MEMORANDUM

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
County of Placer

TO: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DATE: FEBRUARY 20, 2007
E' -
FROM; KEN GREHRJ FE'ETER KRAATZ

SUBJECT: MINNOW AVENUE PUBLIC PARKING FACILITY PRQJECT, (PDSD T20060685) -
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

ACTION REQUESTED { RECOMMENDATION

Adopt a Resolution adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration (PDSD T20060685) with the required
findings in conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Minnow Avenue
Public Parking Facility Project.

BACKGROLUND / SUMMARY '

The Minnow Avenue Public Parking Facility Project is located in Kings Beach on Parcel APNs 090-192-
G568, 080-192-059, and 090-192-060 (see attached location map) on the south side of Minnow Avenue
between Fox and Chipmunk Street.

The Placer County Redevelopment Agency adopted a strategy of entering into agreements with the
Department of Public Works to provide assistance on various projects, including the Salmon Avenue
Public Parking Facility. Pubiic works managed the project development and wili continue to manage
the project through construction.

The lot will provide parking for 21 vehicles, with 14 full-size parking spaces {9 feet by 18 feet with 2 feet
of landscape overhang), six compact parking spaces (8 feet by 14 feet with 2 feet of landscape
aoverhang) and one van accessible handicap space. The parking surface will consist of pervious
concrete in the parking stalls and conventional asphait concrete in the aisle. In addition, the project
includes a 6-foot wide sidewalk on Minnow Avenue that will provide access to the neighboring
downtown community. The project includes lighting, inside the parking area, two trashfrecycling
receptacles, and landscaping around the perimeter of the lot. The Minnow Avenue Public Parking
Facility is being constructed to serve the future parking needs required by the Kings Beach Commercial
Care Improvement Project.

ENVIRONMENTAL

A mitigated negative declaration was prepared for this project by the Placer County on December 19,
2006 pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). No comments were received doring
the public comment period, which closed January 22, 2007 Upon adaption of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration, the Notice of Determination will be processed.

FISCAL IMPACT

The total cost of the project, including engineering and contingencies, is estimated to be $500,000. The
engineer's estimated cost of construction is $400,000. The project is fully funded through Placer
County Redevelopment Agency financing using North Lake Tahoe tax increment and California
infrastructure and Economic Development Bank funds. Construction funding is included in the Fiscal
Years 2006-07 and 2007-08 Budgets

Attachments:
Resolution
Location Map
Mitigated Negative Declaration
Project Initial Study
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Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California

In the matter of A RESOLUTION APPROVING
AND ADOPTING THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE

DECLARATION (PDSD T20060685) PREPARED Resol. No: . ...

FOR THE MINNOW AVENUE PUBLIC PARKING

FACILITY Ord. NO:
First Reading:. ... ... ...

The following _ RESOLUTION was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors

of the County of Placer at a regular meeting held

by the following vote on roll calk:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:

Signed and approved by me after its passage.

Chairman, Board Of Supervisors
Altest:
Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, parking has been identified as a need by the Redevelopment Agency in
Tahoe City, and

WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Agency has negotiated an agreement with Placer
County Department of Public Works to deliver the Minnow Public Parking Facility, and

WHEREAS, the County of Placer has prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration,

circulated it as required by law and included all necessary measures to mitigate any
significant impacts of the project. / 74?



Resoclution No.

NOW, THEREFCQRE, BE IT HEREBY RESOILVED by the Board of Supervisars of the
County of Placer, State of California, that this Board approves the attached Mitigated
Negative Declaration (PDSD T20060685} for the Minnow Avenue Public Parking FacHity
and make the following findings:

1.

2.

The mitigated negative declaration has been prepared as required by law.

Temporary environmental impacts fram construction activities, such as noise and
vehicle emissions, will be mitigated by limiting construction hours, following rules
and regulations set for by local, regional, state and federal agencies for air
pollution control, adhering to TRPA regulations regarding grading activities, and
implementing and maintaining best management practices during project
construction.

The mitigated negative declaration as adopted for the project reflecis the
independent judgment and analysis of Placer County, which has exercised
overall control and direction of its preparation.

The mitigation plan/mitigation monitoring program prepared for the project is
approved and adopted.

The custodian of records for the project is the Placer County Community
Development Resource Agency, Planning Department, 3091 County Center
Drive, Suite 140, Auburn, CA 95603.

The Minnow Avenue Public Parking Facility is being constructed to serve the

future parking needs required by the Kings Beach Commercial Core
Improvement Project.
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Figure 1 Regional Location Map
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Figure 2 Project Location Map
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COUNTY OF PLACER
. Community Development Resource Agency

ENVIRONMENTAL
COORDINATION
SERVICES

John Marin, Agency Director

Gina Langford, Coordinalsr

NEGATIVE DECLARATION

In aceardance with Placer County ordinances regarding implermentation of the Calfornia Environmental Quality Act, Placer
County has congducied an Initial Study to determine whether the foliowing project may have a significant adverse effectan
the environment, and on the basis of that study hareby finds

O The proposed project witl not have a significant adverse effect on the enviranment; therefore, it does not require the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and this Negative Declaration has been prepared.

(] Although the proposed project could have a significant adverse effect on the enviconment, there will nat be a significant
adverse effect in this case hecause the project has incorporated specific provisions o reduce impacts to a less than
significant fevel andior the mibgalion measures descrnbed herein have been added to the project. A Mitigated Negative
Creclaration has thus beern prepared.

The environmental documents, which conshitute the tnitial Study and provide the basis and reasons for this determination are
attached andfor referenced herein and are hereby made & part of this document

FROJECT INFORMATION

Title Minnow Avenue Parking Facility Plus# PDSD T200806835

Description  Proposal o create a 21 parking stall facility in Kings Beach ulilizing a parcel that was acquired ty the
lF‘iacer County Redevelopment Agency.

Location:  South sida of Minnow Avenue bebwveen Fox Street and Chigrmunk Street, Kings Beach.

Project OwnerfApplicant:  Placer County Redevelopment Agency, 3081 Courly Center Drive, Suite 280, Auburm, CA
95603 (530) 745-3157

County Contact Person: Amy Green 530-581-6234

PUBLIC NOTICE

The comment period for this document closas on January 22, 2007, A copy of the Negative Declarabon is avartable for
public review at the Community Development Resource Agency public counter and at the Kings Beach Library. Property
owners within 300 feet of the subject site shall be notfied by mail of the upcoming hearing bafare the Board of Supervisors.
Additional information may be obtained by contacting the Community Development Resource Agency, Environmental

Coordination Seryvices, at (530) 745-3132 between the hours of 8 00 am and 5 00 prm at 3091 County Center Drive, Auburn,
CA 95603

If you wish to appeal the appropriateness or adequacy of this document, address your written comments to our finding
that the project will not have a signdicant adverse effect on the erironment. { 1} identify the environmental effectis ), why they
wolld accur, and why they would be significant, and {2) suggest any mitigation measures which you beligve would eliminate
cr reduce the effect to an acceptable level. Regarding item (]} above, explain the basis for your comments and subnut any
supperting data or references Refer to Secton 18 32 of the Placer County Code for imporiant information regarding the
timely filing of appeals.

[ |
Wt Sannre Center Orge Sore 130 0 Acburn Caldomea 9EE03 7 1S30H TAS-3132 £ Fax 8200 453002 4 emal cdrasss@placer o gov

Recorder's Cerbfication




Figure 1 Regional Location Map

v TRUCKES. HEVATA 0.
i s PLACER CO.
t —
..' 1
] 1

t MARTISVALLEY i
)

WINGO N7

YOYAIN

FTOfYARE

TAKOE g HORTHSTAR " "wl : :
i U KINGS e %INCUNE
| BEACH &7 7 g —-n!{lLAGE Ges) -
Tl L CRTSTAl i J
3 TAHOE B 0 gt Y i -
L)) T yISTA

' I
\ Froject Site | o

SOLIAY & ,

VALLEY s ay — / my - .
I Lk : B .
CALPINE® L TAMDE i . o |_r CARSON
MEADOWS S CITy o7 . WASHOE (O A _l oTy e .
2 T e — e ) , i
GRINITE NATIONAL " —— - CARSON €0, : ¥ATIOXYAL i
- i !

