MEMORANDUM

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
County of Placer

TC: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DATE: FEBRUARY 20, 2007
£
FROM: KEN GREHM / PETER KRAATZ

SUBJECT: SALMON AVENUE PUBLIC PARKING FACILITY PROJECT (PDSD T20060649) --
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

ACTION REQUESTED ! RECOMMENDATION

Adopt a Resolution adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration (PDSD T20060648) with the required
findings in conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Salmon Avenue
Public Parking Factlity Project.

BACKGROUND / SUMMARY
The Salmon Avenue Public Parking Facifity Project is located in Kings Beach on Parcel APN 090-126-
020 (see attached location map)} on the north side of Salmaon Avenue between Coon and Fox Street.

The Placer County Redevelopment Agency adapted a strategy of entering into agreements with the
Depariment of Public Works to provide assistance on various projects, including the Salmen Avenue
Public Parking Facility. Public works managed the project development and wiil confinue to manage
the project through construction.

The lot will provide parking for 22 vehicles, with 15 full-size parking spaces (9 feet by 18 feet with 2 feel
of landscape overhang), six compact parking spaces (8 feet by 14 feet with 2 feet of landscape
overhang} and c¢ne van accessible handicap space. The parking surface will congist of penvious
concrete in the parking stalls and conventional asphalt concrete in the aisle. In addition, the project
includes a 6-foot wide sidewalk on Salmon Avenue that will connect with the neighboring post office.
The project includes lighting, inside the parking area, two trashirecyching receptacles, and landscaping
around the perimeter of the lot. The Salmon Avenue Public Parking Facility is being constructed to
serve the future parking needs required by the Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project.

ENVIRONMENTAL

A mitigated negative declaration was prepared for this project by the Placer County on December 19,
2006 pursuant to CEQA. No comments were received during the public comment period, which closed
January 22, 2007. Upon adoption 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
angineer's estimated cost of construction is $385,000. The project is fully funded through Placer
County Redevelopment Agency financing using Nosth Lake Tahoe tax increment and California
Infrastructure and Econemic 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 T20060649) PREPARED Resol. No: ... ...
FOR THE SALMON 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.

Chairrman, Board Of Supervisors
Attest:

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 Salmon Public Parking Facility, and

WHEREAS, the County of Placer has prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration,
circutated it as required by law and included all necessary measures to mitigate any X/D
significant impacts of the project.



Resoiution No.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the
County of Placer, State of California, that this Board approves the attached Mitigated
Negative Declaration (PDSD T200680649) for the Salmon Avenue Public Parking Facility
and make the following findings:

1.

2.

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

Temporary environmental impacts from 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 reflects the
independent judgment and analysis of Placer County, which has exercised
overall control and direction of its preparation.

The mitigation pian/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 Salmon 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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Y f;‘a: COUNTY OF PLACER ENVIRONMENTAL

¥ Community Development Resource Agency COORDINATION
A | SERVICES

John Marin, Agency Directar —
Gina Langford, Coordinator

\ NEGATIVE DECLARATION

In accordance with £lacer County ordinances regarding implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, Placer
County bas conducted an Inital Study to determing whether the following project may have a significant adverse effect on
the enviranment, and on the basis of lhat sludy hereby inds:

(] The proposed prajecl will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment; therefore, it does not require the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and this Negative Decglaration has heen prepared.

(4 Although the proposed project could have a significant adverse effect on the environment, there will not be a significant
adverse effect in this case because the project has incorporated specific provisions to reduce impacts 1o a less than
significart level andfor the mitigation measures described herein have been added to the project. A Mitigated Negative
Declaration has thus been prepared.

The ervironmental documents, which constitute the Initial Study and provide the basis and reasons for this determination are
altached and/or referenced herein and are hereby mada a par of this document.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Title: Salmon Avenue Parking Facitity [PlUS# PDSD 720060649
Descriplion:  Proposal to create a 22 stalt parking facility in Kings Beach.
Location: MNorth side of Salmon Avenue between Coon Street and Fox Street in Kings Beach

Project OwnerfApplicant:  Placer County Redevelopment Agency, 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 260, Auburn, CA
5603 (330) 745-3157

County Contact Person: Amy Green EOWSB 16234

PUBLIC NOTICE

The commant period for this document closes on January 22, 2007, A copy of the Negative Declaration is available far
public review at the Community Development Resource Agency public counter and at the Kings Beach Library. Property
cwners within 300 feet of the subject site shall be notified by mail of the upcorming hearing before the Board of Supenvisors
Additional information may be oblained by contacting the Community Development Resource Agency, Environmental
Coordination Services, at (530) 745-3132 between the hours of 8:00 am and 5:00 pm al 2091 County Center Orive, Aubum,
CA 55603 C

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 significant adverse effect on the environment: (1} identify the environmental effecl{s), why they
would occur, and why they weuld be significant, and (2) suggest any mitigation measures which you believe would eliminate
ar reduce the effect to an acceplable level. Regarding item (1) above, explain the basis for your comments and submit any
supporting dala or references. Refer to Section 18.32 of the Placer County Code for important information regarding the
timely filing of appeals.

Recarder's Cedificalion




Figure 1 Regional Location Map
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Figure 2 Project Location Map
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Figure 3 Proposed Parking Facility
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COUNTY OF PLACER
Community Development Resource Agency Eé‘é’é“é’n"fﬂ‘fﬁéﬂ

SERVICES

John Marin, Agency Director \

Gina Langford, Coordinator

3091 Courdy Center Drive, Suite 19¢ & Aubum » Calfornia 95503 « B30-745-3132  » fax 530-745-3003 » www.placer.ca.goviplanning

INITIAL STUDY & CHECKLIST

This initial Study has been prepared to identify and assess the anficipated environmental impacis of the following
described project application. The document may rely on previous environmental documents (see Section C) and
site-specific studies (see Section 1) prepared to address in detail the effects or impacts associated with the project.

This document has been prepared to satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Fublic
Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines {14 CCR 15000 et seq4.) CEQA requires
that all state and local government agencies consider the environmental consequences of projects over which they
have discretionary authority before acting on those projects.

The {nitiaf Study is a public document used by the decision-making iead agency to determine whether a project
may have a significant effect on the environment, If the lead agency finds substantial evidence that any aspect of
the project, either individually or curmulatively, may have a significant effect on the environment, regardless of
whether the overall effect of the project is adverse or beneficial, the lead agency is required to prepare an £(R, use
a previously-prepared EIR and supplement that EIR, or prepare a Subseqguent EIR to analyze the project at hand.
the agency finds na substantial evidence that the project or any of its aspects may cause a significant effect on the
envirenment, a Negative Declaration shall be prepared. If in the course of analysis, the agency recoghizes that the
project may have a significant impact on the environment, but that by incorporating specific miligation measures the
impact will be reduced lo a less than significant effect, a Mitigated Negative Declaration shall be prepared.

