand (CL), dark brown, wet, fine to coarse
grained sand, asphalt pieces.

1ed moist, stiff, fine to
graine

@5": Very stiff, minor CaCQ.

@7 CLAY (CL), olive %ray to grayish white, moist, stiff,
abundant CaCO, development, hackly structure with
concretions, blocky.

10"; Olive reen, very Stiff, heavy carbonate mineralization,
A
paleosol, aminated.

@]15": Clayegl SILT (ML), olive green, very moist, very stiff,
laminated.

@20": Sandy SILT with trace clay (ML), olive brown to reddish
brown, slightly moist, very stiff, ve fine grained sand, some
mica, minor spotty manganese development.

@?25". Very moist, hard, micaceous.

with cold patch

SA SIEVE ANALYSIS

SE SAND EQUIVALENT

SG SPECIFIC GRAVITY

UC UNCONFINED COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH

t LR R
.

Type of Tests

Y

Page 1 of 1



GEOTECHNICAL BORING LOG B-4

Project No. Date Drilled 3-11-14
Project 2880 Mesa Verde Dr. East Logged By Joe
Drilling Co. Martini Drilling Corporation Hole Diameter 8"
Drilling Method  Hgjlow Stem Auaer. 140Ib . 30" Drob Ground Elevation 58
Location See Figure 2 - Borina Location Map Sampled By _Joe Roe
. ]
c " g 2 2 2 4= SOIL DESCRIPTION 7
S, £. ] Q Zz nE @ . 00 L}
S5 €% <o T o 38 S« 2t B at =
S o [~ %9 [=7<1 = - OE [RT] wo O« Y
pu Qu g4 £ £ po 922 SE =2 g
i 0] =D S ©°3
w < a S & =3 &= S
u < between soil types may be gradual. -
0
CL ck.
ome sand (CL), dark brown, very
and rootlets,
R-1 3 , very moist, stiff, trace fine AL
6 unlined voids, minor gleying of
10 c. J
stiff,
5 R2 3 —_— on poorly
6
10
R-3 4 @7 S ist, very stiff, laminated,
BB-2 Lo abu concretions, poorly
18 dev
R-4 6 @10': Becomes grayish white to olive grey lean CLAY (CL), color CN
}% change due to presence of caliche (CaCQ)
45
S-1 3 ML @15" Clayey SILT (ML), olive green, very moist, very stiff, -200
g abundant CaCO,, 86% passing No. 200 sieve
R-5 3 CL @20": CLAY (CL), olive gray, moist, very stiff, moderately
14 oxidized, CaC% development along poorly developed blocky
17 structure, with CaCQ concretions.
S-2 8
18 SP @25.5" SAND (SP), light gray brown, dry, dense, very fine
22 grained, poorly graded.
TYPE OF TESTS:
B BULK SAMPLE -200 % FINES PASSING DS DIRECT SHEAR SA SIEVE ANALYSIS
C CORE SAMPLE AL ATTERBERG LIMITS El  EXPANSION INDEX SE SAND EQUIVALENT
G GRAB SAMPLE CN CONSOLIDATION H HYDROMETER SG SPECIFIC GRAVITY
R RING SAMPLE CO COLLAPSE MD MAXIMUM DENSITY UC UNCONFINED COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH
S SPLIT SPOON SAMPLE CR CORROSION PP POCKET PENETROMETER

*** This log is a part of a report by Leighton and should not be used as a stand-alone document. * ** Page 1 of 2



GEOTECHNICAL BORING LOG B-4

Project No. 10646-001 Date Drilled 3-11-14
Project 2880 Mesa Verde Dr. East Logged By Joe Roe
Drilling Co. Martini Drillina Corporation Hole Diameter 8
Drilling Method  Ho|low Stem Auger, 140lb Autohammer, 30" Drop Ground Elevation 58'
Location See Fiaure 2 - Borina Location b Sampled By Joe Roe
c .,, g R - CO . SOIL DESCRIPTION
o Q O Z £ ‘o .. 0O
e S < ° o [T) c =5 o . . . g . s .
B0 7o n.g’ 1 < 22 §%5 =& =0 ThisSoil Description applies only to a location of the exploration at
> of g3 £ g2 9= Qoo 22 Oy  the time of sampling. Subsurface conditions may differ at other
2™ o E E a® » g S S locations and may change with time. The description is a
w 7] o A O W= simplification of the actual conditions encountered. Transitions
u a o between soil types may be gradual.
R-6 17 Sw W), light brown, dry, very dense, fine to coarse
50/6" graded, unconsolidated.
S-3 15 @35": SAND (SW), light brown, dry, very dense, fine to coarse
ig grained, well graded, unconsolidated.
a a a
R-7 17 SW-GW yellow
50/5" @ , fine to
echanically
S-4 9 SP-SM  @45": SAND with silt (SP-SM), light gray, dry, dense, very fine
17 grained, micaceous.
30
50 R-8 14 SP
40
Total Depth of Boring: 51.3 feet bgs
No Groundwater encountered during drilling »
Boring backfilled with soil cuttings upon completion of drilling.
Excess soil cuttings spread on site.
0
TYPE OF TESTS:
B BULK SAMPLE -200 % FINES PASSING DS DIRECT SHEAR SA SIEVE ANALYSIS
C CORE SAMPLE AL ATTERBERG LIMITS El EXPANSION INDEX SE SAND EQUIVALENT
G GRAB SAMPLE CN CONSOLIDATION H HYDROMETER SG SPECIFIC GRAVITY
R RING SAMPLE CO COLLAPSE MD MAXIMUM DENSITY UC UNCONFINED COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH

S SPLIT SPOON SAMPLE

CR CORROSION

PP POCKET PENETROMETER

***This log is a part of a report by Leighton and should not be used as a stand-alone document, * **

Type of Tests

4

Page 2 of 2
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Boring No.
Sample No.
Depth (ft.)
Sampie Type

Soil Identification

Moisture Correction

Wet Weiaht of Soil + Container (g’

Dry Weight of Soil + Container (g
Weiaht of Container (a)
Maisture Content (%)

B-4
5-1
15.0
SPT

Brown silt
(ML)

0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00

Sample Dry Weight Determination

Weight of Sample + Container (g)
Weiaht of Container (@)
Weight of Dry Sample (g)
Container No.
After Wash
Method (A or B)
Dry Weight of Sample + Cont. (g)
Weiaht of Container (@)

of

% No. 200 Sieve
% Retained No.

~

Leighton

300.00
0.00
300.00

41.10
0.00
41.10

86.3

PERCENT PASSING
No. 200 SIEVE
ASTM D 1140

Name: Verde Drive East
No. 10646.001
Name: Pinnacle Residential
By: MVH/ACS Date: 4

-2008-4,8-1@ 15



4,
g Leighton

PROPERTIES of SOILS
ASTM D 2435
Project Name: Pinnacle/Mesa Verde Drive East Tested By: G.satala Date: 03/17/14
Project No.: 10646.001 Checked By: J.ward Date: 03/26/14
Boring No.: B-4 Depth (ft.) 10.0
Sample No.: R4 Sample Type: Ring
Soil Identification: Light olive gray lean clay (CL), caliche noted
Sample Diameter (in.) 2.416 0o
Sample Thickness (in.) 1.000
Wwt. of Sample + Ring (g) 188.03 R ~
Weight of Ring (g) 46.42 T
Height after consol. (in.)  0.9659 ~ Se
Before Test 0760
Wt.Wet Sample+Cont. (g) 229.11
Wt.of Dry Sample+Cont. (g)  191.37
Weight of Container (g) 3775 4 0740 _ \
Initial Moisture Content (%) 246 % ?;ga:/eat’; 'rth 2\
Initial Dry Density (pcf) 945 X ' ™~
Initiat Saturation (%) 85 % 590 o \
Initial Vertical Reading (in.)  0.3345 =~ SN H \H
After Test !
Wt.of Wet Sample+Cont. (g)  248.50 - \
Wt. of Dry Sample+Cont. (g) 219.07 ™~ ~
Weight of Container (g) 59.98 N \
Final Moisture Content (%) 26.12 g =
Final Dry Density (pcf) 96.9 —
Final Saturation (%) 95
Final Vertical Reading (in.) 0.2983 .
Specific Gravity (assumed) 2.70 ODOO 10 100 10 00 100
Water Density (pcf) 62.43 Pressure, p (ksf)
Pressure  Final  Apparent  Load Der‘zz';afti"” Voiq  Corrected No Time Readings
(®) Re?ding Thi(?kneSS Comg/‘:ance sample Ratio D.eforr;\a- Elapsed Square Root Dial Rdgs
(ksf) (in.) (in.) (%) Thickness tion (%) Date Tme 2o e o ime ' .
0.10 0.3341 0.999 0.00 0.04 0.784 0.04
0.25 03290 0.9945 0.06 0.55 0.776 0.49
0.50 0.3241 0.9896 0.08 1.04 0.767 0.96
1.00 03172 09827 0.11 1.73 0.755 1.62
2.00 0.3107 09762 0.18 2.39 0.745 2.21
3.00 0.3033 0.9688 0.24 3.13 0.733 2.89
3.00 03036 0.9691 0.24 3.10 0.733 2.86
400 0.3016 0.9671 0.29 3.29 0.731 3.00
8.00 0.2877 0.9532 0.47 4.68 0.709 4,21
16.00 0.2670 0.9325 0.73 6.76 0.677 6.03
400 0.2752 0.9407 0.44 5.94 0.686 5.50
1.00 0.2880 0.9535 0.28 4.66 0.706 4.38
0.25 0.2983 0.9638 0.21 3.62 0.724 3.41