CHIEF ) o ]
TLOERNESS o Lake .
B ’ % e R !

i Y Tahoe . - = ==
I DOWGLAS €0, { )

,'_. -"‘—“-H_' , e “: . . : -
: oo ' - L
T PLACER €. ' i
FOREST e - J : :
—! % ELDoRDC CO . 4 FOREST ¢ ‘
I & ; 5
. & —— " A J,--: :
— a— ¥ -
- MEEKS '} : @ i
e &
[ ‘ K :
.. .‘_.-I . -"- ol :- :
,:,._rl. E ."; i,
S S ! @
T Ty ? _ W B
| 7 soum X ‘3‘-.\.!- T
OESOLATION ; 7 ! LAKE - s 3
WilOEANERS ' Fﬂfff_\‘\"“ %AKE: ¢ TAHQE Y Y @4 i
LDORADO RRRAEE clesf mReORT . '
“Lake } -
NATIONAL )
. . F N 1
R MEYERS "
> /(
FOREST ‘
TWIN BRICGES & _ - @ M i ¢ 5 8
o r_' . ,@‘ - / ) MILER SOATH
KYBUR? PR L PR &S N A
* /‘J @ N . _:

J§2

MINNOW AVENUE PUBLIC PARKING FACILITY



Figure 2 Project Location Map
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Figure 3 Proposed Parking Facility
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COUNTY_ OF PLACER ENVIRONMENTAL
Community Development Rescurce Agency COORDINATION

SERVICES

-E.

= L John Marin, Agency Director ©
i Gina Langford, Coordinator

3091 Courty Center Drive, Sute 133 o Auburn e Calforris 95603 e 330-745.2132 & fax S3G-T45-2003 & www placer ca goviplanning

INITIAL STUDY & CHECKLIST

This Initial Study has been prepared to idantify and assess the anticipated envircnmental impacts of the following
described project application The document may rely on previous envirgnmental documents (see Section C} and
site-specific studies [see Sechion 1) preparad to address in detail the effects or impacts associted with the project.

This document has been prepared to satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Publc
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq ) CEQA requiras
that all state and {ocal government agercies consider the environmental consequences of projects over which they
have discretiznary authority before acting on those projects.

The initial Study is a public dacument used by the decision-making lead agency to determine whether a project
may have a significant efect on the environment. If the lead agency finds substantial evidence trat any aspect of
the project, enhar individually or cumulatively, may have 2 significant effect on the environment, regardless of
whether the overal effect of the project 1s adverse or beneficial. the lead agency is required to prepare an EIR, use
a previously-preparad EIR and supplement that EIR, or prepare a Subsequent EIR to analyze the praject at hand, I¥
Ihe agency finds no substantial evidence Ihat the project or any of its aspects may cause a sigrificant effect on the
environment, a Negatve Dectaration shall be prepared If in the course of analysis, the agency recagnizes that the
project may have a signikcant impact on the envicanment, but that by incorporating specific mitigation measures the
impact will be reduced to a less than sigrificant effect, a Mitigated Negative Declaration shall be prepared.

A, BACKGROUND:

| Project Tile Minnow Avenue Parkiné Facility | Plus#: PDSD T20060685
Entitlerments: County project

Site Area: 8 600 sguare feet

: Location: Kings Beach Commercial Corg
Proect Description. |
The applicant, Placer County, proposes to pave the lot and construct a 21-space, surface publc parking facility |'
Project plans include one handicapped parking spot, a 25-foot wide entrance, a 6-feot wide sidewatk along the
frantage of the Iot wath handicap ramp, a bike rack (with capacity for 4 beyctes), S nighltime lighting fixtures, two
trashirecycling rezeptacles, stormwater drainage system, a snow storage area, and landscaging along the

. perimeter of the facilty.

The stormwater drainage system would be designed to tontan runoff from a 20-year, 1-haur storm event and
to meet Placer County standards descrbed in the Storm Water Management Manual (SWMWM}. The proposed
drainage system consists of crowning the centerline of the parking facifity to drain toward pervigus pavemeant i
located in the parking stalls

In 15%6, In coryunction with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), Placer County completed and
adopted the Kings Beach Community Plan (KBCP) for the Kings Beach Commercial Core Area The KBCP
idenlifies an existing parking deficit in the KBCP Area and establishes a policy to provide for pulilic parking lots
: The purpose of the proposad project is to offset a portion of the existing parking deficit. as well as accommaodale
planned future development in the KBCP area




sritial Study & Checkbst conbinued

B. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTIiNG:

Genaral | !
: . . Flan f . . )
: 3 -y X WOy tg
| Location Zoning L Communty Existing Conditions & Impravemen ‘
i ' Plan R B
i | " The site is an approximalely 9.600 squars feel, previously
i . , disturbed. undeveloped lot that slopes gently to the south,
e i Plan Area C23. Kings Beaclh The project site is located on the south side of Minnaw i
She Special Area #2, Entry Commumt,r_ Avenue in the commercial core of Kings Beach, Calfornia. !
Commercial Plan (KBCPF)

Vegatation: on the project site consisis of 17 trees ranging in
_ size from 7-28 inches diameter breast height (dtih)

MNotth | _same as project site KBCP Minnow Avenue .
Yacant Ict (formerly the Nonh Shore Lodge) — and bordered

e —

south s:a_n_':_e_as_pic‘:}.“e_ct site KBCE on its southern side by State Route (SR) 28
East same as project site KBCF Commercial industrial use |
| West same as project site KBCP Wacant land planned for developrmant i |

C. PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT:

Placer County has determined that an Initial Study shall be prepared to determine whether the potential exists for
unmitigatable significant effects on the eavironment resulting from the proposed projecl. The subject public parking
facility 15 intended to provide parking mitigation for the Placer County Kings Beach Commercial Core Project
(KBCCIP). Atthis time, an adrinstrative draft EIRJELS is being circulated to the local, state, and federal agencies
for their review and comments The KBCCIP displaces on-highway parking spaces and these new parking faciihies
will help Placer County mitigale far the parking loss  If the KBCCIP does not happen, these lots have their own
utibty which is to meet the needs of the Kings Beach Community Plan,

O. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

The Initial Study checklist recommended by the Califarnia Environmental Cuality Act (CEQA) Guidelines is used fo
determine potential impacts of the proposed project on the physical environment. The checklist provides a list of
guesticns concerning a comprehensive array of environmantal issue areas potentially affected oy the project (see
State CEQA Guideltines, Appendix G). Explarations to answers are prowided in a discussion for each section of
guestions as follows.

a1 Abrief explanation is required for all answers including "No Impact” answers.

by “less Than Significant impact” applies where the project's impacts are insubstantial and do not require any
mitigation o reduce impacis

¢y "Less Than Sgnificant with Mitigation Measures” applizs where the incorporation of mitigation measures has
reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a "Less than Signifcant Impact” The County, as lead
agency, must descrbe the miligation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less-than-
significant level {mitigaticn measuras from earlier analyses may be cross-referenced).

di "Potentially Significant !mpact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If
there are one or maore "Potentiatlly Significant Impact” entries when the determination 1s made, 2n EIR is required.

g) All answers must take account of the entire acbon involved, including off-site as well a5 on-site, cumulative as well
as project-level, indirect as well as dwvect, and construction as well as operationat impacts [CEQA Guidelings,
Sechion 15063(a) 1)

fi  Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuart to the tiering. Program EIR. ar other CEQA pracess, an effect has
peen adeguately analyzed in an earler EIR or Negative Declaration [CEQA Gudelines, Secton 13063ci{3)Dy]. A
brief dscussion should be attached addressing the following:

% Earlier analyses used — [dextify earlisr analyses and state where they are avallable for review.

=2 Ilmpacts adequately addressed — [dertify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of,
and adequatety analyzed . an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards Also, state whether
such effects were addressed by mib:gaban measuras based on the earlisr anaiysis /277

[l Study & Checkis: 2of22



Inbad Shegy B Check! st corbaued L

2 Mitigation measures — For effects that are checked as "Less Than Significant with Kitigation Measures,”
describa the mitigaticn measures which were incorpgorated or refined fram the earlier decument and the
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the projact

0} References to information scurces for potential impacts (1.e. General Plans/Communily Plans, zening ordinances)
should be incorporatad inte the chacklist. Reference to a prewiously-prepared or outside decument should include a
reference to the pages or chapters where the statement is substantialed A source st shoutd be attached, and
other saurces used, or individuals contactad, should ke cited in the discussion.

17y
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Trutiad Stoudy & Checkast corbingesd
I. AESTHETICS — Waould the proiect.