A. BACKGROUND:

| Project Title: Salmon Avenue Parking Facility Plus#: PDSD T20080645
Entitlements: Cou_m__\,f_ E"_rﬂ‘?fi
| Site Area: 12,500 square feet
Location: Kings Beach Commercial Core

Project Description:

The applicant, Placer County, proposes tc pave the project site to construct a 22-space public parking facility.
Project plans include one handicapped-parking space on the west side of the lot, a 25-foot wide entrance, a 6-foat
wide sidewalk along the frontage of the lot with a handicap ramp, a bike rack (with capacity for 4 bicycles), four
nighttime lighling fixtures, two trashirecycling receptacles, slormwater drainage systern utilizing pervious concrete,
a snow slorage area, and landscaping alang the perimeater of the facifity.

The stormwater drainage system would be designed to contain runoff from a 20-year 1-hour storm event and to
meet Placer County standards described in the Sterm Water Management Manuai (SWMM). The system consists
entirely of pervicus concrete with an underlying drain rock layer.

In 1986, in conjunction with the Tahoe Regional Pianning Agency {TRPA), Placer County completed and
adopted the Kings Beach Community Plan {KBCP) for the Kings Beach Gommercial Core Area. The KBGP
identifies an existing parking deficit in the KBCP Area and establishes a poficy to provide for public parking lots.
The purpase of the proposed project is to offset a portion of the existing parking deficit as well as accommodate
planned future development in the KBCP area.

974



Initial Study & Checklist continued
B. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

Location Zoning J;Eﬁq ;n Existing Conditions & _Impmvements
The site is an approximately 12 500 square feet,
Plan Area 029, . previously disturbed, undeyelopgd _l-::t that slopes
. Special Area #1 Kings Beach gently t_o the south. The pro]egt site is Iocated_ on the
Site Downtown ' Community Plan north snde_of Salmon Aven_ue in the comrqercnal core
Commercial (KBCP} area of Kings Beach, California. Vegetalhon. on the
project site consists of five trees ranging in size from
17-32 inches diameter breast height {dbh).
North same as project site KBCP Residential Property e ]
Salmon Avenue. Across Salmon Avenue are a single-
South same as project site KBCP family residence and a small retailicommercial
shopping center. |
East same as project site KBCF | Mobile Home Park |
West | ‘sameasprojectsite | "~ TKBCP | US PostOffice |

C. PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT:

Flacer County has determined that an Initial Study shall be prepared to defarmine whether the potential exists for
unmitigatable significant effects on the environment resulting from the proposed project. The subject public parking
facility is intended to provide parking mitigation for the Placer County Kings Beach Commercial Care Project
{KBCCIP}. Al this tirne, an administrative draft EIR/EIS is being circulated 16 the 1ocal, state, and federal agancies
for their review and comments. The KBCCIP displaces on-highway parking spaces and these new parking facilities
will help Placer County mitigate for the parking loss. |f the KBCCIP does not happen, these lots have their own
utility which is to meet the needs of the Kings Beach Community Plan.

R EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

The initiai Study checklist recommended by the California Enviranmentat Quality Act {CEQA) Guidelines is used to
determine potential impacts of the proposed project on the physical environment. The checklist provides a list of
guestions concerning a comprehansive array of enviranmental issue areas potentially affected by the project (see
State CEQA Guidelings, Appendix G}, Explanations to answers are provided in a discussion for each section of
questions as follows:

a) A brief explanation is required for all answers inctuding "No Impact” answers.

b) “Less Than Significant Impact” applies where the project's impacts are insubstantiai and do not require any
mitigation to reduce impacts.

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

d) "Petentially Significant impact’ is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. if
there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact’ antries whan the determination is made, an EIR is required.

e) Al answers must take account of the entire action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well
as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts [CEQA Guidslines,
Section 15083(a)(1)].

fy  Eanrier anaiyses may ba used where, pursuant to the tiering, Program EIR, ar other CEQA process, an effect has
beean adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration [CEQA Guidelines, Section 15083(c){3){D1. A
brief discussion should be attached addressing the following:

<» Earlier analyses used — Idantify earlier analyses and state where they are available for review,

=2 Impacts adequately addressed — Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of,
and adequately analyzed in, ap earier document pursuant to applicable legal standards. Also, siate whether
such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. q

Teulial Study & Checklist 3 of 22




Bnitial Study & Checkist continued e

2 Mitigatioh measures — For effects that are checked as “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures,”
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the éarlier document and the
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project,

g9) References to information scurces for potential impacts (i.e. General Plans/Community Plans, zoning erdinances)
should be incorparated inta the checklist, Reference to a previously-prepared or outside document should incivde a
reference fo the pages or chapters where the staternent is substantiated. A source list should be attached, and
other sources used, or individuals contacted, should be cited in the discussion.

AAD
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nikiai Study & Checklist continued

1. AESTHETICS — Would the project;

Lass Than !
Potentlally | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental issue Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Measures l J
!
1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? {PLN) X
Z. Substantially damage scenic resaurces, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings, X
within a siate scenic highway? (PLN)
3. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality X
of the site and its surroundings? {PLN}
4. Create 2 new source of substantial light or glare, which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? X

(PLN}

Discussion- item 1-1,2;

The propesed parking 1ot would not damage steuctures or other scenic resources that would affect the scenic
guality of {State Route) SR 28 and it would not be visible from Lake Tahoe. The only structures seen from the
highway weould be four light fixtures and parking lot signage. Vegetation and landscaping maintain scenic effects of
the property at less-than-significant levels. 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).

Discussian- ltem 1-3:

The proposed project wolld comply with the design standards set forth by Placer and the KBCP. These slandards
serve to regqulate the impact of new projects on the visual character of the Kings Beach area. By complying with
these guidelines, the project as proposed would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of

the site and its surroundings.

Discussion- ltem 1-4;

Proposed nighttime lighting for ihe site couid create adverse light or glare efiects. These potential effects wili be
reduced to iess than significant by adherence to Placer County Design Standards and Guidelines for exterior

lighting. These guidelines include:
»

from these areas.

Maximum height for huilding and freestanding lighting shouid not exceed 14 feet.
If property is adjacent te a residential area or residentially zoned property, the lighting should be screened

» Lighting shall be directed away from adjacent roagways and shall not interfere with traffic of create a safety

hazarg.