ONE-DIMENSIONAL CONSOLIDATION
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2 Tap watar .
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g N\
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O
©
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N
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700
010 100 10 00 100 00
Pressure, p (ksf)
Boring Sample Depth Moisture b pensity (pcf)  Void Ratio Degree of
No No (ft.) Content (%) Saturation (%)
' ' ' Intial  Final  Initial  Final  Initial  Final  Initidl  Final
B-4 R4 10.0 24.6 26.1 94.5 96.9 0.784 0.724 85 95

Soil Identification: Light olive gray lean clay (CL), caliche noted

Leighton

ONE-DIMENSIONAL CONSOLIDATION

PROPERTIES of SOILS
ASTM D 2435

Project No.:
Pinnacle/Mesa Verde Drive East
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~/ DIRECT SHEAR TEST
% Leighton Consolidated Undrained

Project Name: Pinnacle/Mesa Verde Drive East Tested By: G. Bathala Date: 03/17/14

Project No.: 10646.001 Checked By:  J. Ward

Boring No.: B-2 Sample Type: Ring

Sample No.: R2 Depth (ft.): 5.0

Soil Identification: Olive brown lean clay (CL)
Sample Diameter(in): 2.415 2.415 2.415
Sample Thickness(in.): 1.000 1.000 1.000
Weight of Sample + ring(gm): 187.26 187.36 187.69

of 42.17 43.01 43.98
Weight of Wet Sample+Cont.(gm): 111.52 111.52 111.52
Weight of Dry Sample+Cont.(gm): 100.61 100.61 100.61
Weight of Container(gm): 57.74 57.74 57.74
Vertical Rdg.(in): Initial 0.2587 0.2402 0.0000
Vertical n : Final 0.2399 0.2251 0.0005
n

Weight of Wet Sample+Cont.(gm): 206.67 218.01 183.56
Weight of Dry Sample+Cont.(gm): 173.92 181.90 148.35
Weight of Container(gm): 58.00 70.37 37.96
Specific Gravity (Assumed): 2.70 2.70 2.70
Water 62.43 62.43 62.43

DSB-2R2@5



2.00

150

100

e

Shear Stress (ksf)

050

0.00

2.00

160

1.00

Shear Stress (ksf)

0.50

0.00
0.00

Boring No. B-2
Sample No. R2
Depth (ft) 5

Sample Type:
RiNg

Soil Identification:
Olive brown lean clay (CL)

Leighton

]

0.1

0.2

Horizontal Deformation (in.)

Y

Ly

(1
(1]
O
0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00
Normal Stress (ksf)
Normal Stress (kip/ft2) 0.500
Peak Shear Stress (kip/ft2) e 0.701
Shear Stress @ End of Test (ksf) O 0.340
Deformation Rate in./min. 0.0500
Initial Sample Height (in.) 1.000
Diameter (in.) 2.415
Initial Moisture Content (%) 25.45
Dry Density (pcf) 96.2
Saturation (%) 91.3
Soil Height Before Shearing (in.) 1.0188
Final Moisture Content (%) 28.3
Project No.:

DIRECT SHEAR TEST RESULTS

Consolidated Undrained

3.50

1.000
W 1484
1 0.871
0.0500

1.000
2.415
25.45
95.7
90.2
1.0151
324

0.3

4.00

2.000
A 1.883
A1.223
0.0500

1.000
2.415
2545
95.3
89.3
1.0005
31.9

10646.00

Pinnacle/Mesa Verde Drive East

03-1
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8 Leighton

EXPANSION INDEX of SOILS
ASTM D 4829

Project Name: Pinnacle/Mesa Verde Drive East Tested By: M.vanHorn  Date: 03/18/14
Project No.: 10646.001 Checked By: 1. ward Date:  03/20/14
Boring No.: B-2 Depth (ft.): 0-5
Sample No.: BB-1
Soil Identification:  Brown clayey sand (SC)
Dry Wt. of Soil + Cont. (9) 1000.00
Wt. of Container No. 9 0.00
Dry Wt. of Soil 9 1000.00
Weight Soil Retained on #4 Sieve 0.00
Percent Passing # 4 100.00
MOLDED SPECIMEN Before Test After Test
Specimen Diameter (in.) 4.01 4.01
Specimen Height (in.) 1.0000 1.0340
Wt. Comp. Soil + Mold (g) 587.20 457.70
Wt. of Mold (9) 163.50 0.00
Specific Gravity (Assumed) 2.70 2.70
Container No. 0] e}
Wet Wt. of Sail + Cont. (g) 854.90 621.20
Dry Wt. of Soil + Cont. (q) 795.20 557.64
Wt. of Container (9) 0.00 163.50
Moisture Content (%) 7.51 16.13
Wet Density (pcf) 127.8 133.5
Dry Density (pcf) 118.9 115.0
Void Ratio 0.418 0.466
Total Porosity 0.295 0.318
Pore Volume (cc) 61.0 68.1
Dearee of Saturation (%) [ S meas] 48.5 93.4

SPECIMEN INUNDATION

Date Time
03/18/14 12:05
03/18/14 12:15
03/18/14 13:31
03/19/14 7:03
03/19/14 8:03

Expansion Index (EI meas) =

Pressure (psi) Elapseq Time

min.