: Less Than _ _
: T S Putent:ally Significant | Less Than | .
Environmental Issue . .- Significant -with Significant impact
' . Impact - | "Mitigation Impact .
! Measures : !
; i
1. Have 3 substantal adverse effect an a scenic vista? (PLN) | X
| ; -
| 2. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock oulcroppings, and histore buiddings, X
within g state scenic highway? (PLN) o |
i 3. Subsiantially degrade the existing wisual character or quality X
of the sile and its surroundings? (PLN)
4 Create a new source of substantial ight or glare, which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? . X
L{PLN) e 1 _

Discussion- [tems |-1,2:

The proposed parking lot would nolt damage struciures or other scenic résources that wou!d affect the scenic
quality of State Route (SR) 28 and it would not be visible from Lake Tahoe. A vacant lot with same vegetation
separates the project site frorn SR 28 Vegetation and landscaping proposed for the praject site would provide
substantial screering of the facility from SR 28 The only structures seen from the highway wauld be two tight
fidtures and parking lot sigrnage Signage would be designed and installed in compliance with Placer County
Standards and Guidelines for Signage, Parking and Design and with design standards set forth in the Kings Beach

Community Plan (KBCP).

Disecussion- item 1-3:

The proposed propect would comply with the design standads set forth by Placer County and the KBCP. These

standards serve to regulate the impact of new projects on the visual character of the Kings Beach arza. By

complying with these guidehnes, the project as proposed would not substantially degrade the @xisting visual

character or quality of the site and its surroundings

Discussion- ltem 1-4:

Proposed night time lighting for the site could create adverse light or glare effects. These patentiat eHects would be
maintained at less than significant by adnherence to Placer County Design Standards and Guidelines far exterior

lighting These guidehnes include

s Maximum heght for Bulding and freestanding lighting shall not excesd 14 feet
» |{property is adjacent to & residential area or residentially zoned property, the lighting shall be screened

from these areas.

+ Lighlting shall be directed away from adjacent roadways and shall nct interfere with traffic ar create a salety

hazard

« Upward lighting shall be minimized to the greatest extart possible.

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE - Would the project;

L

.

: : “ | Less Than
- - o Potentially | Significant | Less Than | No
Environmental Issue Significant | . with . | Significant Impact
' : Impact Mitigation Impact '+
. : : Measures i
1. Convert Pnme Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmiand of
Statewide or Local Importance {Farmland) as shawn on the
maps preparad pursuant to the Farmiand Mapping and X
Meonitonng Progeam of the California Resources Agency, 1o
ngn-agiicultural use? (PLN) L i
i 2. Conflict with Gereral Plan or ather policies regarding land i X |

use buffers for agneultural operations? (EHS, PLN)

PLN=Panning, ES0=Engne2nnrg & Suraprg Departrment, EME=Emaranmental Health Seraces, APCH =Ar Poilet:an Contron Dustrict

4 of 22
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Intal Study & Checkhst conhirued

3 Genflict witn existing zoning for agnzultural use, or a
Williamsan Act contract? {PLN}

4 Involve other changes':ﬁ the existing envircnment which, due
| to thei losation or nature, coutd resultin corversion of
Farmland (including hvestack grazing) to non-agricultural use?
(PLN)

Mscussion- All Nems:

There are no bmber or agricultural ressurces or cperations on or adjacent to the project site The project site 15 2
praviously disturbed, undeveloped lot in the Commercial Core area of Kings Beach. The proposed project would be

a perrmissible use under the KBCP.

U, AR QUALITY — Would the project

.o 1+ = 7 |LessThan| - . -~ |
R T R N R A " Potentially | Significant |- Less Than No
‘-.": Envirgnmental lssue -0 L 7| Significant | -~ with . | Significant Impact |
S e “. | Impact | Mitigation L lmpaet | 7
L T S R e . o | Neasures | o
1. Confict with or obstruct implementation of the anplicable air X
I quality plan? (AFCD) [
i 2 Violate any air qualty, standard of cohtribute substantiaily to X
an exsting or projected air quality violation? (APCO}
3. Resultin 2 cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria for which the projest region is non-attainment under an
: apphcable federal ar state ambienl air quality standard X
{including releasing emissions which exceed quanitatve : :
thresholds for ozone precursors)? (APCD]
b 4. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ¥
. concentrations? (APCD) ]
5. Create gbjectionable odors affecting a substantial number of y
peopie? (APCD) !

Discussion- tem 11-1,2:
The proposed projedt is located in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin (LTAB} in Placer County The proposed praject would
nat conflicl with or obstruct irmplementation of the LTAB quality plan.

Discussion- ltems 1il-3:
Tha LTAB is currantly designated as a non-attanment area for PM,; with respect to the state standard; for czone
and visibility-reducing particulates with respect to the Tahoe Regieral Planning Agency {TRPA) Environmental
Threshald Carrying Capacities numerica threshelds, and for vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and wood smaka with
respect to the TRPA Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities management thresholds. The LTAB is either in
attainment or unclassified for the remaining national, state, and regienal standards excert for those in which status
designation have rot yet been determined (TRPA 2002), ’
The proposed projact ¢ces nat involve a land use that creates new vehicle trips {LSC 2006). Its purpose is to
address an existing parking deficil in the Kirgs Beach commercial core, which indicates that motor vehicles that
would use tha lot already travel to Kings Beach. Therefore, the propesed project wauld not result in a detenoration
of ambient air gually standards associated with new vehicle trips

Construction activities associated with the proposed prazect could rasultin a temporary increase in veticle
emissions {from canstruction vehicle operatian), reactive organic gas emissions {from asphalt paving and parking
space striping operations), and partticulate matter emissions (i.e., fugitive dust from grading and paving activibies)
These increases n air pollution emissions will be reduced by implementation of the following mitgation measures:

/90

Sof 22

PLM=Planning, ESD=Ergineering & Sur‘-';?',rmfj Qepartment, EHS=Ervirgnmental HEBWFSEF\”CES, APCD=AIr Pollunon Canteel District



it Study & Checktist ¢ontimuead

Mitigation Meastres- ltem Ni1-3:

M 1111 During consltruction. canlractors shall comply with all local, regwenal. stale and federal regulations

regarding air pollution control. For Placer County please see the Ar Pellution Contrel District Rutes and Regulat:ons
inciuding but not imded to Rule 202- Visible Emissions. Rule 207- Particutate Matter, Ruls 213- Gasolne Transfer
irto Storage Containers, Rule 214- Gasaline Transfer into Vehicle Fuel Tanks, Rule 217- Cutback and Emulsifiec
Asphalt Paving Matenals, Rule 228- Fugitive Dust, Rule 240- Surface Preparation and Clean-up.

MM 11 2 Grading activites shall adhere to TRPA Code of Ordinances, Sechion VIl Chapter 64 ~ Grading
Standards.

M 11l 3 The following Placer County Air Pollution Controi District {PCAPCD) Best-Available Mitigation Measures
and TRPA Best Management Practices {(BMPs} shall be implementad during project consliuction.

s Ajl disturbed areas shall be adequately restabilized to minimize exposure of soil to wingd and water erosion.

+  All grading operations shall be suspended when wind speeds exceed 25 mifes per haur and dust impacts
are occurring off-site.

v Duning cleanng, demoltion, earth moving, excavation cperaticns, or grading, fugitive dust emissions shat!
be controlled by reqular watering ar other dust preventive measure (e .g. hydreseeding, dust control
palliative, etc) subject to the approval of Placer County.

« Existing power sources {e.g. power poles) or clear fuel generators shall be utilized, rather than diesel
powered generators.

Low emission on-site stationary and mobile equipment shall be utilized
Construction vehicles shall be washed on a regular basis to eliminate dust and debr 5.

«  Desel warm up and idiing times shall be limited to § minutes.

« The site contractor shall have a regular maintenance program for ali equipment to ensure that the
equipment engines are praperly tuned and maintain.

» Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not exceed Federal and/or state Heallh and Safety Code
visible emission limitations.

Discussion- ltems 111-4:

Construction activities associated with the preposed project could result in a temporary increase in vehicle
emissions {from construchion vehicle cperation), reactive organic gas emissions {from asphalt paving and parking
space striping operations), and padiculate matter emissions (i.e., fugitive dust from grading and paving activities).