» Upward lighting shall be minimized fo the greatest extent

. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE - Would the project;

possible.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental Issue Significant with Significant Impact
impact Mitigation Impact ¢
Measures
1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide or Local Impoertance (Farmland), as shown on the !
maps preparad pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and A

Monitoring Program of the California Rescources Agency, to
|_non-garicultural use? (PLN)

A4

PLN= Pianna ESD=E_nginen?:ring & Surveying Depantment, EMS=Envirpnmental Health Services, APCD=Air Pallution Contral Drstrict
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2. Conflict with General Ptan or other policies regarding land
use buffers for agricultural operations? (EHS, PLN)

3. Canflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract? {PLN)

4. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due
ta their location ar nature, could result in conversion of X
Farmland {including irvestock grazing} to non-agricultural use?
{PLN)

Discussion- All Hems:

There are no timber or agricultural rescurces or operations on the project site. The project site is a previously-
disturbed, undeveloped lot next to the LS. Post Office in the Commercial Core area of Kings Beach. The proposad
project would be a permissible use under the KBCP.

1. AIR QUALITY - Would the project:

T Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
Environmentat 1ssue Significant with Significant Impact
Impact : Mitigation Impact p
e Measures ]

1. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air |' X
quality plan? (APCD} ,
2. Violate any air guality standard or contribute substantially to r X
an existing or prejected air quality violation? (APCLD) |
3. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any i 1
criterfa for which the project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard X
(including releasing emissions which exceead quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)? (AFCD)
4. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant X
concentrations? (APCD) |
5. Create objectionable adors affecting a substantial number of [ X
people? (APCZD) l

Discussion- Hem {ll-1:
The proposed project is located in the Lake Tahge Air Basin {LTAB) in Placer County. The proposed project would
not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the LTABR quality plan.

Discussion- items 10-2,3:

The LTAB is currently designated as a non-attainment area for PM,, with respect to the state standard; for ozone
and visibility-recducing particulates with respect to the TRPA Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities
numerical thresholds, and for vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and wood smoke 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 regional standards except for those th which status designation
have nat yet been determined (TRPA 2002).

The proposed project does not involve a land use that creates new vehicle trips (LSC 2008). its purpose is to
address an existing parking deficit in the Kings Beach cornmercial core, which indicatés that motor vehicles that
would use the (ot already travel o Kings Beach. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a deterioration
of ambient air quality standards associated with new vehicle trips.

Construction activities associated with the proposed project could result in a temporary increase in vehicle
emissions (fram construction vehicle operation), reactive organic gas emissions (from asphalt paving and parking
space striping operations), and particulate malter emnissions {i.e., fugitive dust frem grading and paving activities).
These increases in air pollution emissions will be reduced by implementation of the following mitigation measuras:.

PLN=Planning, ESD=En|§iF@eEE§ & Surveying Department, EHS=Environmental Health Services, APCD=Air Pollution Control District S of 22



Iniig Sucly & Checklist continued

Mitigation Measures- ltem HI-3:
MM i1 During conslruction, contraciors shall camply with all iocal, regional, state and federal reguiations
regarding air pollution control. For Placer County piease see the Air Pollution Centrol District Rules and Regulations
including but not limited to: Rule 202- Visible Emissions, Rule 207- Particulate Matter, Rule 213- Gasoline Transfer
into Storage Containers, Rule 214- Gasoline Transfer into Vehicle Fuel Tanks, Rule 217- Cutback and Emuisified

Asphalt Paving Materials, Rule 228- Fugitive Dust, Ruie 240- Surface Preparation and Clean-up.

MM 1.2 Grading activities would adhera to TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section VI, Chapter 64 - Grading

Standaras.

MM 1.3 The following Placer County Air Pollution Contro! District (FCAPCD} Besl-Available Mitigation Measures
and TRFPA BMPs shall be implemented during project construction:
+ Alldisturbed areas shzall be adequately restabilized to minimize exposure of soil to wind and water erosion.

« Allgrading operations shall be suspended when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour and dust impacts
are occurfing off-site,
« During clearing, demoliticn, earth moving, excavation operaticns, or grading, fugitive dust emissions shall

be controlled by regular watering or ather dust preventive measure (e.q. hydroseeding, dust controf
paliiative, eic.) subject to the approval of Placer County.

 [Existing power sourceas {.g. cower poles) or clear fugl generators shall be utilized, rather than diesel
powered generators,

« Low emission on-site staticnary and mobile equipment shall be utilized
+ Construction vehicles shall ba washed on a reqular basis to eliminate dust and debris.

» Diesel warm up and idling times shall be limited to 5 minutes.
» The site contractor shall have a regular maintenance program for all equipment ta ensure that the
equipment engines are property tuned and maintain,
s Construction equipment exhaust amissions shall not exceed Federal and/or state Health and Safety Code
visible emission limitations.

Discussion- ltem If-4;
Construction activities associated with the proposed project could result in a temporary increase in vehicle
emissions {from construchon vehicle operation}, reactive organic gas emissions (from asphalt paving and parking
space striping operations), and particulate matter emissions {i.e., fugitive dust from grading and paving aciivities).

The increase of air pollutants generated by the project could adversely affect sensitive receptors such as

children and senior citizens living in the vicinity of the project These sensitive receptors could also be temporarily
affected by objectionable odeors related to emissions during construction. These temporary increases in air pofiution
ernissions would be reduced to less-than-significant levels by implementation of the Mitigation Measures Il1-A

through iN-C, above:

Mitigation Measures- Item 11-4:
Refer to text in MM i) 1

Refer to text in MM 1112

Refer to text in MM 111.3

Riscussion- ltem NI-5:
The proposed peoject is a parking lot and would not result in the creation of objectionable odors.

V. BICLOGICAL RESQURCES — Would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially | Significant

Significant
impact

Less Than
Leass Than No
with Significant impact
Mitigation Impact
Measures
Gof22
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[nitial Study & Chedklist conlinued

1. Have a substantial adverse effact, either directly or through

habitat medifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, X
poficies or regulations, or by the California Depariment of Fish
& Game or U 8. Fish & Wildlife Service? (PLN

2. Substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,

cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten o eliminate a plant or animal community, X
substantially reduce the number of restrict the range of an
endangered, rare, or threatened species? (PLN)

] 3. Have a substantial adverse effect on the environment by X
)_converting oak woodlands? (PLNY
| 4. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or

! other sensitive natural community identifiad in local or regional X
| plans, policies or regulations or by the California Department of

- 5. Have a substantial adverse effect on federaily protected
.]' wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
] (inciuding, but not limited to, rmarsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc) X

thraugh direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other

means? (PLN) L ’ .,,
6. Interfere substantially with the movemant of any native i
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established | X i

|
native resident or migratery wildlife corridors, or impede the use [ l
of native wildlife nursery sites? (PLN}

7. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting T N |I
biclagical resources, such as a tree preservation policy or X
ordinance? (PLN) '

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or

8. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 1_—“_|_ N j

other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation

A
{ plan? (PLN) ___w_ﬂ_ﬁmeﬁ_J

Discussion- ltem (V-1:

No unigue, rare, special status or endangered species of plants or animals have been found in the project vicinity
according to biological studies initiated in support of the Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project
(MACTEC 2008b}.