1.0 0

1.0 10

Add Distilled Water to the Specimen

1.0 76

1.0 1128

1.0 1188

((Final Rdg - Initial Rdg) / Initial Thick.) x 1000

in distilled water for the period of 24 h or expansion rate < 0.0002 in./h

Dial Readings

0.1230
0.1220

0.1540

0.1570
0.1570

35



ATTERBERG LIMITS

~
g Leighton ASTM D 4318
Project Name: Pinnacle/Mesa Verde Drive East Tested By: M. Van Horn Date:
Project No. : 10646.001 Input By:  J. Ward Date:
Boring No.: B-4 Checked By: J. Ward
Sample No.: BB-1 Depth (ft.) 0-5
Soil Identification: Olive lean clay (CL)
TEST PLASTIC LIMIT LIQUID LIMIT
NO 1 2 1 2 3
Number of Blows [N] 32 25 17
Wet Wt. of Soil + Cont. (g) 6.52 8.37 13.64 12.86 19.34
Dry Wt. of Soil + Cont. (g) 5.75 7.26 10.25 9.56 14.11
Wt. of Container (9) 1.09 1.10 1.09 1.06 1.10
Moisture Content (%) [Wn] 16.52 18.02 37.01 38.82 40.20
60
Liguid Limit 38 For classification of fine-
grained scils and fine-
p|astic Limit 17 50 grained fraction of coarse-
grained soils
Plasticity Index 21 = 40 CH or On .
Classification CL 8
€ 30
> CLor OL
S
PI at "A" - Line = 0.73(LL-20) 13.14 g 20 o
One - Point Liquid Limit Calculation *
2121 10 MH or OH
LL =Wn(N/25) : ML or OL
0
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
PROCEDURES USED Liquid Limit (LL)
41
Wet Preparation N \
Multipoint - Wet N
40 N
. \
X  Dry Preparation _
Multipoint - Dry E 39
s
X  Procedure A ©
Multipoint Test 2 ®
Procedure B 47
One-point Test
36
10 20 25 30 40 50 60 70

Number of Blows

03/20/14
03/21/14

Lne

90

80

1C

9010
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APPENDIX C

LEIGHTON AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
EARTHWORK AND GRADING GUIDE SPECIFICATIONS
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C-1.0 GENERAL

C-1.1 Intent

These Earthwork and Grading Guide Specifications are for grading and earthwork
shown on the current, approved grading plan(s) and/or indicated in the Leighton and
Associates, Inc. geotechnical report(s). These Guide Specifications are a part of the
recommendations contained in the geotechnical report(s). In case of conflict, the
project-specific recommendations in the geotechnical report shall supersede these
Guide Specifications. Leighton and Associates, Inc. shall provide geotechnical
observation and testing during earthwork and grading. Based on these observations
and tests, Leighton and Associates, Inc. may provide new or revised recommendations
that could supersede these specifications or the recommendations in the geotechnical
report(s).

C-1.2 Role of hton and . Inc.

Prior to commencement of earthwork and grading, Leighton and Associates, Inc. shall
meet with the earthwork contractor to review the earthwork contractor’'s work plan, to
schedule sufficient personnel to perform the appropriate level of observation, mapping
and compaction testing. During earthwork and grading, Leighton and Associates, Inc.
shall observe, map, and document subsurface exposures to verify geotechnical design
assumptions. |f observed conditions are found to be significantly different than the
interpreted assumptions during the design phase, Leighton and Associates, Inc. shall
inform the owner, recommend appropriate changes in design to accommodate these
observed conditions, and notify the review agency where required. Subsurface areas to
be geotechnically observed, mapped, elevations recorded, and/or tested include (1)
natural ground after clearing to receiving fill but before fill is placed, (2) bottoms of all
"remedial removal" areas, (3) all key bottoms, and (4) benches made on sloping ground
to receive fill.

Leighton and Associates, Inc. shall observe moisture-conditioning and processing of the
subgrade and fill materials, and perform relative compaction testing of fill to determine
the attained relative compaction. Leighton and Associates, Inc. shall provide Daily Field
Reports to the owner and the Contractor on a routine and frequent basis.