The increase of air pollutants generated by the project could adversely affect sensitive receptors, such as
children and semor citizens living in the vicinity of the project These senstive receptors could also be temporarily
afiected by ermissicns during construction. These temperary snereases in air pollution enissions would be reduced
to less-than-significant levels by implementiation of the following mitigation measures

Mitigation Measures- Item 1l1-4:
Refer to text in MM 1111

Refer ko text in MMl
Refer tg text in MM 111

Discussion- ltems [li-5:
The proposed project is a parking lot and weuld nat result in the crealion of objectionable odars

V. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

. , E lLess Than
. R - Potentlally Significant | Less Than No
" Enviropmental Issue e - | Significant. with - | Significant !
- - HE Lo aa - - |mpﬂl‘.ﬂ‘. :
' ' _Impact Mitigation Inmpact - :
Measures

il
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tratial Skacly & Cneckest Ct:_-r‘lt-.nued

fTHaus a4 subs'antial adverse effect, either directly or threugh i . I
Rabiiat mod-ficalions, o any species identified as a candidate,
sensive, or special status species inlocal or ragional plans, X

! palicies or regulalions, @r by the California Department of Fish |

'&Gaweorus  Fish & Wildufe Service? (PLN} . | |
"2 Subsiantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, !

| cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaming
levels, {hreaten te eliminate a plant or animal community, | X

| substantially reduce the number of resirict the range of an I

| grdangered, rare. or threatened species? {PLN)

¢ 3. Have a substanbal adverse effact on the enviranment by
~convertng oak woodlands? (PLN}

| 4 Have a substantial adverse effect on any nparian habitat or
| other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, palicies or regulations or by the California Department of
Fish & Game or U.§ Fish & Wildlifa Service? {PLN) _ - - . !
"5 Have a substantal adverce effact on tederally pratected —T |
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act [
(including. but not limited to, marsh, vernal peol, coastal, etc ) X
L inrough direct removal, filling. hydrological interruption, or other
| means? (FLN)
5 Interfare substantially wilh the movement of any native
| resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
_of native wildlife nursery sites? (PLN) o ~ .
PT. Conflict with any tocal polcies ar ordinances protecting
: biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or X
ordinance? (PLN)
8 Conflct with the prosesions of an adopiea Habdat
. Conservaton Plan, Natura! Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regionai, or state habital conservation :
| plan? (PLN} | i

Discussion- tem IV-1:
No unigue, rare, special status or endangered spacies of plants or animals have been found in the project vicinity

according to bio'ogical studies nitiated in support of the Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project
(MACTEC 2006b}.

Discussion- tems 1V-2.8:

The project site is a previously disturbed site in a commercialiresidential urban area with very sparse vegetation.
The wildiife habitat vaiue of the projact site is minimal. Na unique. rare or endangered species of animals have
been found in the project vicmnity (MACTEC 2006b). No creeks, streams, or other surface waters lraverse or fun
adjacent to the project site The proposed project would not result n @ change in diversity or distoibution of Species

or number of spacies of anima.s in the project area. The proposad project will not hava a negative impact on
rological rescurces for the area

Discussign- ttem IV-3: r
There are ne oak wacdlands on the project site or in the project vicinity

Discussion- ltemns IV-4.5:
There 15 no riparian habitat or any wetlands an the project site.

Discussion- kem IV-7:

The project site cortains 17 trees (four firs and thineen pines) with a diameter-at-breast-height [dbh)] greater than B
inches. None of the trees has a dbh greater than 29 inches. Twelve trees are marked for removal {ten Jeffrey pines
ard bwo fir trees) (Placer County 2006)  Removal of trees 15 allowed by applicable plans and ordinances with a tree
removal permit from TRPA. The project applicant would okbtain the necessary tree removal perrmits fram the Caunty

andior TRPA prar to tree removal  Therefere, na activties resulting from implementation of the proposed parking A
lot would conflict with local plans and ordinances / b?

PLMN=Planiuag. ESD=EnqméEnng & Survanng Degartment, EHS = Ervronmental Health Seryices, AFCD=Arr Poliubien Cantrol Distiict ?of 12




Intial Shedy & Checkast conboued

Discussian- ltem IV-8: .
The project would nol conflict with the provisions of any habitat or conservation plans or other prdirances
apglicabie to the Kings Beach Commercial Core area.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would Lhe project:

T ] LessThan . _
- .50 . | Potentially j Significant | Less Than No
Environmentalissue -~ . -~ . | Significant with . | Significant
. AT : _ e : : Impact
: . S - Impact ~ | Mitigation Impact o
. - R | Measures R
1. Substantially cause adverse change in the signif.cance of a
histarical resaurce as defined in CEQA Guidelines, Seclion X

150684.57 (PLN) - i

2. Substantally cause adverse change in the significance of a | ' |
unigue archaeolegical resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, - i X
Section 15084 52 {PLN) ’

3. Directly or indirectly deslroy a unique palsontological X

| resource of site or Unique geolagic feature? {FLN}

I 4. Have the polential to cause a physical ¢change, which would : X

| affect unique ethnic cultural valugs? {PLMN} .

| 5 Restrict existing raligious or sacred uses wathin the potential i X

1impact area? {PLN; i
6. Dusturb any human rermains, including these interred outside X

‘ of formal cemeteries? (PLN)

Discassion- ltem V-1:

A Historcal Property Survey Report (HPSR) prepared in support of the Kings Beach Commercial Core
Improverment Projest was pubtished in February of 2008, The HPSR identified six properties in the project area that
have been recommended as eligivle for tha National Register of Historic Places {NRHP) and the Cahfornia
Registar. The nearest of these properhies to the project site is the Fuhrman Houses appromimately four blocks narth
of the site. At this distance, the project as proposed would not be visible from this rescurce and wouid have no
impact an this NRHP eligible propery, (MACTEC Mo Date).

Discussion- ltem V-2:

No significant archaesiogical sites struclures objects or other resources have been identified as being located an
the proect site (MACTEC 2008a)

Discussion- tem V-3:
Nao paleontological resources have been discovered in the project area (MACTEC 20C6a).

Discussion- ltems V-4.,5:
Ceorrespondence with the 'Washoe Tribe indicates that the project area has no mstory of religious, culturai, or
sacred uses or would alfect any unique ethnic cultural valuas (MACTEC 2005 EDAW 2008}

L d
Discussion- ltem V-6:
The archeological survey report did not indicate any human remains were found on the project site (MACTEC
2008a),

V9. GECLOGY & SOILS - \Would the project,

4 Less Than [ _ |
S - . - '| Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
Eavironmental Issue - - - | Bignificant with | Significant Impact
T ' Impact .| Mitigation Impact _ P
' Measures
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Enbab Stody & Chaeckhist centinued

' 1. Expose gecple or structures to unstabie earth conditicns or
| charges in geologic substructures? {ESD)
i———-—-—-.n_._._.. — - —

P 2. Result in sigruficant disruptions, displacements, compaction

of overcrowding of the soul? (ESD)

|
o —
|

_i 3. Resuit in subslantial change m topegraphy or ground surface ; I'
, rehef teaturas? (ESD)

. 4 Resultin the destructior:, covering or medification of any
i_unique geclogic or physical features? (ESD)

: 5 Result in any significant increase in wind or water erosion of
| sqils, either on or off the site? (ESD}

6 Resultin changes in depostion or erosion of changes in |

! siltation which may maodify the channel of a river, stream, or X

' lgke? (ESDY _ ] |

| 7. Result in exposure of peoaple or property to geologic and ' | '

geomorpholagical (iLe. Avalarches) hazards such as '

earthquakes, landsiides, mudsliges, ground falure, or simiiar

| hazards? {(ESD) L o I ;

& Be lacated on a geological umt or soil that 1s unstable, or that !

i would become uhstable as a result of the projecl, and I;

. potentially result in on or off-s:te landslide, lateral spreading, . '

subsidence, quetaction, or collapse? (ESD) - o 4|

|

[

i 9. Be located on expansive scils, as defined in Tabie 18, 1-B of
! the Uiniform Building Code {1994} creating substantial risks 10 ! L X
I Wfe or property® (ESD) '

Discussion- ltem VI-1:

The proposed prcject is a parking lot on a relatively level site and woutd net result in increased exposure of paorle
to unstable earth condilions or changes in geologic substructures. There is an earthquake tault zone that runs near
Stateline on the Nerth Shore of Lake Tahoe. but it does not cross the immediate project area The land extensicn of
this submarged fawlt localed mosty below the lake s cailed the Incline Village fault zone (WFZ) {Ichinose et al
1999) A geclechrical investigation of the preiect site found soil composition on the site to be silty redibrown sandy
layers that are not subjact to ground failure (Klginfelder 2006). Al @ngineering measures presentad in the

gectechrical report for the proposed project wou'd be incorparated inta the constructicn of the proposed parking ot
{Kieinfelder 2006}

Discussion- tem VI-2:

The proposed project would disturb nearly 100 parcent (9 600 square feet] of surface soil on the site by scrapirg,
grading. dewatering and compaction activities. Approximately 2,400 acres of this seil would be restored o its pre-
project condition or landscaped with vegetation types appropriate o the Lake Tahoe Basin. Approximately 7,200
square feet of the site would be paved. Groundwaork activities would comply with all reiated County and TRPA
grading ordinances as well 3s all recommendations presented in the geotechrucal report for the proposed project.
While the site would be graded. the relatively level topography, compliance with ordinances, and restoraticn of
landscaped porticns of the site would maintain enviranmental effects at less-than-significant levels.