Discussion- ltems {V-2,6:

The project site is a previously disturbed site in a commercialfresidential urban area with very sparse vagetation.
The wildlife hahital value of the project site is minimal. No unigque, rare ar endangered species of animals have
been found in the project vicinity (MACTEC 2006b). No creeks, streams, or other surface waters traverse or run
adjacent to the project site. The proposed project wouid not result in a change in diversity or distribution of species
or number of species of animals in the project area. The proposed project will not have a negative impact on
biclogical resaurces for the area.

Discussion- [tem IV-3;
There are no oak woodlands on the project site or in the project vicinity.

Discussion- Item IV-4,5:
There is no riparian habitat or any wetlands on the project site,

Discussion- ltem IV-T:

One of the five trees on the lot (a 31-inch diameter-at-breast-naight {dibh)] Jeffrey Pine) would be removed guring
construction of the proposed project. Removal of trees is allowed by applicable plans and ordinances with a tree
removal permit from TRPA. The project applicant would alxtain the necessary tres removal permits from the County
and/or TRPA prior to free removal, Therefore, no activities resulting from implementation of the proposed parking .
lot would conflict with local plans and ordinances, % 0‘?
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Initat Study & Checklst continued
Discussion- Item 1V-8:

The project would not conflict with the provisions of any habitat or conservation pians or other ordinances
applicable to the Kings Beach Commercial Core area.

V. CULTURAL RESCQURCES - Would the project:

Less Than

Poientially ; Significant | Less Than No

Environmental Issue Significant wlith Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Measures

Impact

1. Substanfially cause adverse change in the significance of a
historical rescurce as defined in CEQA Guidelinas, Section

| 15064.57 (PLN)

2. Substantially cause adverse change in the significance of a
unigue archaealogical resource pursuant o CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064.57 (PLN)

3. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique palecntalogical
resource or site or unique gealogic feature? {PLN}

4. Have the potential to cause z physical change, which would
affect unique ethnic culturat vatues? {PLN}

esA v

> > > > >
0

5. Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential
impact area? (FLN}

6. Disturb any hurnan remains, including these interred outside
of formal cemeteries? (PLN}

>

L N R BN

Discussion- [tem V-1;

A Historicat Praperty Survey Report (HSPR) prepared in support of the Kings Beach Commercial Core
Improvement Project was published in February of 2008 The HPSR identified six propertias in the project area that
have been recammended as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and the Califarnia Register. The
nearest of these properties to the project site is the Fuhrman Houses approximately three blocks narth of the site.
At this distance, the project as proposed would nat be visible fram this resource and would have no impact on this
propery (MACTEC Nao Date}.

Discussion- Item V-2:
Mo significant archaeological sites structures, ebjecis or other resources have been identified as being located on
the project site (MACTED 2006a).

Discussion- lterm V-3:
No palegntological resources have been discovered in the project area {MACTEC 2006a).

Discussion- ltems V-4,5:
Correspondence with the Washoe Tribe indicates that the project area has no history of religicus, cultural, or
sacred uses or would aftect any unique ethnic cultural values (MACTEC 2005, EDAW 2006).

Discussion- ltem V-6:

The archeoiogical survey report did not indicate any human remains were found on the project site (MACTEC
2008z).

VI, GEOLOGY & SOILS - Would the project:

Less Than _
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental Issue Significant with Significant | , act
mpact Mitigation impact P
Measures
1. Expose people or siructures to unstable earth conditions or X [
changes in geoclogic substructures? (ESD) l

PLN=Planning, ESD=Enginesring & Surveying Department, EHS=Enviranmental Health Services, APCG=Air Poliution Contral District 8 of 22



Initial Study & Checklist continued

2. Result in significant disruptions, displacements, compaction X
ar overcrowding of the soil? {ESD}

] 3. Result in substanhar change in topography or ground surface X

| relief features? (ESD)

E_-!L Result in the destruction, covering or medification of any X

l unigque geologic or physical features? (ESD)
5. Resultin any significant increase in wind or water ergsion of %
soils, either on or off the site? (ESD)
€. Result in changes in deposition or erosion or changes in
siltation which may modify the channel of a river, stream, or x
lake? (ESD) e e — |
7. Resultin axposure of people or property to gecloglc and
gecmerphotogical {i.e. Avalanches) hazards such as X
earthquakes, landslides. mudslides, ground failure, or similar

_hazards? (ESD) e |
8. Be located on a geological unit or soil that is “unstabie, or that ‘
would become unstable as a result of the proiect, and X
potantially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,

| subsidence, liguefaction, or collapse? {€Sy |
5. Be Iocated on axpansive soils, as defined in Table 18, 1-Bof
the Uniform Building Code {1994}, creating substantial risks to l X
life or property? (ESD)

Ciscussion- ltem VI-t:

The proposed project is a parking ot on a relatively level site and would not result in increased exposure of peaple
o unstable earth conditions ar changes in geolagic substructures. There is an earthquake fault zone that runs near
Stateline on the North Shore of Lake Tahoe, but it does not cross the immediate project area. The land extension of
this submerged fault located mosty below the lake is called the Incling Vilage fauit zane {IVFZ) (Ichinose et al.
1998). A geotechnical investigation of the project site found sail composition on the site to be silty redibrown sandy
layers that are not subject to ground failure (Kleinfeldar 2008). All recommendations presented in the geotechnical
report for the proposed project would ba incorporated into the construction of the proposed parking ot (Kleinfelder
2008).

Discussion- ltem VI-2: _

The praposed project would disturb nearly 100 percent {12,500 square feet} of surface sail on the project site by
scraping, grading, dewatering and compaction activities. Approximately 4,500 square feet of this soil would he
restored to its pre-project condition or landscaped with vegetation types appropriate to the Lake Tahoe Basin.
Approximately 8 000 square feet of the site will be paved. Groundwork activities would comply with all related
County and TRPA grading ordinances as well as all recommendations presented in the geotechnical report for the
praoposed project. While the site would be graded, the relatively level fopography, compliance wilh ordinances, and
restoration of landscaped partions of the site would maintain envirenmental effects at less-than-significant levels.

Discussion- ltem VI-3:

The project site slopes down to the south/southwest with an inclination of approximately 2.8%, and there are no
notable ground surface relief features, Grading would be limited to site preparation prior to paving of the parking lot,
There would be no change in topography on the project site.

Discussion- item VI-4;

There are no unique geologic or physical features on the project site that will be destroyed, covered or modified by
site preparation activities.