C-1.3 The Earthwork Contractor

The earthwork contractor (Contractor) shall be qualified, experienced and
knowledgeable in earthwork logistics, preparation and processing of ground to receive
fill, moisture-conditioning and processing of fill, and compacting fill. The Contractor

C-1



shall review and accept the plans, geotechnical report(s), and these Guide
Specifications prior to commencement of grading. The Contractor shall be solely
responsible for performing grading and backfiling in accordance with the current,
approved plans and specifications.

The Contractor shall inform the owner and Leighton and Associates, Inc. of changes in
work schedules at least one working day in advance of such changes so that
appropriate observations and tests can be planned and accomplished. The Contractor
shall not assume that Leighton and Associates, Inc. is aware of all grading operations.

The Contractor shall have the sole responsibility to provide adequate equipment and
methods to accomplish earthwork and grading in accordance with the applicable
grading codes and agency ordinances, these Guide Specifications, and
recommendations in the approved geotechnical report(s) and grading plan(s). [f, in the
opinion of Leighton and Associates, Inc., unsatisfactory conditions, such as unsuitable
soil, improper moisture condition, inadequate compaction, adverse weather, etc., are
resulting in a quality of work less than required in these specifications, Leighton and
Associates, Inc. shall reject the work and may recommend to the owner that earthwork
and grading be stopped until unsatisfactory condition(s) are rectified.

C-2.0 PREPARATION OF AREAS TO BE FILLED

C-2.1 Clearing and Grubbing

Vegetation, such as brush, grass, roots and other deleterious material shall be
sufficiently removed and properly disposed of in a method acceptable to the owner,
governing agencies and Leighton and Associates, Inc. Care should be taken not to
encroach upon or otherwise damage native and/or historic trees designated by the
Owner or appropriate agencies to remain. Pavements, flatwork or other construction
should not extend under the “drip line” of designated trees to remain.

Leighton and Associates, Inc. shall evaluate the extent of these removals depending on
specific site conditions. Earth fill material shall not contain more than 3 percent of
organic materials (by dry weight: ASTM D 2974-00). Nesting of the organic materials
shall not be allowed.

If potentially hazardous materials are encountered, the Contractor shall stop work in the
affected area, and a hazardous material specialist shall be informed immediately for
proper evaluation and handling of these materials prior to continuing to work in that
area. As presently defined by the State of California, most refined petroleum products
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Leighton and Associates, Inc. Earthwork and Grading Guide Specifications

(gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil, grease, coolant, etc.) have chemical constituents that
are considered to be hazardous waste. As such, the indiscriminate dumping or spillage
of these fluids onto the ground may constitute a misdemeanor, punishable by fines
and/or imprisonment, and shall not be allowed.

C-2.2 Processing

Existing ground that has been declared satisfactory for support of fill, by Leighton and
Associates, Inc., shall be scarified to a minimum depth of 6 inches (15 cm). Existing
ground that is not satisfactory shall be over-excavated as specified in the following
Section C-2.3. Scarification shall continue until soils are broken down and free of large
clay lumps or clods and the working surface is reasonably uniform, flat, and free of
uneven features that would inhibit uniform compaction.

C-2.3 Overexcavation

In addition to removals and over-excavations recommended in the approved
geotechnical report(s) and the grading plan, soft, loose, dry, saturated, spongy, organic-
rich, highly fractured or otherwise unsuitable ground shall be over-excavated to
competent ground as evaluated by Leighton and Associates, Inc. during grading. All
undocumented fill soils under proposed structure footprints should be excavated

C-2.4 Benching

Where fills are to be placed on ground with slopes steeper than 5:1 (horizontal to
vertical units), (>20 percent grade) the ground shall be stepped or benched. The lowest
bench or key shall be a minimum of 15 feet (4.5 m) wide and at least 2 feet (0.6 m)
deep, into competent material as evaluated by Leighton and Associates, Inc. Other
benches shall be excavated a minimum height of 4 feet (1.2 m) into competent material
or as otherwise recommended by Leighton and Associates, Inc. Fill placed on ground
sloping flatter than 5:1 (horizontal to vertical units), (<20 percent grade) shall also be
benched or otherwise over-excavated to provide a flat subgrade for the fill.

C-2.5 Evaluation/Acceptance of Fill Areas

All areas to receive fill, including removal and processed areas, key bottoms, and
benches, shall be observed, mapped, elevations recorded, and/or tested prior to being
accepted by Leighton and Associates, Inc. as suitable to receive fill. The Contractor
shall obtain a written acceptance (Daily Field Report) from Leighton and Associates,
Inc. prior to fill placement. A licensed surveyor shall provide the survey control for
determining elevations of processed areas, keys and benches.
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C-3.0 FILL MATERIAL

C-3.1 Fill Quality

Material to be used as fill shall be essentially free of organic matter and other
deleterious substances evaluated and accepted by Leighton and Associates, Inc. prior
to placement. Soils of poor quality, such as those with unacceptable gradation, high
expansion potential, or low strength shall be placed in areas acceptable to Leighton and
Associates, Inc. or mixed with other soils to achieve satisfactory fill material.

