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Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Response to Comments 

Response to Comments on the Kings Beach Water 
Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement 
Project Draft Environmental Document 
This document presents the responses to comments received during the public review period for the 
draft Environmental Compliance Document (ECD) for the Kings Beach Water Quality and Stream 
Environment Zone Improvement Project (the Project). The public comment period began August 
8, 2008; a Notice of Availability was published in the Sierra Sun on August 13, 2008 (a copy is 
provided in Appendix H of the ECD). The original deadline for comments was September 22, 2008; 
however, during the review process, an error on the project design plans was recognized, resulting in 
minor revisions to Figures 5A and 5F and Sheets CC-1, CC-5, G-1, O-4, and O-5 of the design 
plans. The corrected information was posted to the Placer County Public Works Department 
website and the comment period was extended to October 14, 2008 to enable interested parties to 
review the updated information. The corrections did not result in the identification of any new or 
increased environmental impacts that were not addressed in the ECD. A corrected copy of the 
design plans is provided in Appendix C of the final ECD. 

The Project was also presented at a public meeting held on September 17, 2008. Appendix H of the 
ECD has been amended to include information associated with that meeting, including the public 
meeting notice flyer, proof of publication of the notice, and a copy of the presentation.  

Comments that were received at the public meeting and by e-mail included those made by the 
general public and resource agencies. Comments from the public were focused on clarification of 
specific actions to be taken as part of the Project on individual parcels. Agency comments were 
focused on clarification of the characterization of biological and cultural resources. Responses to the 
comments are provided in Table RC-1. 

The responses to the agency comments resulted in minor modifications and clarifications to the 
description of environmental conditions in the Biological Evaluation/Biological Assessment 
(BE/BA) and the Cultural/Historic Resources Inventory Report (Cultural Report) prepared as 
supporting documents for the ECD. The revised BE/BA and Cultural Report have been submitted 
to the lead agencies responsible for preparation of the environmental review; they are presented as 
Appendices D and E of the revised ECD. The responses to the comments and revisions to the 
ECD and supporting documents have not resulted in any changes to the determination of 
environmental effects or identification of measures to avoid or minimize adverse effects previously 
presented in the ECD. Therefore, the conclusions regarding the effects and mitigation of those 
effects presented in the previously released public draft of the ECD for the Project have not 
changed. 
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Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Response to Comments 

Table RC-1. Responses to Comments on Kings Beach Water Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental 
Compliance Document 

Source of 
Comment 

Commenter 
(and Affiliation) Commenter Contact Info Comment Response to Comments 

Email Dana Ash  sierralover@gmail.com We want to know what the plans are for the parcel next to us 
(NW corner of Steelhead and Coon).  If you do put the water 
underground, how much will the project disrupt the parcel in 
either direction of the culvert?  Ten feet? Fifteen feet? 

The parcel located on the NW corner of Coon St. and 
Steelhead Ave. is APN 090-111-017-000 and owned by the 
State of CA.  To relieve parking pressure along Coon Street, 
staggered boulder barriers are proposed along Coon Street. 
Also to convey storm water runoff, curb and gutter is proposed 
along the south and east roadside shoulders of the roadway 
and parcel border.  The adjacent parcel to the west (APN 090-
111-002-000) will collect the curb and gutter runoff along with 
surface flows and convey water under Steelhead Ave (south) 
towards a county owned parcel at the NW corner of Coon St. 
and Golden Ave. and eventually to the lake.  In this location 
water is not proposed to be placed underground, other than at 
the Coon Street SEZ crossing of Steelhead Ave. where the 
flow will be routed into the existing piping system at the 
crossing. 

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

Public Jim Phelan P.O. Box 6510, Property concerned 810 Coon Street Boat Storage The parcel in question is located on the eastern side of Coon 
Comment (Tahoe Yacht Tahoe City, CA 96145 Warehouse.  I would appreciate a closer look at what facilities St. between Speckled Ave. and Cutthroat Ave. (APN 090-094-
Sheet Harbor, LLC.) will be installed on our property. 018-000).  The northern boundary of the parcel in question will 

have curb and gutter collecting runoff from Speckled Ave.  
Within the Coon St. right-of-way, north of the driveway 
entrance to the parcel, a rock bowl is proposed to 
collect/infiltrate/ and slow down velocities before entering an 
existing storm drain pipe under the driveway.  Within the 
Cutthroat Ave. right-of-way, along the south side of the parcel, 
a grass-lined swale is proposed.  The swale will collect runoff 
and capture sediment before conveying water through a storm 
drain under Cutthroat Ave. (south) and onto a CTC-owned 
parcel.  