Discussion- ltem VI.5:

Site preparation would disturb soils, so they could be temporarily susceptible to wind and water erosion. The
project would be required to implement temporary best management practices (BMPs) during ¢onstruction and to
fallow the TRPA, standards for grading {TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 8, Chapter 84). Furthermare. all contral
measures presented in the geotechnical report for the proposed project wauld be incorporated into the construction

Ao
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Initial Study & Checklist continued

of the proposed project {Kleinfelder 20068}, Compliance with ordinance requirements and implermentation of
planned control measures would maintain ercsion risks at less-than-significant favels,

Discussion- [tem Vi-6:

The project site is located approximately 1,000 feet north of Lake Tahoe across State Route (SR) 28, The principal
natural drainage that ccours within the project vicinity is Griff Creek. A secondary culflow of the Griff Creek Channel
runs parallel to Deer Street and empties into Lake Tahoe, This secondary channel is approximately 1,700 feet from
the project site. No rivers, creeks, or streams traverse the project site or run between the project site and Lake
Tahoe. Therefore, the project would not result in changes o deposition or erosion or changes in siltation.

Discyssion- ltems VI-7,8:

The proposed project is a parking 1ot and would not rasult in increased exposure of people to geologic and
geomorphalogical hazards. The project site is not located in the shorezone of Lake Tahoe and the surrounding area
is relatively level. Therefore, the project site is not subject to backshore ergsion, avalanches or mudslides. A
qectechnical investigation of the project site found soil compositicn on the sile to be silty red/ brown sandy layers
that are not subject to ground failure (Kleinfelder 2008).

Discussion- tem VI-9:
Sol cornposition on the site includes silty red/brown sandy layers. No expansive soils were identified on the site
{Kleinfalder 20086).

VIl HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Would the project:

Less Than
Potentially | Signlficant | Less Than
Environmental lssue Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation impact
Measures

No
lmpact

1. Create a significant hazard to the public or the envircnment ;
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous . ] X
materials? (EHS) - | L
2. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accigent conditions X
involying the release of hazardous materials into the
_envirgnmeni? (EHS)
3. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter . A
mile of an existing or proposed school? (APCD, EHS)
4. Be Iocated on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant ta Government Code X
Section 65962.5 and, as a resuit, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment? (EHS}y =~ |
| 5. 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 airport, would the project result in a A
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project :
| area? (PLN) |
6. Far a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the I
project result in a safety hazard for people residing in the X
project area? (PLN) . o
7. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or @mergency avacuation X
plarn? (EHS, PLN) i
8. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, |
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjagcent to urbanized areas or where residences \
| are intermixed with wildlands? {PLN}

.- R R —_— —

4

9. Create any health hazard or potential health hazard? [EHS} ‘ X 7%77

PLN=PIanniﬁg,_ESD=Engineering & Surveying Department, EHS=Enviranmental Health Services, APCD=Air Pallution Contrad District 1dof 22




Initial Study & Checklist continued

10. Expose peaple to existing sources of potential health _ _ X -
hazards? (EHS)

Discussion- ltems VI1I-1,2,3:

The propased project would not involve any routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials. Construction
of the propased project wouid involve the short-term use and storage of hazardous materials typically associated
with grading and paving, such as fuel and other substances. All materials would be used, stored, and disposed of in
accordance with applicable federal, state, and local laws including Cal-OSHA requirements and manufacturer's
instructions. Therefore, the proposed project does not pose a risk of accident or upset conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials,

Discussion- ltem VIl-4:
The project site is not included on any list of hazardous materials sites (MACTEC 2006¢),

Discussion- ltems VII-5,6:
The project is not located within an airpent land use plan or located near & public or private airpori or airstrip.

Discussion- ltem VII-7:

Construction-selated traffic and activities associaled with the proposed project could temporarily obstruct or slow
vehicles attempting to evacuate or access the area near the project site in the event of an emergency. However, it
is not anticipated that any roadways adjacent or near the project site would have standard traffic contrals in place
{e.q.. signage, flag personnel, coned-off fanes, or traffic barriers} and would not impair access to the area.

Discussion- em Vil-8:

The project site is a previously disiurbed site located in a commercialfresidential urban area with very sparse
vegetation. The proposed project includes paving the majority of the project site. There is no wildland/urban
interface on or adjacent {o the project site and the propesed project is nof expectad in increase fire danger.

Discussion- tems Vi-8,10:
The project will not result in any public heaith hazards.

VIl HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY —Would the project.

T T Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental Issue Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation impact
_ | Measures | |
1
1. Violate any water quality standards? {(EHS) i X

2. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would he
a net deficil 1n aquifer volume or a lessening of local groundwater X
supplies (i e. the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells

would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses |
| or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? (EHS) |

3. Substantialiy alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or

area? (ESD) X
4. Increase the rate or amount of surface runaff? (EHS, ESD) | X
— |
5. Create or contribute runolf water which would include ! X
substantial additional sources of polluted water? (ESD)
5. QOtharwise substantially degrade surface or ground water X
quality? (EHS, ESD) M
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Initial Study & Checkhst continued - - e

on a federal Flood Hazard boundary or Flood Insurance Rate
Map or other flood hazard delineation map? (ESD)

8. Place within a 100-vear flood hazard area improvements
which would impede ¢r redirect flood flows? (ESD)

9. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving flaoding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a3 levee or dam? (ESD)

7. Place housing within a 100-year fiood hazard area as mapped <l
|
I

10. Alter the direction or rate of flow of groundwater? {(EHS) X

11. Impact the watershed of important surface water resources,
including but not timited to Lake Tahoe, Folsom Lake, Hell Hole !
Reservoir, Rock Creek Reservoir, Sugar Pine Reservoir, l X

French Meadows REeservoir, Combie Lake, and Rollins Lake? ||
{EHS, ESD)

i

Discussion- Kem Vi E-1;

BMPs capabie of containing surface water runoff, including any water pollution contained in the surface water
runoff, are included in the project design. These BMPs would be designed to meet Placer County standards per the
Storm YWaler Management Manual as well as the requirements of TRPA's BMP code (Section 4 Chapter 25} and
Water Cuality code (Section 10 Chapter 82). Specifically these BMPs include: a stormwater drainage system and
iandscaped areas along the perimeter of the sife — excepting the parking lot entrance. Installation of these BMPs
would keep any contaminants possible of causing a water quality viclation from entering the watershed.

Discussion- ltem VIH-2:

Operation of the propesed project would not require the use of water except for landscaping irrigation. Water wouid
be pravided 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 poetentially be affected by construction
activities. Because site disturbance would be limited to surface site preparation, ne short-term dewatering would
acour during construction.

Discussion- Hem VII-3:
WNo creeks, streams, or other surface waters traverse or run adjacent to the project site. The proposed project would
nat affect the course or fiow of any streams or other drainage areas.