C-3.2 Oversize

Oversize material defined as rock, or other irreducible material with a maximum
dimension greater than 6 inches (15 cm), shall not be buried or placed in fill unless
location, materials and placement methods are specifically accepted by Leighton and
Associates, Inc. Placement operations shall be such that nesting of oversized material
does not occur and such that oversize material is completely surrounded by compacted
or densified fill. Oversize material shall not be placed within 10 feet (3 m) measured
vertically from finish grade, or within 2 feet (0.61 m) of future utilities or underground
construction.

C-3.3 Import

If importing of fill material is required for grading, proposed import material shall meet
the requirements of Section C-3.1, and be free of hazardous materials (“‘contaminants”)
and rock larger than 3-inches (8 cm) in largest dimension. All import soils shall have an
Expansion index (El) of 20 or less and a sulfate content no greater than (<) 500 parts-
per-million (ppm). A representative sample of a potential import source shall be given to
Leighton and Associates, Inc. at least four full working days before importing begins, so
that suitability of this import material can be determined and appropriate tests
performed.

C-4.0 FILL PLACEMENT AND COMPACTION

C-4.1 Fill Layers

Approved fill material shall be placed in areas prepared to receive fill, as described in
Section C-2.0, above, in near-horizontal layers not exceeding 8 inches (20 cm) in loose
thickness. Leighton and Associates, Inc. may accept thicker layers if testing indicates
the grading procedures can adequately compact the thicker layers, and only if the
building officials with the appropriate jurisdiction approve. Each layer shall be spread
evenly and mixed thoroughly to attain relative uniformity of material and moisture
throughout.
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C-4.2 Fill Moisture Conditioning

Fill soils shall be watered, dried back, blended and/or mixed, as necessary to attain a
relatively uniform moisture content at or slightly over optimum. Maximum density and
optimum soil moisture content tests shall be performed in accordance with the American
Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM) Test Method D 1557-09.

C-4.3 Compaction of Fill

After each layer has been moisture-conditioned, mixed, and evenly spread, each layer
shall be uniformly compacted to not-less-than () 90 percent of the maximum dry
density as determined by ASTM Test Method D 1557-09. In some cases, structural fill
may be specified (see project-specific geotechnical report) to be uniformly compacted to
at-least (2) 95 percent of the ASTM D 1557-09 modified Proctor laboratory maximum
dry density. For fills thicker than (>) 15 feet (4.5 m), the portion of fill deeper than 15
feet below proposed finish grade shall be compacted to 95 percent of the ASTM D
1557-09 laboratory maximum density. Compaction equipment shall be adequately
sized and be either specifically designed for soil compaction or of proven reliability to
efficiently achieve the specified level of compaction with uniformity.

C-4.4 Compaction of Fill Slopes

In addition to normal compaction procedures specified above, compaction of slopes
shall be accomplished by back rolling of slopes with sheepsfoot rollers at increments of
3 to 4feet (1 to 1.2 m) in fill elevation, or by other methods producing satisfactory
results acceptable to Leighton and Associates, Inc.. Upon completion of grading,
relative compaction of the fill, out to the slope face, shall be at least 90 percent of the
ASTM D 1557-09 laboratory maximum density.

C-4.5 Compaction Testing

Field-tests for moisture content and relative compaction of the fill soils shall be
performed by Leighton and Associates, Inc. Location and frequency of tests shall be at
our field representative(s) discretion based on field conditions encountered.
Compaction test locations will not necessarily be selected on a random basis. Test
locations shall be selected to verify adequacy of compaction levels in areas that are
judged to be prone to inadequate compaction (such as close to slope faces and at the
fill’lbedrock benches).

C-4.6 Compaction Test Locations

Leighton and Associates, Inc. shall document the approximate elevation and horizontal
coordinates of each density test location. The Contractor shall coordinate with the
project surveyor to assure that sufficient grade stakes are established so that Leighton
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and Associates, Inc. can determine the test locations with sufficient accuracy
Adequate grade stakes shall be provided.

C-5.0 EXCAVATION

Excavations, as well as over-excavation for remedial purposes, shall be evaluated by
Leighton and Associates, Inc. during grading. Remedial removal depths shown on
geotechnical plans are estimates only. The actual extent of removal shall be
determined by Leighton and Associates, Inc. based on the field evaluation of exposed
conditions during grading. Where fill-over-cut slopes are to be graded, the cut portion of
the slope shall be made, then observed and reviewed by Leighton and Associates, Inc.
prior to placement of materials for construction of the fill portion of the slope, unless
otherwise recommended by Leighton and Associates, Inc.