Discussion- ttern VI-3: ’

The project site slopas gently down to the sauth with an inclination of approximately 4 3 %, and there are no
notable greund surface relief features Grading would be himited to site preparation prior to paving of the parking lot
There would be ro substartal change in topography or ground surface relief features on the project site.

Discussion- ltem V1-4:

There are no unique geofcgiC or physical features on the preject site that wili be destroyed. coverad or rmedified by
sile preparaton activibes.

Discussion- ltem VI-5:
Site preparation would disturb soils, s0 they could be temperarily susceptible to wind and water erasion. The

project would be required to imptement temporary BMPs duning construction and te fokow the TRPA standards far
grading (TRPA Code of Oidinanges, Sechion §, Chapter 64} Furthermare, all control measuies presentadin the ) q

PLM=Panmng, ESh=Engresrng & Surenng 'C}Epa‘l‘_t};;Eﬂt, ERS=Envirgnmental Health Seraces, APCD=ar Pollution Cantral Cisteict Qof22



Irmeal §r'£:I'f kS (;heckhs: CONTINURG

geotechnical renart for the proposed project would be ncor

porated intp the construction of the proposed project

(ileinfzlder 2008} Compliance with ordinance requiremarts and implementation of plannad control measures

waild maintain erosior risks at less-than-significant levels

Discussion- item VI-&:

The projact site is located appreximately 1,000 feet norh of Lake Tahoe across State Route (SR} 28. The principa:
natura; drainage located within the project vicinity is Grif Creek A secendary outflow of the Griff Creek Channel
runs paralle to Deer Street and empties into Lake Tahoe This secondary channal is approximalely 1,700 faat from
the project site. No rivers, creeks, or streams traverse the project site or run between the project site ;md Lake
Tahoe Therefore, the project would not result in changes to deposition or ergsien of changas in sillabon.

Discussion- tems VI-T,8:

The proposed preject is a parking lot and would not result n incraased exposure of people to geclogic and
geemorphological hazards. The project site is not located in the shorezane of Lake Tahoe and the surrouading area
15 relatively level Therefore, the project site is not subjact ta backshore erosion, avalanches or mudsldes A
gectechnica! investigation of the project site found soil conmposition on the site to be silty red/ brown sandy layers

that are nol subject to ground failure (Kieinfelder 2006).

Discussion- ltem V1-9:

Sail composition on the site includes silty red/brown sandy layers No expansive soils were identfied on the site

(¥leinfelder 2006)

Wii. HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the project:

Environmental 1ssue

Pute'ntiilly

| Significant

: _lmpact

" with
Mitigation

i Measures

Less Than |
Significant

Less Than
Significant
Impact

“No
mpact

1. Create a significant hazard to the public ¢r the environment
through the routing transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
matenals? {EH3)

2. Create a significant hazard {o the publiz of the envirenment
through reasanably foreseeable upset and accident condiions

- involving the release of hazardous materials into the

envaronment? (EHS)

X

© 3. Emit hazardous ermissions or handle hazardous or acutely

hazardous matenals, substances, or waste within cne-quarter
mile of an existing of proposed school? {APCD. EH3)

4, Ba located on a site which s ingluded on a hist of hazardous
matenals sites compiled pursuant to Goverament Cade Seclion

: B5962.5 and. as a result, would it create a significant hazard to

the pubdic or the envirgnmant? {(EHS}

& For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of &
public airport or public use atrport, would the project resultin a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area’ (FLN}

8. For a preject within the vicimity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing in the
praject area? (PLN)

7. Amparr implementation of or ghysically interere with an
adopted emergency response plan or émergency evacuation
plan® (EHS, PLN}

8. Expcse peaple or structures to a significant risk of loss inury |

or death involving wildland fires, ncluding where wildlands are
adiacent to urbanized.areas or wherae residences are
intermixed with wildiands? (PLN)

X

—-=

[

|
|
;
|
|

145
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i
H
[

g Create any health hazard or potential health hazard? {(EHS)

10. Expose peaple 1¢ existing scurces of potential heatth
hazards? (EHS)

Discussien- ltems VI1-1,2,3:

Tre proposed project would not involve any routing transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials  Construction
cof the proposed picject would invoive the short-term use and storage of hazardous materials typically associated
with grading and paving. such as fuel and other substances. All malenals would be used, stored and disposed of in
accordance with applicable federa’, stale. and local laws including Cal-0SHA requirements and manufaclurer's

mstuctions. Therafore, the proposed pecject does not pose a
release of hazardous materials

Discussion- ltemn Vil-4:

The praject site is not included on any list of hazardous materials sites (MACTEC 2008¢).

Discussion- 1tems VII-5,6:

The project is nat localed within an airport land use plan of located near a public or private airport or airstrp

Discussion- item VII-7:

risk of accident or upset conditions involving the

Construction-related traffic and activities associated with the praposed project could tempararify obstruct of slow

vehicles attempiing to evacuate or access the area near

is nat anticipated that any affected roadway lanes adjacent to or near

the project site in the event of an emergency. However, it
Ihe project site would have standard traffic

controls in place 2.9, signage, flag personnel, coned-off lanes, or traffic barriers) and would not impair access {o

the area.

Discussion- ltam VI1-8:

The project site is a previously disturbed site located in a commercialiresidential urban area with very sparse

vegetation. The proposed project includes paving the majority of the project site

There is ng wildlandiurban

interface on ar adjacent to the project site and the propoased project would not increase fire danger.

Discussion- ftems VII-9,10:
The prejech will not result in any public health hazards

Vill. HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY — Would the proysct.

© -7 . tlessThan | :
e T T | patentially | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental issue Significant | . :"with " | Significant | | o
S : . AN , | Impact
LT .. Impact. Mitigation | . “Impact |- "
T Measures -
1 Viplate any water quality standards? (EHS) X
2 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
! substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would te
| a net daficit in aquifer volume or a lessening of local groundwater |, X
supplies (1 e the production rate of pre-ewsting nearby wells
would drop 10 a feval which would not support existing land uses
i or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? {EHS)
! 3 Substantially alter the existing dramage pattern of the site or X :
i -}
Il_alrea. (ESDY !
| i
l 4_Increase the rate or amount of surface runoff? (EHS, ESD} X |
| & Create or cantribute runoff water which would include % !
|

substantial additional sources of pouted water? (ESD)

/7
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Trkea Study & CReckigt contimued

6. Olheryise substantialiy degrade surface o ground watar _ i
quality? (EHS, ESD) ¥
i 7 Piace housing vathin a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped :
on a federal Flood Hazard boundary or Flood Insurance Rate . X
Map ar other flood hazard delineation map? (ESD) :

8. Place within a 100-vear flond hazard area improvameants
1 which would impede or redirect flood flows™? (ESD)
' 9 Expose peopie or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury

' or death involving flaoding, including fioading as a esult of the S
falure of alevee or dam? (ESD) _ t

| 10. Alter the direction or rate of flow of groundwater? [CHS) X
i

i 11 Impact the watershed of importanl surface waler resources,
‘ inctuding but not limited to Lake Tahoe, Folsom Lake, Hell Hole
| Resenvair, Rock Creek Reservoir, Sugar Fine Reservoir, X
! Franch Meadows Reservoir, Combie Lake, and Rallins Lake?

! (EHS, ESD)

Discussion- Item Vill-1:

BMPs capable of containing surface water runefi, including any water polletion contained in the surface water
runoff, are included in the project design. These BMPs would be designed to meet Placer Gounty standards per the
Storm Water Management Manual as.well as the requiraments of TRPA's BMP cede (Section 4 Chapter 25) and
Water Qualty code (Section 13 Chapter B2} Specifically these BMPs include: a stormwater drainage systém and
landscaped areas along the perimeater of the site — excepting the parking Iot entrance. Instaflation of these BMPs
would keep any contarminants possible of causing a water qualty violahan fraom entening the watershed

Discussion- ltem Wii-2:

Qperation of the proposed project would not require the use of water except for miner amounts related Lo
landscaping irrigation. Water would be provided through the municipal system with no independent wells drawing
water from beneath the site. There are no aquifers located beneath or adjacent to the project site that would
potentially be affectad by construction achvities. Becausea site disturbance would ke mited to surface site
preparation, no short-term dewatenng wauld occur during construction,

Discussion- Iterm VIE-3:

No creeks. streams, or ather surface waters lraverse or run adjacent ta the project site The proposed project wotld
not affect the course or fiow of any slreams or other drainage areas.