Discussion- kem VHI-4:

The proposed project would result in an increase in impervious surface area square faotage an the project site. The
stormwater drainage systern anticipates the increase in impervicus surface and would be designed to contain runoff
from a 20-year 1 hour storm event. The proposed drainage system is described above (Item VI 4). The system will
maintain effects of surface runoff at less-than-sighificant levels.

Discussion- ltems VIII-5,6:
Bee Responses to ltem Vili-1 and tem YVIi-4 above.

Discussion- item ViII-T 8.9

The proposed projact is not within a 100-year flood hazard area and does nat include the construction of housing
units. Canstruction and operation of the projest waould not result in increased exposure of peaple or praperty ta
flooding hazards. The amount of impervious surface created by the proposed project would nat result in alterations
to drainage patterns in the area,

Discussion- item VIlI-10:

A geotechnical investigation report prepared for the proposed project concluded that depth to groundwater is
approximately 3.5 feet (Klsinfelder 2006). An approval of excavation depth of 2 feet below ground surface was
issued for the proposed project in a letter from the Tahoe Regional Flanning Agency, dated July 25, 2008,
Therefore, construction-related groundwork would not interfere with the direction or rate of flow of groundwater.

Discussion- item Vill-11:

The propased project would include a stormwater drainage system that would be designed to capture and treat
runoff fromn the project site and retain treated runcit for infiliratian. While a small increase in stormwater runoff couid
Pil= P!annmg ESD=Engimeenng & Surveying Cepartment, EHS=Envircnmentsl Health Services, APLD=Air Pollution Contrel District 1202
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Initial Study & Checklist continued

oceur with the proposed parking lat, it would not change the amount of surface water in Lake Tahoe, because any
increase in stormwater runoff would be collected for infiltration into groundwater, rather than discharged to the lake.

IX. LAND USE & PLANNING — Would the project

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
Environmertal 1ssue Significant with Significant impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
e Measures
1. Physically divide an established community? {PLN}) X
2. Conflict with General Plan/Community Plan/Specific Plan X
] designations or zoning, or Plan policies? [(EHS, ESD, PLN)
' 3. Conflict with any applicable habitat canservation plan ar )
natural community conservation plan or other County palicies, | x
| plans, or regulations adopted for purposes of avoiding or i
© mitigating enviranmental effects? (PLN) I ]
4. Result in the development of incompatibie uses and/or the | %
creation of land use conflicts? (PLN)
| 5 Affect agr1cultura1 and timber rescurces of operations (i e
impacts to soils or farmlands and timber harvest plans, or A
impacts from incompatible land uses}? (PLN) N R A
i 6. Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established l
community (including a low-incame or minority community}? x !
(PLN) e S R
i 7. Resultin a substaniial alteration of the present or planned X |
| land use of an area? (PLN}
ﬁ Cause econamic or social changes that would result in
‘ significant adverse physical changes to the environment such X
| as urban decay or deterioration? (PLN)

Discussion- tems 1X-1,6:

The praposed project is a parking lot. The project site is an undeveloped ot located in the Commercial Core area of
Kings Beach. The proposed project would not disrupt the arrangement of or physically divide an established

carmmunity.

Piscussion- item 1X.2:

The theme of the Kings Beach Community Plan is "major tourist accommodation, retail and services.”
The proposed project would be a permissible use under the KBCP (Placer Counly 1296}, The proposed site plan
indicates that the first parking stall in the lot would be approximately 28 feet from the curbline on Salmon Avenue.
The Placer County Zoning Ordinance (Article 17.54.070; Design and Improvement of Parking) requires that the first
parking space within a parking lot shall be set back 40 feet from the curbline. The Kings Beach Community Plan
Standards and Guidelines for Signage Parking and Design states that Placer County may permit deviations to the

parking standards on the basis of an approved parking analysis.

Discussion- ltem 1X-3:

The project site does not contain important wildlife habitat or sensitive species. The project would comply with any
applicable habitat conservation plan of natural community conservation plan or other County policies, plans, or
regulations adopted for purposes of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects.

Discussion- tems 1X-4,7:

The proposed project is a parking fot. The project site is an undeveloped lot located in a commercialfresidential
urban area in Kings Beach. The proposed project would not result in the development of incompatible uses and/or
the creation of land use conflicts, nor would it result in @ substantial akteration of the present or planned land use of

an area.

AFC
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Initial Study & Checklist continued

Discusgsion- em IX-5:

There are no timber or agricuftural resources or operations on thé project site.

Discussion- ltem |X-8:

The proposed project is a parking lot. The project site is an undeveloped |ot located in a commercialiresidential
urban area in Kings Beach. The proposed project would not resuit in economic or social changes that would resuft

in significant adverse physical changes to the environment.

X. MINERAL RESDURCES — Would the project resulf in:

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental lssue Significant with Significant Impact
impact Mitigation Impact
Measures
1. The ioss of avaifability of a known mineral resource that |
would be of value lo the region and the residents of the state? b
{PLN) . . l
2. The loss of availabitity of a locally-important mineral resource -
recoveary site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or W X
other land use plan? {PLN} o L ' ]
Discussion- All Items:
The geatechnical investigation did not identify any mineral rescurces on the project site (Kleinfelder Inc. 2006).
XL NOISE - Wouid the project resuft in:
1 Less Than '-
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No \
Environmental Issue Significant with Significant Impact
Impact. | Mitigation | Impact
4 | Meagures |
1. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in \ '
excess of standards established in the local Ganeral Plan, I X
Community Plan or noise ordinance, or applicabie standards of ]
other agencies? (EHS) ! B
2. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in | |
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 4
eHs o ]
3. A substantial termporary or periodic increase in ambient noise .
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the A \
project? (EHS) , |
4. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, [ 1‘
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a i
public airport or public use airport, would the project expose | X J
people residing or working in the project area {o excessive |.
noise levels? (EHS) :
3. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the |
project expose people residing or working in the project area to | X
3

excessive noise levels? (EHS)

Discussion- ltems XI-1,2:

The patential for post-construction noise levels was analyzed in a report prepared by §. €. brennan and associafes
for Placer County {j.c. brennan and associates 2006), The repont determined noise generated by traffic and
pedestrian activity an the site would not exceed existing background noise. Existing background noise levels do not
exceed the Placer County Noise Ordinance levels, the TRPA Plan Area Staterment (PAS) noise ievel cntenia or the

KBCP nojse standards.