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 
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Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Response to Comments 

Public Dave Shelton P.O. Box 4 Comment 1) Would reduction in velocities on Griff Creek result Response to 1) Proposed secondary channels, which 
Comment (Shelton Family, Tahoe City CA 96145 in an expansion of potential flooding?  decrease velocities in the main channel, would increase 
Sheet LLC) 583-2805  

ds@david-shelton.com  

Comment 2) If so would flooding be increased beyond limits of 
current FEMA studies and map amendments? 

Comment 3) Will there be a FEMA map amendment as a 
result of this project?   

Comment 4)That could affect property values. Do participating 
agencies assume any responsibility for expanded flood 
influence? 

Comment 5) Is an expansion of flood areas considered an 
adverse impact? 

dispersion within the existing floodplain of Griff Creek on a 
more regular basis (i.e., during more frequent storm events).  
The potential for flooding, beyond the existing condition 
flooding, during a catastrophic event (e.g., a 100-year flood) 
would not increase.   

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

Response to 2) No flooding areas would extend beyond the 
current FEMA flood hazard delineations.   

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

Response to 3) If flooding is not going go beyond the current 
FEMA boundaries, there should be no need to amend the 
current boundary. 

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

Response to 4) Participating agencies do not take 
responsibility for catastrophic flooding events.  All designs and 
concurrent construction of improvements are to be designed 
and operated in accordance with the Placer County Drainage 
Manual.   

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

Response to 5)  Expansion of flooding areas beyond the 
current FEMA areas would be considered an adverse impact. 
However, since this is not the case on the proposed Griff 
Creek improvements, there is no adverse impact.   

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 
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Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Response to Comments 

Comment 6) Are there alternatives to curb and  gutter? 
Vulnerable to snow removal.  Urban rather than rural 
aesthetic.   

Response to 6) Yes there are a few alternatives to curb and 
gutter in certain situations.  These alternatives included: 
asphalt swales, rock lined channels, grass lined channels, 
porous concrete road shoulders, etc.  Conveying water along 
the sides of the roadway and not eroding roadway shoulders 
and compromising the roadway integrity is difficult in an alpine 
environment.  This tends to be the case in the Kings Beach 
area where steep slopes are present.  A concrete curb and 
gutter system will have a longer design life than asphalt 
swales, and additionally provides easier, and more routine 
maintenance than swales and channels.  If constructed and 
designed properly curb and gutter system will outlast the 
roadway, even with yearly snow removal.  Plows may damage 
the curb and gutter system, but the concrete has proven 
durable in Tahoe over the past 30 years of use.  With regards 
to aesthetics, there is a fine line between eroded shoulders, 
roadway deterioration, and sediment transport.  Color concrete 
can be used to lessen the visual aspect, which has been used 
in the past in the Kings Beach area (e.g.,Upper Cuthroat 
Erosion Control Project). 

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

Email Stanley Kot 
(LTBMU Wildlife 
Biologist) 

35 College Drive 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 
96150 
sjkot@fs.fed.us 

Comment 1) The American peregrine falcon (APF) in Table 4 
on page 22 has been delisted for over 5 years, so it is no 
longer a regional forester sensitive species. 

Comment 2) Also, the mountain yellow-legged frog (MYLF) . . . 
has no designated critical habitat yet. You could pull the 
mention of designated critical habitat on page 28. 

Comment 3) You may want to include in your management 
recommendations the mitigation measures BIO-1 to BIO-6 . . . 
from your Kings Beach Environmental Compliance Document 
(KB ECD). 