Discussion- tem Vili-4;

The propased project would result in an increase in impervious surface area sguare footage on the project site. The
stormwater drainage system anticipates the increase in impervious suface and would be designed to contain rungff
from a 20-year 1-hour storm event. The proposed drainage system consists of crowmng tha certedine of the
parking facility to direct site drainage toward pervious pavement located in the parking stalls Ths design would
minintze ncreasas in surface runotf frem the site and would maintain effects at less-than-significant leveis.

Discussion- ltems VII-5,6:
See Regponses to Item Y1 1 and [tam V1| 4 above,

Discussion- ltemns VIH-T,8,9:
The proposad project is not within a 100-year ficod hazard area and does nat include the construction of housing
units. Construction and operation of the progact would not result inincreased expasure of peopie or property to

flooding hazards The amount of impervious surface created by the proposed project would not result in alterations
to drainage palterns in the area

Discussion- item VIil-10:

A gestechrical investigation report prepared for the proposed praject conchuded that depth to groundwater is

Letwesn approximalely 2 B to 4.0 feet {Keinfelder 2006} An approval of axcavabion depth of 1 5 feet pelow ground

suface was issued for the proposed project in a elter from the Tahoe Regiona! Planring Agency, dated July 23, 167
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Tautial Study B Checkhst corunued

groundwater.

Discussion- item Vill-11:

2008, Therafore, construstion-related groundwark would not interfera with the direction ar raie of flew of

The proposed preject would include a stormwater drainage systern that would be designad to capture and treat

runaff from the project site and retain trealed runoff for infiltranan. \While a smail increase in stormwater renoff could
the amount of surface water in Lake Tahoe, because any
into groundwater, rather than discharged to the lake.

cceur with the preposed parking lot, it would not change
increase in stormesatar runck weuld be collected for infitration

IX, LAND USE & PLANNING - Would the project:

'. [ Less Than [ |
- _ o _Potentially | Significant | Less Than 1=
. Environmental Issue Significant with - Significant Impéét
o ' ' “Impact Mitigation . Impact |
L .- | Measures _
1. Physically divide an established community? (PLN) X
' 2 Conflict with General Plan/Cammunity Plan/Specific Plan X
designations or zoning, or Plan policies? (EHS, ESD, PLMN}
3 Cenflict with any applicadle habilat conservation plan or
| natural community conservation plan or other County policies, X
| plans, or regulations adopted for purposes of avoiding or .
mitigating environmental effects? (PLN) . ! & i '
" 4 Resultin the development of incomgpatible uses andier the X
" creation of land use conflicts? (PLN)
5 AHect agricuttural and timber resources or operations (i.é
impacts 1o soils or farmlands and timber harvest plans, or X
| impacts from incompalible land uses}? (PLN] _
| 6. Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established !
'| community (including a low-income or minority commurnity}? X
'{PLN) ; ]
T ]
7. Result in a substantial alteration of the present or planned ' ¥
! land use of an area? {(FLN) |
8. Cause economic or social changes that would resultin N
significant adverse physical changes to the environment such X
as urban decay or detaricralion? (PLN} _ J

Discussion- temns 1X-1,6:
The proposed project 1s a parking lot, The project site is a small, undeveloped lot lacated in the Commercial Core

area of Kings Beach. The proposed project would not disrupt the arrangement of or physically divide an established
community.

Discussion- ltem §X-2:

The theme of the Kings Beach Community Plan is “major tourist accommadation, relail and services.”

The praposed project would be a permissible use under the KBCP TPlacer County 1998} The propesed site plan
indicates that the first parking stall in the lot would be approximately 20 feet from the curbling on Minnow Avenue
The Placer County Zomng Crdinance (Articte 17 54.070: Design and impravement of Parking} requires that the first
parking space within a parking lot shall be set back 40 feet trom the curblne. The Kings Beach Commumty Plan
Standards and Guidehnes for Signage Parking and Design states that Placer County may parmit deviations ta the
parking standards cn the basis of an approved parking analysis

Discussion- ltem 1X-3:

The project site does not contain important wildiife habitat or sansitye species. The project would comply with any

applicable hahitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan af other County pelicies, plans, or

requlations adopted for purposes of avonding or mitgating environmental effects. qg
Viefll?
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ahial Stu_l:;v_& Ch_eck!.i_s_t_;onnr.ued

Discussion- ltems 1X-4,7;

The preposead project is @ parking lat The project site is a small, undevelcped lot ncated in a
commercialiresidential urban area in Kings Beach The proposed project would not résuitin the cevelopment of
incompattle uses andior the creatian of land use conflicts, nor would it resultin a substantial alteration of the

prezent or planned land use of an area.

Discussion- Hem 1X-5:

There are no timber or agncultural resources or cperations cn the project sie.

Discussion- lfem 1X-8:

The propesed project is a parking ot The project site is a small, undeveloped lot located in a _ .
commercialiresidential urtan area in Kings Beach. The proposed projgct would not result in economic or social
changes that would result in significant adverse physical changes to the enviranment.

X. MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project rasultin:

B + o .| Less Than | = - . —[ S
I Potentially | Significant | Less Than | .
. JEnvironmental lssue , - Significant | . ‘with - | Significant Impact
o SO e e - lmpact . | Mitigation | impact | T T
! : L Do L . o S Measures o -]
]| 1. The less of availability of a known mingral resource that i 'I ;
. would be of value 1o the region and the residents of the state? S
IPLN) o B > ,
' 2. The loss of availabilty of a lccally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or X
_other land use plan? (PLN}

Discussion- All Items:

The gectechrical investigation did not identfy any minaral resaurces on the project site (Kleinfelder Inc 20C6).

X1 NOISE - VWaould the project result in.

Environmental lssue - - . 7

| Potentially

Significant

s Impact -

Less Than
“Significant
Cowith s
‘Mitigation .
- Measures |

Less Than
Significant
. Impact

| Impact

“No’

1. Exposure of persans to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local General Flan,

i Community Plan or naise ardinance, or appiicable standards of
| other agencies? {EHS)

[ 2. A substantial permanent increase in ambienl naise levels in
the project vicinity above tevels existing without the project?
(EHS)

L3 A sybstantal temp'é?ary or pensdic INCrease in ambient nouse
! leveis in the project wicinity above levels existing without the

oroject? [EHS}

4. For a project located within an airport tand 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 resiing or working in the project area 1o excessive

| noise levels? {EHS)

[ 5. For a project within the vicirmty of a private arstrp, would the
project expose people residing or warking in the projact area o

i excessive noise levals? (EHS)

199

PLN:PIannmg‘,_ _E":",_f::;rigmemmq & Surveying Deoanm_e-r:t_,-EHS=En-..-ironmentaT?!&Eri Services, APCD=Ar Pollutian Contrgl Crstnes

14 of 22



Tratal Study % Checkest continaz:d

Discussion- ltems XI-1,2:

The polenbial for post-construchon noise levels was analyzed in a reporl prepared by j. € brennan and associates
for Piacer County {j ¢ brennan and assocates 2008). The report determined noise generated by trafic and
pedastnan activity an the site wauid not oxceed existing background noise. Existing background noise lavels do not
exceed the Placer County Noise Ordinance levels. the TRPA Plan Area Statement {PAS) noise levei critena or the
KBCP naise slandards

Discussion- tem XI-3: :

The proposed project would resclt interrnitent short-tarm noise effects primarily assemated with the cperation of
onsitz construction equipment and offsite construction vehicles. The temporary noisg produced during construction
would vary daily depending on the type of construction activity and could result in periodic neise leve's beyond
those permitted by the KBCP. To minimize construclion naise the following mitigation measures shall be followed:

Mitigation Measures-ltem X1-3:
MM Xi1 In arder to mitigate the impacts of canstruction naise noted above, construchion noise emanating from any
construction actvities for which a building permit or grading permit is required is prehibited on Sundays and Federal
Holiday, and shall only oceur.

« Monday through Frday, 600 am to 8.00 pm {during daylight savings]

+ Monday through Friday, 7:00 am to 800 pm (during standard time)

e Sawrdays, 8.C0 am to 6:00 pm

In addition, a temporary sign shall be located throughaut the project {4'x 4). as determined by the DRGC. al key
intersactions depicting the above construction hour limtations. Said signs shail include a toll free public informaton
phone number whare surrounding residents can repont violations and the developer/builder will respond and
resolve noise viglatans  This conditien shall be ingluded on the Improvement Plans and shown in the development
notebook

Essenhally, quiet activities, which do not involve haavy equipment or machinery, may occur at other times.
Work occurang within an enclesed buiding, such as a house undar construction with the roof and sding completed,
may accur at other timeas as well.

The Planning Director is authorized to waive the time frames based on special circumstances, such as adverse
weather conditions

Discussion- ltems X|-4,5:
The project site is net located within an airport land use plan or located near a public ar private airport or airstrig.
The nearest airstrip/airport is the Truckee airport, Incated approximately 11 miles from the project site.