C-6.0 TRENCH BACKFILLS

C-6.1 Safety

The Contractor shall follow all OSHA and Cal/OSHA requirements for safety of trench
excavations. Work should be performed in accordance with Article 6 of the California
Construction  Safety Orders, 2003 Edition or more current (see also:
http://www.dir.ca.gov/title8/sb4a6.htmt ).

C-6.2 Bedding and Backfill

All utility trench bedding and backfill shall be performed in accordance with applicable
provisions of the 2012 Edition of the Standard Specifications for Public Works
Construction (Green Book). Bedding material shall have a Sand Equivalent greater
than 30 (SE>30). Bedding shall be placed to 1-foot (0.3 m) over the top of the conduit,
and densified by jetting in areas of granular soils, if allowed by the permitting agency.
Otherwise, the pipe-bedding zone should be backfilled with Controlled Low Strength
Material (CLSM) consisting of at least one sack of Portland cement per cubic-yard of
sand, and conforming to Section 201-6 of the 2012 Edition of the Standard
Specifications for Public Works Construction (Green Book). Backfill over the bedding
zone shall be placed and densified mechanically to a minimum of 90 percent of relative
compaction (ASTM D 1557-09) from 1 foot (0.3 m) above the top of the conduit to the
surface. Backfill above the pipe zone shall not be jetted. Jetting of the bedding around
the conduits shall be observed by Leighton and Associates, Inc. and backfill above the
pipe zone (bedding) shall be observed and tested by Leighton and Associates, Inc.
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Leighton and Associates, Inc. Earthwork and Grading Guide Specifications

C-6.3 Lift Thickness

Lift thickness of trench backfill shall not exceed those allowed in the Standard
Specifications of Public Works Construction unless the Contractor can demonstrate to
Leighton and Associates, Inc. that the fill lift can be compacted to the minimum relative
compaction by his alternative equipment and method, and only if the building officials
with the appropriate jurisdiction approve.
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FILL SLOPE

PROJECTED PLANE 1:1
(HORIZONTAL: VERTICAL)
MAXIMUM FROM TOE
OF SLOPE TO
APPROVED GROUND

EXISTING
GROUND SURFACE

2 FEET MIN
KEY DEPTH
FILL-OVER-CUT SLOPE

EXISTING
GROUND SURFACE

LOWEST
BENCH (KEY)

REMOVE
UNSUITABLE

BENCH MATERIAL
_[BENCH HEIGHT

(4 FEET TYPICAL)

BENCH _[BENCH HEIGHT
(4 FEET TYPICAL)

— MIN
-
- -
- LOWEST REMOVE
2 FEET BENCH (KEY) UNSUITABLE
MIN. KEY MATERIAL
DEPTH
FACE
SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED PRIOR TO -

FILL PLACEMENT TO ALLOW VIEWING
OF GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS

CUT-OVER-FILL SLOPE

OVERBUILD AN

TRIM BACK
DESIGN
PROJECTED PLANE
1 T0 1 MAXIMUM
FROM TOE OF SLOPE
TO APPROVED GROUND
15 FEET MIN.
2 FEET Mi LOWEST
KEY DEPTH BENCH (KEY)
KEYING AND BENCHING

EXISTIN
GROUND
SURFACE

T FACE SHALL BE
CONSTRUCTED PRIOR
TO FILL PLACEMENT

REMOVE
_L UNSUITABLE
MATERIAL

BENCH HEIGHT
(4 FEET TYPICAL)

BENCHING SHALL BE DONE WHEN SLOPE'S
ANGLE IS EQUAL TO OR GREATER THAN 5:1
MINIMUM BENCH HEIGHT SHALL BE 4 FEET
AND MINIMUM FILL WIDTH SHALL BE 9 FEET.

GENERAL EARTHWORK AND GRADING

&
SPECIFICATIONS %’

STANDARD DETAILS A

Leighton



SLOPE FACE

- 10

Oversize rock is larger than 8 inches
in largest dimension.

Backfill with approved soil jetted or
flooded in place to fill all the voids.

Do not bury rock within 10 feet of
finish grade.

Windrow of buried rock shall be
parallel to the finished slope face.

PROFILE ALONG WINDROW

JETTED OR FLOODED
APPROVED SOIL

OVERSIZE ROCK DISPOSAL

A

AT

GENERAL EARTHWORK AND GRADING
SPECIFICATIONS
STANDARD DETAILS B

FINISH GRADE

= = == COMPACTED FILL
o -
15-'_MI-N_. o o
JETTED OR FLOODED
SOIL
SECTION A-A'

&

Leighton

P:Drafting\templates\details\over-rock-disp.dwa (7/00)



NATURAL
GROUND

————— COMPACTED FILL

TYPICAL
BENCHING

PERFORATED PIPE SURROUNDED

SUBDRAIN ALTERNATE A PRATED PIPE SURROUN

FILTER

(9FT ¥FT)