Response to 1) The BE/BA has been modified by marking 
APF as not a forester sensitive species in Table 4. However, 
APF remains in the table to acknowledge that it is a TRPA 
special-interest species (Table 4 BE/BA was used not only to 
evaluate USFS sensitive species, but also to assist with the 
evaluation of other agencies’ species of interest). 

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

Response to 2) The BE/BA has been modified by removing 
the reference to critical habitat for the MYLF (on page 28 of 
BE/BA). 

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

Response to 3) The BE/BA has been modified to include the 
appropriate mitigation measures presented in the KB ECD.  
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Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Response to Comments 

Comment 4) And in the reference section, USDA Forest Response to 4) The BE/BA has been modified to remove the 
Service (USFS).  1988.  Land and Resources Management redundant "Management Plan" typo in the references section. 
Plan Management Plan.  Forest Service, Region 5, Lake 
Tahoe Basin Management Unit.  S. Lake Tahoe, CA. No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 

comment.  

Comment 5) You could also include your Kings Beach Response to 5) The BE/BA has been modified to include the 
Environmental Compliance Document in the reference section. KB ECD in the references section. 

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

Email Shana Gross 
(LTBMU 
Botanist/Rare 
Plant Ecologist) 

35 College Drive 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 
96150 
530.543.2752 
segross@fs.fed.us 

Comment 1) Page 2 and 11: you separate USFS R5 sensitive 
species and LTBMU sensitive species.  The LTBMU sensitive 
species are a subset of the R5 sensitive species and so are 
one and the same – these two bullets should be combined 
really you are analyzing for LTBMU R5 sensitive species since 
you are not addressing all R5 species 

Response to 1) The Vegetation BE and Wildlife BE/BA have 
been modified to remove the bullet point referring to “all R5 
species.” 

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

Comment 2) Tahoe yellow cress (TYC) for Kings beach: this is 
discussed on page 4, 16, and 19.  I understand you were 
unable to survey due to access; however there are annual 
surveys done for TYC through the TYC working group.  The 
latest report has that 3 TYC plants were observed on Kings 
Beach in 2003.  So while this is a heavily used area, plants 
have been observed, although probably only observed this 
one year due to use. . . . I think because surveys were not 
conducted by you and will not be conducted until project 
implementation you need to include what has been done by 
others.  Of course you will still want to do surveys even though 
they have been done since this is a candidate so all of the 
additional survey language is good. 

Response to 2) The Tahoe Yellow Cress Working Group 
(Stanton, et al., 2007) reported three occurrences of this 
species at Kings Beach in 2002; however, every subsequent 
year through 2006 (the last year for which data is available), 
no occurrences were found at Kings Beach. Nonetheless, 
potential Tahoe yellow cress habitat will be surveyed in 
accordance with agency protocol before Project designs are 
finalized. If any occurrences of this species are found, the 
Project design will be modified as needed to avoid direct 
impacts. Temporary fence will also be erected as appropriate 
to protect any occurrences until Project activities are 
concluded.  

The BE has been modified to include the above statement. 

Reference: Stanton, A. E. and B. M. Pavlik. 2007. 
Implementation of the Conservation Strategy for Tahoe Yellow 
Cress (Rorippa subumbellata). 2006 Annual Report 
(Appendix C). BMP Ecosciences, San Francisco, CA, 
prepared for Tahoe Yellow Cress Adaptive Management 
Working Group and Executive Committee, January 2007. 
Online: http://heritage.nv.gov/reports/rosu_annrep_2006_C.pdf 

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 
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Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Response to Comments 

Comment 3) Another thing I realized is that if TYC surveys 
were not conducted than this section of the project was 
probably not surveyed for weeds?  Is this correct?  If this 
wasn’t surveyed for weeds than that needs to be stated in the 
risk assessment and surveys need to be conducted pre 
implementation due to both bull thistle and mullein being 
present at a lot of beach sites.  (Sorry I know we thought the 
risk assessment was complete, but this wasn’t clear in there – 
just this one added pre-survey language is all it needs though) 

Comment 4) FS special interest species plant are not 
supposed/allowed to be included in the BE/BA.  If these 
species are found they require a separate report, if they are 
not found than [sic] no report is necessary as long as we are 
aware that they were surveyed for.  You will need to fix this 
throughout the plant portion of the document to remove 
reference to these species 

Response to 3) The Noxious Weed Risk Assessment states 
that pre-construction surveys for listed noxious or invasive 
weeds will occur in areas to be disturbed by Project activity, 
and weed mitigation measures will apply to any weed 
infestations identified within fifty (50) feet of planned Project 
activities. This includes the beach sites. The Noxious Weed 
Risk Assessment has been modified to include language to 
this effect.  