Xil. POPULATION & HOUSING ~ Would the project

.. .. -jlessThan|
— e o | Potentially { Significant | Less Than | No
 Environmentallssue © . 0 - | Significant | - with - | Significant } o0
o T : : " Impact | Mitigation | “impact _ P
_ = . : e ’ Measures - 1
1 tnduce substantal population growth in an area, eithar
directly (i @. by proposing néw homes and businesses) or X
| indirectly (i e through extension of roads or other ’ .
infrastructure’y? {PLN} — l
| 2 Displace substantia\ numbers of exishing heusing. |
necessitating the construction of replacement housing | X
elsewhers? {PLN) , i l

Discussion- ltem XII-1;
The propesed prejestis not a land use that would alter the lacation, distribution, density, or growth rate of

population. Its purpose is to address an existing parking deficit and pravide parking spaces for development that is
consistent with the XBCP,

Discussicn- ltem XI1-2: ‘7@@

The project site cortains no homes  The proposad project i$ a publc parking tacility and would not affect housing
PLu=Plarring, ESD=Enginesring & Sur,ewing Departrent, EHS=Erargrmental Health Senices, APCD = A Pollubon Congral District 15 of 22




Trubial St_gu‘j_-_g_ B _E_Z_!jﬁg}-:]:ﬁt continued

X{ PUBLIC SERVICES = Would the project rasult in substantial adverse phiysical impacts associatad with [he
provision of new or physically altered governmental services andior faciities. the construchon of which could cause
significart envirenmental impacts. in arder to maintain acceptable service ralios, responsa times cr other
performance objectives for any of the pubiic sarvices?

—_———- - e i ———

L . R - -+ . ilessThan{ K |
: o : X - Potentially | Significant ; Less Than No
! _Environmental Issue = - . " | Significant { .- with - | Significant im :
! L h ) e o | Y pact
i : : : -1 Impact Mitigation ; ~ Impaci -
! " | Measures '
I, |
I, Fire pratection? (EHS, ESD, PLN! . Lox
| : ]

2. Shenff protection? (EHS, ESD, FLN) PoX
-3 Schoels? (EHS, ESD, PLN) i X
| 4. Maintenance of public faciities, including roads? (EHS, ESD, ' i «
| PLANY |

e
5. Other governmental services? (EHS, ESD, PLM] X

Discussion- ltermn XI-1: .
The proposed praject would net result in 2 need for additional fire protecticn services for the area, because its
purpose is to address an existing parking daficit in the Kings Beach commercial core, which indicates that motor

wehicles that would use the lot already travei to Kings Beach Therefore, no change in fire hazard or need for fire
protection would occur. '

Discussicn- Item Xil-2:

The proposed project would not result in a need for additional police protecticn for the area, because s purpose 1s
to address an existing parking deficit in the Kings Beach commercial core, which indicates that motor vehicles that
would use the ol already travel to Kings Beach. Increasing parking availability in tne commergial core could reduce
the frequency of parking wolations on gther streets.

Discussion- ltem X11-3:
As a parking Iot, the proposed project would not generate demand for new students.

Discussion- ltem XIl-4:

Placer County would provide maintenance of the proposed parking faciity This maintenance would be included as
one of the planned aspects of the proposed project and not constifute an unplannad need.

Discussion- Iltem XI1-5;

It is not anticipated that the proposed project would result in a need for other additional governmental services for
the area.

XIV. RECREATION - Woauld the project resullin.

- .| Less Than !
. : N - . .| Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental Issue . | Significant | - with | Significant Impact
o ' ' impact | Mitigation impact
. Measures "
1T Would Ihe project increase the use of existing neighborhood ' |
and regional parks or gther recreabonal facilities such that I e
substantial physical detericration of the facility would aceur or
| be accelerated™ {PLN) i

N _— A0/
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tnreal Study & Cneckhst continuied

[2. Does the project include recreational faciities or require the
construchion of expansicn of recreational facilities which might

1]

Discussion- em XIV-1:

The proposed project would not generate rew trips to the area nor is the proposed project growth-inducing.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in increased use of recreational facilities.

Discusston- Item X1V-2:

The proposed praject is a parking lot and does not include or require the construction or expansion cf recreational

faciitias.

XV. TRANSPORTATION & TRAFFIC — Would the project result in,

.+, .. | Less Than | . .
SR e S | Potentially | Significant | Less Than }. -
- - Environmental Issue - - | significant | " with - | Significant || |
e DT S A R o npact
” BRI | - impact Mitigation | - Impact @ | .~
R _ . Sl e Measures | o
1. Anincrease tn traffic which may be substanbal in relation o
the existing andfor planred future year traffic [0ad and capacity
of the roadway system {i.e resultin a substantial increase in X
either the number of vehicle tnps. the volume o capacity ratio
| on roads, or congestion at intersecticns)? (ESD) _
| 2. Exceeding, e.ther indwidually or cumulatively, a level of
i service standard established by the County General Plan x
and/or Community Plan for roads affecled by project traffic?
(ESD) _
3. Increased impacts to vehicle safely due to roadway cesign
features {i.e. sharp curves or dangerous intersectons) or X
" incompatible uses (e.g , farm equipment)? (ESD} )
| 4 Inadeguate emergency access of access 1o nearby uses? X
(ESD)
5. Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site”? (ESD, FLN) X
6 Hazards or bamers for pedestrians or bicychists? (ESD) X
7. Confliets with adapted policies supporting allernative X
| transportation (€. bus urnouts, bicycle racks]? (ESD)
B Change in air traffic patterns including either an increase m
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial X
safety risks? (ESD)

e

Discussion- lterms XV-1,2;

The purpose of the proposad project is to offset a portion of an existing parking defictt in the KBCP area. The traffic
study prepared for the proposed project concluded that moter vehicles that would use the lot already traval to Kings
Beach and would not result in increased vehicle trips. The traffic study also determined that existing intersection

Level of Service {LOS) would not change (LSC 2008},

Discussion- ltems XV-3,4:

The propased parking 1ot would be censtructed in accerdance with Placer County engineenng and design
standards including safely standards related to roadway design and appropriate signage. Incorporated into these
design standards are requirerments related to adequate ingress and egress for emergency vehicles te the project

sita

AA
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Tmital Study & Checkast contirued

Discussion- ltem XV-5:

The preposed project is a par<ing lot Hs purpese is o address an existing parking deficit in the Kings Beach
commercig’ core. The proposed project weuld, therefare, improve parking conditions in the vicinity.

Ciscussion- ftern XV-6:

During peak hours, a total of 6 one-way vehicle trips {1 mbound and 5 outhound) would be diverted to the new
parking facility from SR 28 and from other parking areas on nearby residential side-streets According o the traffic
study, 75 percent of thesa trips would be generated by vehicles that would have otherwise parked along SR 28,
while 25 percent of these trips would be generated by venicles that would have othenarse parked along nearby side
streets This re-disintution of vehicle traffic would not result in ar increase in traffic hazards to other moter vehicles.
bicyclists or pedestrians. To the extent that providing off-street parkang spaces would reduce occupatien of on-
slreet parking, it would increase the area of the streets available for bicycle use. '

Discussion- item XV-7:

The proposed projectis a parking lot. ts purpase s to address an existing parking deficit in the Kings Beach
commercial core, The proposed projest plan includes a bike rack far faur bicycles as required by design pelicies of

Placer County.

Discussion- ltem XV-8:

The proposed project is a public parking facility in the Kings Beach Commercial Core Area and would not affect air

traffic patterns

XVI. UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS - \Would the project:

| Potentialty

Significant

s [mpact

Less Than
Significant
- with "

| Mitigation

- Measures

Less Than
Significant
- Impact’

i 1. Exceed wastewater treatmeant requirements of the applicatle

‘ " Environmental lssue
|
I
i Regional Water Quality Control Board? (ESD)

. 2. Reguire or result in the construction of new water or
wastewa'ar delivery collection or treatment facilities or

: expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could

. cause significant envirgnmental effects? (EHMS, ESD)

3 Require or result in the construction of new septic systems?
(EHS)

4. Require or result tn the construction of new storm water
drainage facities or expansicn of existing facilines, the
construchon of which could cause signiflicant environmental
effects® (ESDY

5 Have sufficient waler supplies avalable to serve the project
from existing entittements and resources. or are new of
_expanded entitlements needed? (EHS)

6. Require sewer service that may not ke available by the
area's waste water treatment provider? (EHS. ESD)

7. Be sanved Dy a landhll with sufficient permilted capacdty to
accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs? (EHS,
FLN)

8 Comply with federal, state, and local statues and regulations
reiated to solid waste? (EHS, PLN)

Discussion- Items Xv1-1,2,3,6:

The proposed groject would not be growtn-inducing, would not result inincreased generaton of wastawater and
therefore would not require the construction installation of any new wastewater treatmenrt or distnbub:on faciities
Because the purpase of the prasects to address an ewsting parking defict, vehicles that would use the proposed

Ict are already corming o Kings Beach

PLA - Pannng, TS =Cngneenng & Surigying Cepantment, EHS=Envircnmentat Health Seruices, AFCD= for Poilubian Contrel Cistrict
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Imbiad Study & Checklist contired

Discussion- Item XVI-4:

The proposed project includes an on-site sto'mwater drainage systemn for the purpose of capturing and treating
runoff from the project site The stormwater drainage system would be designad to contain runoff from a 20-year 1-
hour storm event and to meet Placer County standards per the Storm Water Management Manual { SWIALM).