6" MIN, COVER

SUBDRAIN ALTERNATE A-1

REMOVE
UNSUITABLE MATERIAL

SUBDRAIN
(See Alternates A and B)

FILTER MATERIAL
FILTER MATERIAL SHALL BE CLASS 2 PERMEABLE MATERIAL PER STATE OF
CALIFORNIA STANDARD SPECIFICATION, OR APPROVED ALTERNATE.
CLASS 2 GRADING AS FOLLOWS:

Sleve Size Percent Passing
1" 100
34" 90-100
3/8" 40-100
No. 4 25-40
No. 8 18-33
No. 30 5-15
No. 50 0-7
No. 200 0-3

SUBDRAIN ALTERNATE A-2

PERFORATED PIPE
6" & MIN.

SUBDRAIN ALTERNATE B

GRAVEL WRAPPED IN FILTER
12" MIN. OVERLAP

FILTER FABRIC
(MIRAFT 140NC OR
APPROVED EQUIVALENT)

3/4" MAX. GRAVEL OR
APPROVED EQUIVALENT
(9FT3/FT)
PERFORATED PIPE IS OPTIONAL PER
GOVERNING AGENCY'S REQUIREMENTS

ALTERNATE B-1

GENERAL EARTHWORK AND GRADING
SPECIFICATIONS
STANDARD DETAILS C

CANYON
SUBDRAIN

DETAIL OF CANYON SUBDRAIN TERMINAL

FILTER FABRIC
140N OR
EQUIVALENT)

DESIGN
FINISHED GRADE

10" MIN. BACKFILL

' MIN,
15'MI 3/4" OPEN GRADED GRAVEL

OR APPROVED EQUIVALENT

PERFORATED
6"@ MIN,

*

Leighton
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15' MIN.

Vd
l,,
2 BACKCUT
BENCHING
1'+
S B
15' MIN MIN. 12" OVERLAP FROM THE TOP
KEY DEPTH KEY WIDTH

2' MIN.

FILTER FABRIC
SUBDRAIN ALTERNATE A POSITIVE SEAL SHOLLD BE PROVIDED ,  (MIRAFI 140 OR
APPROVED
EQUIVALENT)
5% —_
QUTLET PIPE
(NON-PERFORATED)
OUTLET PIPE
(NON-PERFORATED) MIN. 3/4" ROCK (3F|'.3/F|')
WRAPPED IN FILTER FABRIC
l 4" MIN.
T-CONNECTION FROM
COLLECTION PIPE TO QUTLET PIPE
¢ SUBDRAIN INSTALLATION - Subdrain collector pipe shall be installed with perforations down or,

unless otherwise designated by the geotechnical consultant. Outlet pipes shall be non-perforated

pipe. The subdrain pipe shall have at least 8 perforations uniformly spaced per foot. Perforation shall

be 1/4" to 1/2" if drilled holes are used. All subdrain pipes shall have a gradient at least 2% towards the

outlet.

[

SUBDRAIN PIPE - Subdrain pipe shall be ASTM D2751, ASTM D1527 (Schedule 40) or SDR 23.5 ABS pipe

or ASTM D3034 (Schedule 40) or SDR 23.5 PVC pipe.

All outlet pipe shall be placed in a trench and, after fill is placed above it, rodded to verify integrity.

BUTTRESS OR GENERAL EARTHWORK AND GRADING ~
REPLACEMENT FILL SPECIFICATIONS w
STANDARD DETAILS D .
SUBDRAINS Leighton

_repl_sub.dwq (7/00)
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SITION LOT

REMOVE o
UNSUITABLE —
GROUND _\/ — -
- —
— 5'
P MIN.
/
4' MIN,
_____ -
—— e —————— -
- - — = = = = OVEREXCAVATE
___________ st adaliall AND RECOMPACT
TYPICAL
_ BENCHING
UNWEATHERED BEDROCK OR MATERIAL APPROVED
BY THE GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANT
NATURAL
SIDE HILL FILL FOR CUT PAD GROUND
RESTRICTED USE AREA
OVEREXCAVATE - FINISHED CUT PAD
AND RECOMPACT
(REPLACEMENT FILL)
OVERBURDEN
OR UNSUITABLE
MATERIAL PAD OVEREXCAVATION AND RECOMPACTION
SHALL BE PERFORMED IF SPECIFIED
TYPICAL BY THE GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANT
BENCHING
SEE STANDARD DETAIL FOR SUBDRAINS
o MIN WHEN REQUIRED BY GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANT
2' MIN.
KEY
DEPTH UNWEATHERED BEDROCK OR MATERIAL APPROVED

BY THE GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANT

<¢

GENERAL EARTHWORK AND GRADING
TRANSITION LOT FILLS SPECIFICATIONS

AND SIDE HILL FILLS STANDARD DETALLS E Leighton

<
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