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

Response to 4) The BE has been modified to remove all 
references to Forest Service Species of Interest. Note, surveys 
included Forest Service Species of Interest; none were found.  

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 
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Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Response to Comments 

Comment 5) In table 2, be clear as to why the species you 
determine do not have habitat in the project don’t.  It seems to 
me that Epilobium howellii, Lewisia kelloggii, and 
Dendrocollybia could all have potential in the project area 
(especially the Epilobium); however since I wasn’t there I do 
not know.  When I read the project habitat descriptions and 
combine with the species habitat descriptions I do not see why 
they are not present.  This can be documented in table 2 to be 
clear so there are no questions. 

Comment 6) Table 3: please check the spelling in this table 
while reading over it I caught several spelling errors and there 
could be more that I did not catch: 

-Descurainia is missing the “c” 
-Convolvulus is the correct spelling 
-Amelanchier is the correct spelling 
-Erysimum should be E. capitatum var. perenne (perenne is 
not the species) 

Response to 5) Epilobium howellii is known from wet 
meadows and mossy seeps at 6,500 to 9,000 ft in subalpine 
coniferous forest. Wet habitats in the Project area are outside 
the elevation range.  

Lewisia kelloggii occurs on exposed ridge tops or flat open 
spaces with widely spaced trees and sandy granitic to erosive 
volcanic soil. The Project area contains no habitat meeting 
those specifications. 

Dendrocollybia racemosa is a mushroom that grows on other 
decayed mushrooms or occasionally in mixed hardwood-
coniferous duff, usually within old growth stands. The Project 
area was effectively stripped of timber in the mid- to late- 
1800’s by commercial logging, making stands of old growth 
forest uncommon in the present day. Nonetheless, individual 
late-seral/old growth (LSOG) trees do exist in the Project area. 
Upon review of the habitat requirements for Dendrocollybia 
racemosa, Table 2 of the BE has been modified to indicate the 
potential for this species to occur, although habitat conditions 
severely limit the potential for occurrence. Note, 
dendrocollybia racemosa was not found during Project 
surveys. 

Table 2 has also been modified to include rationale for each 
“No” response to the question of whether a given species has 
potential to occur in the Project area. 

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

Response to 6) The BE has been modified to reflect the 
typographical corrections.  

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 
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Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Response to Comments 

Comment 7) Page 18, Mingan moonwort is not known in 
project area, but is rather found above the project area this 
should be clear so that it is understood why this was not found 
during surveys.  Because this species is known from above 
the project area that occurrence will not be affected due to 
project implementation; there is still very high potential in the 

Response to 7) The BE has been modified to provide 
clarification on suitable habitat for moonworts, including 
Mingan moonwort. 

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

project area along stream for this moonwort and all moonworts 
(you state that for moonworts habitat suitability is minimal and 
it seems like it would be better to be clear that there is very 
good suitable habitat along stream channel, but suitable area 
is low) 

Comment 8) Table 2 and page 19: Bruchia bolanderi is known 
from 1 location in the basin 

Response to 8) The BE has been modified to acknowledge the 
comment.  

No changes to the ECD are necessary in response to the 
comment. 

Email Jonathan 2800 Cottage Way, MP-153 Comment 1) Site CA-PLA-1258, an isolated bedrock milling Response to 1) The characteristics of Site CA-PLA-1258 make 
Connolly (USBR Sacramento, CA 95825 feature, does not appear to have been formally evaluated for it potentially eligible for inclusion to the NRHP. The 
Archaeologist) 916-978-5042 inclusion to the NRHP; . . . .  The eligibility status of this site 

needs to be clarified for the final document.   

Comment 2) Please demonstrate that the SPHO provided a 
consensus determination for the eligibility for all the sites 
located within the APE of the project to the report. 