A3
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Initial Study & Checklist continued

Discussion- ltem X[-3:

The proposed project would result in intermittent shori-term noise effects primarily associated with the operation of
ensite construction equipment and offsite construction vehicles. The temporary naise produced during construction
would vary daily depending on the fype of construction activity and could resuit in periodic noise |levels beyond
those parmitted by the KBCP. To minimize construction noise the foliowing mitigation measures shall be followed:

Mitigation Measures- item XI-3
MM 21,1 In order to miligate the impacts of construction noise noted above, consiruction neise emanating from any
consiruclion activities for which a building permit or grading permit is required is prehibited on Sundays and Federal
Holiday, and shall only ocour:

« Monday through Friday, 6:00 am to 8:00 pm {during daylight savings}

+  Moanday through Friday, 7:00 am to 8:00 pin (during standard time)

« Saturdays, 8:00 am o 6:00 pm

In addition. a temporary sign shall be located thraughout the project (4' x 4'), as determined by the DRC, at key
intersections depicting the above construction hour limitations. Said signs shall include a toll free public information
phone number where surrounding residents can report violations and the developerfhuilder will respond and
resolve noise viclations. This condition shall be included on the Improvement Plans and shown in the development
notebook.

Essentially, quiet activities, which do not involve heavy equiprment or machinery, may occur at other times.
Work occurring within an enclosed bullding, such as a house under construction with the roof and siding completed,
Mmay occur at other tmes as well,

The Flanning Directar is authorized to waive the time frames based on special circumstances, such as adverse
weather conditions.

Discussion- ltems XI-4,5:
The project site s not located within an airport land use plan or located near a public or private airport o airstrip
The nearest airstripfairport is the Truckee airport, located approximately 11 miles fromn the project site.

A, POPULATION & HOUSING — Would the project

2. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, |
necessitating the construction of replacement housing :
glsewhere? (PLN} [

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Environmantal lssue Significant with Significant Im act
Impact Mitlgation Impact p
- . .| Measures |
1. Induce substantial population growth in an area, eithar
directly (i.e. by proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (i.e. through extension of roads or other \
infrastructure)? (PLN) T

Discussion- tem XI-1:

The proposed project is not a land use that would alter the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of
population. Its purpose is fo address an existing parking deficit and provide parking spaces for development that is
consistent with the KBCP.

Discussion- em XI-2:
The project site contains no homes. The proposed project is a public parking facility and would not affect housing.

X, PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the

provisian of new or physically altered governmentat services andfor 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?
PLN=PFanning, ESCr=Engineering & Surveying Department, EHS=Environmental Health Services, APCD=Air Follution Control District 15af 22




initial Study & Checklist continued

" |LessThan [ |
Potentlally | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental 1ssue Significant with Significant | , ¢
Impact Mlitigation Impact P
Measures -
1. Fire protection? (EHS, ESD, PLN) X
2. Sheriff protection? (EHS, ESD, PLN) X
3. Schoals? (EHS. ESD, PLN) —:_ X
4 Maintenaﬁe of public facilities, inctuding rc;adé? (EQS, ESD, ' X
PLN)
S i
§. Other governmental services? (EHS, ESD, PLN) X

Discussion- ltem XU-1:

The proposed project would not result in a need for additional fire protection services for the area. Its purpose is to
address an existing parking deficit in the Kings Beach commercial corg, which indicates that maotor vehicles that
would use the Iot already traved to Kings Beach. Therefore, no change in fire hazard or need for fire protection
would accur,

Discussion- ltem XII-2:

The propased project would not result in a need for additional pelice protection for the area. Its purpose is to
address an existing parking deficit in the Kings Beach commercial core, which indicates that motar vehicies that
would use the lot already travel to Kings Beach. Increasing parking availability in the commercial core could raduce
the frequency of parking violations on other streets.

Discussion- ltetn XII-3:
As a parking lot, the preposed propect would nat generate demand for new students.

Discussion- ltem Xl-4:
Plager County would provide maintenance of the proposed parking facility. This maintenance would be included as
one of the planned aspects of the proposed project and not constitute an unplanned need.

Discussion- ltem XN-5:

It is not anticipated that the proposed project weuld result in & need for other additional governmental services for
the area, '

XIV. RECREATION — Would the project result in;

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental 15sue Signlficant with Significant impact
Impact Mitigation impact P
Measures
1. Would the project ingrease the use of existing neighborhood ||
and regional parks orf other recreationai facilities such that | X
substantial physical deterioration of the facility wouid ocour or
be accelerated? (PLN} . | ]
2. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the |
coenstruction ar expansion of recreational facilities which might X
| have an adverse phystcal effect on the environment? (PLN} ]_ [_ | i
Discussion- ttem XiV-1:
The proposed project would not generate new trips to the area nor is the propesed project growth-inducing.
Therefore, the proposed project would nat result in increased use of recreational facilities. ﬂﬁ
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[nitial Study & Checklist continued

Discussion- ltem XIV-2;

The proposed project is 2 parking Iot and does not include or require the construction or expansion of recreationa!

facilities.

XV. TRANSPORTATION & TRAFFIC - Would the project resuliin:

r—

|

l

'|

'!_.

Less Than
] Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental Issue Significant with Significant Imoact
Impact | Mitigation | Impact P
- Measures ]
1. An increase in traffic which may be su substantial in relation to
‘| the existing and/or planned future year traffic load and capacity
|| of the roadway systemn (i .e. result in a substantial increase in X
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume Lo capacity ratio
| on roads. or congestion at intersections)? (ESD) I
|| 2 Exceeding. either individually or cumulatively, a level of F
service standard established by the County General Plan X
| andfor Community Plan for roads affected by project traffic?
_{E3D) S SR S
i 3. Increased impacts to vehicle safety due to roadway design
features {i.e. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or X
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipmenty? {(ESD) I R |1_
" 4, Inadequate emergency access or access [o nearby uses? ! X
| (ESD) { ] |
T T !
5. Insuflicient parking capacity on-site or off-site? (ESD, PLN}) | \ X
1 B, Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? (ESD) II X |
- . | - S S — _..._|
1 7. Conflicts with adopted policies supporting alternative ! X !

transpor‘tahon (e bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? (ESD)

] 8. Change in air traffic patterns, including aither an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that resuits in substantial
Lgaie'tg nsks? (ESD)

Discussion- ltems XV-1,2:

- ]

|

_— e —

|

The purpose of the proposed project is to offset a portion of an existing parking deficit in the KBCP area. The traffic
study prepared for the proposed project conciuded that motor vehicles that would use the lot already travel 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 proposed parking lot would be constructed in accordance with Placer County engineering and design
standards including safety standards related to roadway design and apprapriate signage. Incorporated into these
design standards are requiremenis related to adequate ingress and egress for emergency vehicles {0 the project

zite,

Discussion- Hem XV.5;

The proposed project is a parking lot. Its purpose is to address an existing parking deficit in the Kings Beach
commercial core. The proposed project would, therefare, improve parking conditions in the vicinity.