Discussion- ltem XV1.5:

Operation of the proposed project would not require the use of water except for landscaping maintenance
Landscaping proposed as pant of the project design includas plant species recommended by TRPA landscaping
guidelnes for the Tahoe Basin and would not require excessive ferilizer or water.

Discussion- lfems XVI-7,8:

The propesed project includes ane onsite rash receptacle that would have minimal effect on existing solid wasle
collection and disposal systems

E. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

Eriviro'nﬁiental issus - R ERA o ‘Yes | ... No.

1. Does the project have the potenual to degrade the quality of the environment
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of Calformia histary or X
prahistory?

" of 3 project are considerable when viewed in conneclicn with the effacts of past i s

2. Does the project have impacts that are indiwidually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively consicerable” means that the incremental effects

projects, the effects of other current projacts, and the effects of probable future :
projects )

3. Dees the praject have environmental effects, which wilt cause substantial
adverse effects on human be:ngs, either direclly or indiractly?

Discussion- Ail tems:

This project is proposed in support of goals set forth by the Kings Beach Cornmunity Plan, so it is appropriate to
characterize the project as contributing to the attainment of community goals. In compliance with the community
plan, County policies and manuals, and TRPA ordinance requirements, the project’s design would not degrade the
local environment . No examples of major pericds of Califarnia history or prehistory are present on the site. The
propased project 1s intended to acdress an existing parking deficit, so it would not lead ta any substantial increase
in tratfic generation or visitation to Kings Beach. Therefore, it would not contribute to cumulative impact issues
related to its operation  As documented in resgonses to individual questions, thare are no substantial adverse
effects on human beings

F. OTHER RESPONSIBLE ANE TRUSTEE AGENCIES whose approval is required.

L] Calfornia Department of Fish and Game L] Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO?
] California Department of Forestry [] National Marine Fisheries Service
[] Califernia Depatment of Health Sernvices = Tahoé_-Reglonal Planning Agency
r [ Califernia Departtment of Toxic Substances [ ] U.S. Army Corp of Enginears
Calfornia Department of Transportation £ 1 U.S Fish and Wildlifs Service
. California Integrated Waste Management Board B!
M Cal;for—na Regonal Water Quality Control Board [}

.

PLN=Planrung, ESE=Enginesning & Surveying Deoa"ment EHS=Enviranmental Health Saruces, APCO=Ar Pc.llunar Control Dstnct 19 ar 22




nibal Study & Checkhst continued

G. DETERMINATION — The Environmental Review Committes finds that:

Although the proposed project COULD have a significant effiect on the enviranment, there WILL NOT be a significant

effect i his case because the mitigation measures described herain have heen added to the project. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will pe preparad

H ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE {Perzons/Departments consulted),

FPlanning Department, Bill Combs, Charpersan

Engineering and Surveying Department, Amy Green
Engineerning and Surveying Department, Wastewater, Ed Wydra
Department of Pubihe Works, Transportation

Environmental Health Services, Grant Miller

Alr Pollution Control District. Brent Backus

Flood Cantrel Districts, Andrew Darrow

Faciity Serwices, Parks, Yance Kimbrell

Flacer County Fire / COF, Bob Eicholtz

Signature Cate Decernber 19,2008
Gina Langford, Enviranmental Coordinator .

1. SUPPORTING INFORMATION SOURCES: The fallowing public documents were lilized and site-specific
studies prepared o evaluate in detail the effects or impacts assoaciated with the project. This information is
avatlable for putlic review, Monday through Friday, 8am to S5pm, at the Placer County Community Development

Resource Agency. Environmental Coordination Services, 3091 Counly Center Drive, Sutte 133, Acburn, CA
§5603. '

] Community Plan
[J Environmental Review Ordinance
[] General Plan
Count (] Grading Crdinance
cunty ! -
Documents J Land Development Manuat
[} Land Division Qrdinance
[0 Stormwater Management Manual
] Tree Ordinance
L]
O Department of Taxic Substances Contrat
Trustee Agency ]
Cocuments
]
Site-Specific [ Biological Study
Studies

(J Culurat Resources Pedestrian Survey
L] Culural Resources Records Search
[ Lighting & Pkotometric Plan

Planning [ Patecniological Sunsey

Departrment | (] Tree Survey & Arbonst Report
[] visual Impact Analysis
[] wetland Delineation

D =
O AD
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[rital Study B Checklst contrued

i
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Fhasing Flan

&l _Phasing P j
(] Preliminary Grading Plan
(] Preiminary Geotechnical Report
] Prelirn_iﬁéu‘"?t_};éinage Repont
Engineering & (] Stormwater & Surface Watar Quality BMP Plan !
Surveying (] Tratfic Stedy 5
Department, | M goier Pigeline Capacity Analysis |
Flo%iii':m' (] Placer Coarty Commarcialilndustrial Waste Survey (where public sewer
iz avalable)
] sewer Maste; Plan
Bd Utikity Plan B
]
(]
(] Groundwater Contarnination Repaort
] Hydro-Geological Study
[ Acoustical Analysis
E””Zig?::"ta' (] Phase ) Eavironmental Site Assessment
Sernices ] Scils Screening
! Pretiminary Erdangerment Assessment
[
U
(] CALINE4 Carber Monoxide Analysis
[} Construction emission & Dust Contrat Plan
Ml_j Gegtechmical Report (for naturally occurring ashestos)
Air Potlution

| Control District

[} Health Risk Assessment

() URBEMIS Model Qutput

il

=

L] Emergency Respense andior Evacuation Plan

Depzlrrt?nent (] Traffic & Circulat.on Plan
O
Mosquita | Guidelines and Standards for Vector Prevention in Proposed
Abatarment Daveiaprments
District ]

Refarences:

EDAW inc. 2006, Correspondence with Washoe Tribe concerning Minnow Avenue Parking Lot, Placer County, CA

ALgust, 2008

Federal Emergency Management Agancy (FEMA) 1998 Flaod Insurance Rate Map, Placer County and

Incorporated Areas - map # 06C61C0100 F. June 153938

Ichirgse et al 1899 {(March). The potential hazard from tsunami ard seiche waves qgenerated by future large

earthquakes within the |ake Tahae Basin, Calfornia-Nevada.

J c. brennan and associates e 2006, Environmental Noise Analysis — Minnow Parking Let, Placer County!Laka

Tahcge

PLN=Planmrg, ESOD=sEngineenng & Surveying Depariment, EHS=Emaccnmental Healtn Services, APCD=Ar Pallution Cantral Distct
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fritiai Study & Checkhst contrnued

Kleinfalder, Inc. 2006 Geotechncal investigakon Repont, Salmon and Minnow Avenue Public Parkiag Facilities
June 2006

LSC Transporation Cansuitanis Inc. 2006. Kings Beach Parking Lot Anatysis ~ Mirnow Lot, August 11, 2006

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, inc. 2005 Correspordence with Washoe Tripe concerning the Kings Beach
Commercial Core Improvement Project, Placer County, CA. August-Septermber, 2005,

MACTEC Engineering and Consuiling Inc. 2006a. DRAFT Archaeological Survey Report. For the Proposed Kings
Beach Commercial Core Improvemertt Project or State Route 28, Nadh Share Lake Tahce. Placer County,
Cahfornia, California Department Of Transpontation, District 3. Carson City, NY. March 2005,

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting Inc. 20066 Draft Natural Environment Study, Kings Beach Commercial Core
mprovement Progect, Placer County, A March, 2008

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting Inc. No Date. Historical Property Survey Report

Placer County and TRPA. 1596, Kings Beach Community Plan — Chapter It Land Use Element, Placer County, CA.
April, 1945

TRPA 2002. 2001 Threshald Evaluation, Chapter 2 - Air Quality! Transportation July, 2002

A7
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