Cultural/Historic Resources Inventory Report has been 
modified to clarify the eligibility potential of the site. 

The ECD has been amended on pages 65 and 68 to provide a 
discussion of the eligibility potential for this feature. The 
amendments do not affect the mitigation (CUL-1) provided to 
avoid disturbance of the site. 

Response to 2) The Cultural/Historic Resources Inventory 
Report and the ECD have been modified in response to this 
comment. As described in the revised Cultural/Historic 
Resources Inventory Report, two of the sites within the APE 
do not appear eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and one of the 
sites does appear to be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 
Regardless of the eligibility of the sites for inclusion in the 
NRHP, all three sites will be avoided during project 
implementation. Therefore, a finding of “No Historic Properties 
Affected” appears appropriate for the Project. The revised 
Cultural/Historic Resources Inventory Report must be 
submitted to SHPO by the lead agency for concurrence. 

Deferred consultation with SHPO would not prohibit Placer 
County from conducting or authorizing nondestructive project 
planning activities before SHPO consultation is complete 
(CFR 36 800.1(c)). 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Kings Beach Water Quality and Stream Environment Zone (SEZ) Improvement Project (the 
Project) proposed by Placer County is the subject of the environmental review provided in this 
document. Funding for the Project is or may be provided by grants from the California Tahoe 
Conservancy (Conservancy), the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), the United States 
Department of Agriculture – Forest Service (USFS), the United States Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and the North Lake Tahoe Resort Association (NLTRA). 
Because state and federal funds may be used to finance the Project, it must be reviewed for 
compliance with both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Furthermore, since the Project is located in the Tahoe Basin, it 
is subject to the requirements of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA).  

Although this Project is an EIP1 project, inclusion in the EIP does not automatically constitute 
approval of the Project (TRPA 2001). Each EIP project or activity must be evaluated for 
environmental impacts. Therefore, this environmental document examines and determines the level 
of impact pursuant to CEQA, NEPA and the TRPA Code of Ordinances, and fulfills the following 
regulatory requirements: 

� An Initial Study pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15063. The CEQA lead agency is Placer 
County – Department of Public Works 

� An Environmental Assessment pursuant to NEPA regulations at 40 CFR 1500 through 1508. The 
NEPA lead agency for the water quality improvement elements located throughout the residential 
area of the Project is the United States Department of Agriculture – Forest Service. The NEPA 
lead agency for the erosion control and habitat improvement elements in the Griff Creek SEZ is 
the United States Department of the Interior – Bureau of Reclamation. 

� An Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC) pursuant to TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapter 5 and 
Rules of Procedure Section 6. A TRPA initial environmental checklist for the Project is included 
as an appendix to this environmental document. 

The analysis of the Project pursuant to CEQA has determined all of the relevant environmental 
issue areas (listed below) to have no impacts or less than significant impacts before or after the 
implementation of proposed mitigation2: 

Aesthetics Growth Inducing Effects Population and Housing 
Agricultural Resources Hazards and Hazardous Materials Public Services 
Air Quality & Climate Change Hydrology and Water Quality Recreation 
Biological Resources Indian Trust Assets Transportation/Traffic 
Cultural Resources Land Use and Planning Utilities and Service Systems 
Environmental Justice Mineral Resources Cumulative Impacts/Effects 
Geology and Soils Noise 

1 EIP = Environmental Improvement Program, a program administered by TRPA. For more information about the 
EIP, call TRPA or visit their website at www.trpa.org 
2 Pursuant to Section 15370 of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation includes (a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not 
taking a certain action or parts of an action; (b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action 
and its implementation; (c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment; (d) 
Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action; 
or (e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 

November 2008 1 

http:www.trpa.org


 

 

 

 
 

Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Final Environmental Compliance Document 

1.1 Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the Project is to reduce fine sediment and nutrients in stormwater reaching Lake 
Tahoe throughout the entire Kings Beach grid, decrease stream velocities and channel erosion in the 
Griff Creek and Coon Street stream environment zones (SEZs), and improve fish passage and 
habitat in Griff Creek. 