Discussion- ltern XV-6:

During peak hours, a total of 7 one-way vehicle trips (2 inbound and 5 outbound) would be diverted from SR 28 to
the new parking facility and from other parking areas on nearby residential side-streets. According to the traffic
study, 75 percent of these trips would be generated by vehicies that would have atherwise parked along SR 28,
while 25 percent of these trips would be generated by vehicles that would have otherwise parked aiong nearby sid
streets. This re-distribution of vehicle traffic would not result in an increase in traffic hazards to bicyclists or agj L?

PLN=Panning, ESD=Engineering & surveying Depatrtrment, EHS Envirarmental Health Servu:es AP'CD Air Pcllut:an Guntrol D:strrr.t
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Initfal Study B Checkiist conbnuad

pedestrians. To the extent that providing off-street parking spaces would reduce occupation of an-streef parking, it
woauld increase the area of the streets available for bicycle use,

Discussion- Item XV-7:

The proposed project is a parking lot. Its purpose is to address an existing parking deficit in the Kings Beach
commercial cora. The proposed project plan includes a bike rack for four bicycles as required by design polictes of
Placer County.

Discussion- ltem XV-8:
The proposed project is a public parking facifily in the Kings Beach Commercial Core Area and would not affect air
traffic patierns.

XVI. UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the proiect:

" | Less Than
Potentjally | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental Issue Significant with Significant m
e pact
Impact Mitigation impact
— I __._ _._ | Measureg |
1. Exceed wastewater freatment requirernents of the applicable X

Regional Water Quality Conlrol Beard? {ESD}

2 Require or result in the construction of new watar or
wastewater delivery, collection or treatment facilities or X
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects? (EHE, ESD}

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

4. Require or resuit in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant enviranmental
effects? (ESD)

5. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or ! A
expanded entitlements needed? (EHS)

&. Require sewer service thal may not be availablg by the
area s waste water treatment provider? (EHS, ESD)

rf’. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accomnmodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? (EHS,

S8, ) N —

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

X

—— ]

Discussion- tems XVI1-1,2,3,6:

The proposed project would not be growth-inducing, would not result in increased generation of wastewater and
iherefore would not require the construction installation of any new wastewaier ireatment or distribution facilities,
Because the purpose of the project is to address an existing parking deficit. vehicles that would use the proposed
lot are already coming to Kings Beach.

Discussion- item XVI-4:

The preposed project includas an on-site stormwater drainage system for the purpose of capturing and treating
runoff from the project site. The stormwater drainage system would be designed to contain runcff from a 20-year 1-
hour storm event and to meet Placer County standards per the Storm Water Management Manual (SWMM} as
described under ltemn VIN Hydrolegy and Water Quality.

A%

PLN=Planning, ESD-Engineering & Surveying Department, EHS=Enviranmental Health Services, APCD=Air Pollution Contral Distct. 18 of 22




Iniia| Study & Checkist continied
Diseussion- ltern XVI-5:
Operation of the proposed project would nat require the use of water except for landscaping maintenance.
Landscaping proposed as part of the project design includes plant species recommended by TRPA landscaping
guidelines for the Tahoe Basin and would not require excessive fertilizer or water

Discussion- ltem XV1-7.8:
The proposed project includes two onsite trashirecycle receptacles that would have minimal effect on existing solid
waste collection and disposal systems.

E. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

- _ I

Environmental Issue Yes No

1. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or X
prehistory?

2. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerabte” means that the incremental effects
of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with ihe effects of past |
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future ]
1'
|

prcqecls )

o )

3. Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substanthal I|
adverse effects on human beings, sither directly or indiractiy? |

Discussion- All items:

This project is preposed in sepport of goals set forth by the Kings Beach Community Plan, so it is appropriate fo
characterize the project as contributing to the atiainment of commumity goals. In compliance with the community
plan, County policies and manuals, and TRPA ordinance requirernents, the project's design would not degrade he
local environment. No examples of major perieds of California history or prehistory are present on the site. The
proposed project is intended to address an existing parking deficit, so it would not lead to any substantial increase
in traffic generation or visitation o Kings Beach. Therefore, it would not contribute to cumulative impact issues
related to its operation. As documented in responses to individual questions, there are no substantial adverse
effects on human beings.

F. OTHER RESPOMNSIBELE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES whose approval is required:

[] California Department of Fish and Game I Local Agehcy Formaucm Cormmission (LAFCO}

| [] Califernia Department of Forestry I__'I Natlonal ‘Marine | Fxsherles Serviee

11 california Depariment of Health Services —T [ ] Tahoe Regional Planmng Agency

[] cCalifornia Department of Toxic Substances ' [ ] U.5. Army Corp of Engineers ]
f] california Department of Transportation l L1 U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service T il

7 California Integrated Waste Management Board J

(] California Regional Water Quality Control Board 0 _

G. DETERMINATION — The Environmental Review Committee finds 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 herein have been added to the project. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION wil! be prepared.

Ale
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Initial Study & Checkiist continued

Planning Department, Bill Combs, Chairperson

Enginearing and Surveying Depariment, Amy Green
Engineering and Surveying Department, Wastewater, Ed Wydra
Department of Public Warks, Transpartation

Environmenial Health Services, Grant Miller

Adr Pollution Control District, Erent Backus

Flood Control Districts, Andrew Darrow

Faciiity Services, Parks, Vance Kimbrel

Placer County Fire ! CDF, Bob Eicholtz

AL Javgfors O

Signature Dale

H. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE (Perscns/Cepartments consulted):

December 19 2006

Gina Langford, Environmental Coordinator

I. SUPPORTING INFORMATION SOURCES: The following public documents were utilized and site-specific
studies prepared to evaluate in detail the effects or impacts associated with the praject. This information is
available for public review, Monday through Friday, 8am to Spm, at the Placer County Community Development
Resource Agency, Environmental Coordination Services, 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 180, Auburn, CA

95603,
[ Community Plan
(] Envirgnmental Review Ordinance
1 General Ptan
{1 Grading Ordinance
County
Documents | | Land Development Manual

1 Land Division Ordinance

[] Stormwater Management Manual

[ Tree Ordinance

[

(] Department of Toxic Substances Control

Trustee Agency
Documents .

Al
{3 Biolegical Study
g:tueé-i."‘;[;eciﬁc (] Cultural Resources Pedestrian Survey
[} Cultural Resources Records Search
[] Lighting & Photomnetric Pian
Planning [1 Paleoniological Survey
Department | (] Tree Survey & Arborist Report
(1 Visual Impact Analysis
(] Wetland Delineation
L]
[]
Engineering & | ] Phasing Plan
Dse:t:r?rﬁggt. ] Preliminary Grading Plan
] Prefiminary Geotechnical Report ﬁ 5 f
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