The Project is needed to improve the quality of stormwater discharging into Lake Tahoe from the 
Project area. The clarity of Lake Tahoe has been decreasing, partially as a result of sediment and 
nutrient loading from multiple sources around the lake (UC Davis et al. 2007). Fine sediment 
particles remain suspended in the water column, reducing light penetration and water clarity. 
Nutrients, particularly phosphorus and nitrogen, stimulate the production of algae, which also 
reduce lake clarity. Reducing erosion and runoff from exposed soils and providing more 
opportunities for runoff treatment before it reaches the lake, can improve the clarity of Lake Tahoe 
(Placer County 2006b). 

Most development in the Project area occurred during the first half of the 20th century, when 
drainage infrastructure was designed to convey stormwater with little regard for impacts to Lake 
Tahoe; stormwater quality was seldom considered during design and construction. As a result, the 
existing drainage infrastructure within the Project area does not provide adequate treatment of 
runoff, increasing the potential for degradation of water quality in Lake Tahoe. The potential for 
high sediment loads in runoff is presented by the presence of areas of exposed soils throughout the 
Project area as well as eroded and degraded drainage channels. Improving the quality of runoff from 
the Project area into Lake Tahoe is important to the basin-wide effort to protect the lake’s water 
clarity. The Project proposes the construction of numerous storm water conveyance and treatment 
improvements (including curb-and gutter construction, new and enlarged detention basins, rock- 
and grass-lined channels, and sediment and filter vaults) that are designed to more efficiently remove 
suspended sediment transported from the Project area and, ultimately, discharged to the Lake.  

Past development of the Kings Beach community also impacted the natural function of Griff Creek 
by using culverts underneath local roadways that are too small to convey high flows. These 
undersized culverts do not meet applicable Caltrans and Placer County design standards and create 
high stream velocities that lead to channel erosion. The culverts also present barriers to migrating 
fish. The Project proposes to replace two of the culverts with structures to improve stream flow 
conveyance and fish passage. Additionally, the Project would improve stream process functions 
through realignment of portions of the channel and modifications of the floodplain. 

1.2 Project Background 
Kings Beach is located in Placer County, California, on the north shore of Lake Tahoe (Figure 1). 
The community has a population of about 4,000 residents (U.S. Census Bureau 2000) and is 
intersected by two major highways, State Route 28 and State Route 267. The Project area covers 
approximately 440 acres, encompassing the entire Kings Beach community and part of Griff Creek 
from Lake Tahoe upstream to Griff Lane (Figure 2).  

The Kings Beach Community Plan (KBCP), adopted in 1996, presents a vision intended to guide 
community enhancement activities, which includes water quality improvements. In accordance with 
the KBCP, Placer County has initiated several projects in the Kings Beach area. Among those 
projects are the Kings Beach Watershed Improvement Project (EIP #15 and #733), the Griff Creek Stream 
Restoration Project (EIP #410), and the Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project (EIP #10060). 
Because of overlap between the Watershed Improvement Project (WIP) and the Griff Creek project, 
the two were combined and are now one project: The Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement 
Project (the Project). The Project is the subject of analysis in this environmental document. 
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The Project area surrounds the area evaluated in the Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project 
(CCIP) EA/EIR/EIS (Placer County 2008b) (Figure 2). Some components of the WIP (e.g., water 
conveyance from the residential area) will connect to water quality improvement facilities evaluated 
in the CCIP EA/EIR/EIS. None of the Griff Creek improvements proposed by the Project were 
included in the CCIP environmental review. The previously evaluated CCIP water quality 
improvements are not a part of the Project but the environmental effects of implementation of these 
elements will be evaluated in this document in the analysis of cumulative effects.  

Figure 1. Project location map. 

Development of the Project required several studies to collect and interpret baseline data and to 
identify water quality, SEZ, and fisheries problems in the Project area. The studies included the 
Commercial Core, the residential area surrounding the Commercial Core, and the upgradient 
forested areas north and east of the Project area (Figure 2). The studies were then presented in a 
series of memoranda and reports, incorporated herein by reference and summarized in Appendix B 
and C of this environmental document. They are listed below: 

� SEZ Existing Conditions and Alternatives Report, Placer County, February 2006 
� Hydrologic Conditions Report, Placer County, February 2006 
� SEZ Improvement Plan, Placer County, June 2006 
� Review Alternatives Memorandum, Placer County, June 2006 
� Evaluating Alternatives Technical Memorandum, Placer County, November 2006 
� Project Plans for the Construction of the Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project, 25% Design, 

December 2007 

Complete copies of the above documents are available from Placer County. Additional reports were 
produced for biological resources, historic/cultural resources, and hazardous materials. Those 
reports are provided in Appendix D, E and F. 
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Figure 2a. Project area map. 
(Sources: USGS 1992 and Placer County 2007-2008) 
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Figure 2b. US Forest Service’s action area under NEPA. 
(Sources: USGS 1992 and Placer County 2007-2008) 
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Figure 2c. Reclamation’s action area under NEPA. 
(Sources: USGS 1992 and Placer County 2007-2008) 
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1.3 Environmental Setting 
1.3.1 General Hydrology 
The Griff Creek watershed begins at Martis Peak at an elevation of 8,742 feet. The Kings Beach 
watershed begins east of the Griff Creek watershed at an elevation of approximately 9,400 feet. 
These watersheds originate in the open forestland north and east of the community of Kings Beach 
and flow to Lake Tahoe at several points within the area. Due to the variety of land uses within the 
Kings Beach watershed, this large watershed was divided into six sub-watersheds (Figure 3) to assess 
runoff characteristics more accurately. Each sub-watershed represents a continuous flow path from 
the upgradient forestland to a lake outfall. 

The upstream contributing areas for each watershed consist almost exclusively of forestland with 
little to no impervious surface. Stormwater from the upgradient forest appears to be conveyed in 
defined channels or as overland flow. The downstream contributing areas consist of urbanized 
residential and commercial developments in the Kings Beach community. Residential uses dominate 
in the upslope portions of the Kings Beach community, while commercial uses are generally located 
along the State Route 28 corridor. Industrial uses are also located along the northern portion of the 
Project site on Speckled Avenue. The urban areas are a mixture of hard, impervious surfaces (streets, 
driveways, and structures) and erodable, unpaved surfaces (yards and other undeveloped areas). 
Urban runoff is currently conveyed in open ditches, curb-and-gutter, and subsurface storm drains. 
Runoff is conveyed under State Route 28 through storm drains and discharged to the lake through a 
series of culverts. Several detention basins were constructed by Placer County within the urban 
drainage area to control runoff and reduce pollutant discharge to the lake. 

1.3.2 Griff Creek SEZ 
Griff Creek is the primary channel in the Project area and has a steep slope and medium to high 
vegetation cover. The creek valley is heavily encroached upon by urban infrastructure in Kings 
Beach. Much of Griff Creek within Kings Beach is either channelized or excessively eroded (Placer 
County 2006a). Both of these conditions have resulted in high stream velocities and widespread 
disconnection of the Griff Creek channel from its historic floodplain. Historically, high flows would 
overtop the creek banks (overbank) and spread out onto the floodplain. Under these conditions, 
erosive stream energy is reduced, resulting in deposition of suspended sediment and nutrients onto 
the floodplain. As the result of increased runoff rates and volumes and encroachment by urban uses, 
the channel has incised and widened. Due to the increased channel volume, flow during most runoff 
events is contained within the channel and therefore, the natural sedimentation filtering effects of 
the SEZ are minimized. These changes have reduced the overbanking frequency and related 
deposition of sediment and nutrients onto the floodplain. 

Griff Creek flows through culverts at Canterbury Drive, Cambridge Drive, Speckled Avenue, Dolly 
Varden Avenue, and State Route 28. Each road crossing is a barrier to SEZ hydrologic and habitat 
connectivity. All culverts have insufficient high flow conveyance, resulting in sediment deposition at 
the upstream end of the culverts and channel scouring at the downstream ends. The culverts pose 
fish passage problems due to a combination of factors, including shallow flow depths at low flow, 
rapid velocities within the culverts at moderate to high flows, and culverts that are too high for fish 
to jump into. 
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Figure 3. Watersheds contributing flow through the Project area.  
The Kings Beach watershed is divided into smaller sub-watersheds (dashed lines) to accurately assess runoff characteristics 
through Kings Beach. 
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1.3.3 Coon Street SEZ 
The Coon Street sub-watershed and its associated SEZ are located east of Griff Creek in Kings 
Beach. The sub-watershed drains about 356 acres of land and empties into Lake Tahoe. Most of the 
upper Coon Street sub-watershed is forested land owned by the USFS. Approximately the lower 
third of the sub-watershed is in heavily urbanized Kings Beach. The Coon Street drainage is 
seasonal. Water only flows through the drainage during spring snowmelt runoff and after large 
rainstorms. 

The Coon Street SEZ is largely limited to highly fragmented open fields along the urbanized 
drainage course in parcels that have not been developed. For much of the drainage, water is 
conveyed through rock lined ditches along the side of the road, in backyards, in-between homes and 
businesses, and through culverts under roads. At the intersection of Brook Avenue and Coon Street, 
the drainage is directed underground and re-emerges near the north end of the Kings Beach pier 
south of State Route 28. 

1.3.4 Water Quality 
Development of the Kings Beach area has increased the potential for pollutant loading in runoff 
generated in urban areas. The proximity of the Kings Beach area to Lake Tahoe and limited natural 
water quality treatment of runoff presents the potential for pollutant discharge to the lake. Pollutant 
loads discharging to Lake Tahoe from the Project area were estimated in the Hydrologic Conditions 
Report (Placer County 2006b). The following table summarizes those estimates. 
Table 1. Estimated annual pollutant loads originating from the Project area 

Griff Creek Watershed 
2815.3 acres 

Kings Beach Watershed 
852.0 acres 

ANNUAL LOAD PER ACRE (lbs) 

NO3 0.00 0.29 

TKN 0.11 2.32 

SRP 0.01 0.27 

TP 0.04 1.36 

TSS 4.89 435.69 

ANNUAL LOAD BY TOTAL WATERSHED AREA (lbs) 

NO3 12 36 

TKN 310 290 

SRP 40 36 

TP 104 162 

TSS 13,778 50,030 

NO3=Nitrate+nitrite; TKN=Total organic nitrogen+ammonia; SRP=Soluble reactive phosphorus; TP=Total phosphorus; 
TSS=Total suspended solids 
Source: SWQIC 2004 

1.4 General Regulatory Setting 
The Project is subject to the requirements of federal, state, and regional environmental laws and 
regulations which ensure the evaluation and control of potential effects upon the human and 
physical environment. The federal requirements are contained in the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) while the state of California requires compliance with the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Additionally, projects within the Lake Tahoe region 
are subject to environmental controls implemented by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
(TRPA). This document has been prepared to provide environmental analysis of the Project in 
compliance with NEPA, CEQA, and TRPA. Although the environmental review presented in this 
document addresses the requirements of NEPA, CEQA, and TRPA, other laws and regulations 
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implemented by federal, state, and local regulatory and permitting agencies also apply to 
implementation of the Project.  

The regulatory requirements governing specific resource types in the Project area are summarized in 
conjunction with each of the environmental issue areas evaluated in Section 4. 

1.4.1 Regional Plans 
The entire Project area falls under the planning jurisdictions of Placer County and the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) with specific parcels falling under the jurisdiction of the U.S. 
Forest Service and the State of California.  

Land use in the Tahoe Basin is guided by the 1987 Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin (Regional 
Plan), which is a set of documents, plans, and programs that guide all land use decisions in the 
Tahoe Basin and is the basis for all of TRPA’s ordinances and environmental codes. The primary 
goal of the Regional Plan is to meet and maintain the standards of environmental quality known as 
Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities (Thresholds). These Thresholds identify the level of 
human impact the Lake Tahoe environment can withstand before irreparable damage occurs (TRPA 
2008). The Threshold categories include air and water quality, soil and SEZ conservation, noise, 
recreation, transportation, scenic resources, vegetation, and fish and wildlife.  

Land use on USFS parcels is generally guided by the 1988 Land and Resource Management Plan for the 
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (Forest Plan). However, the USFS is directed to cooperate with the 
TRPA, and federal statutes require the USFS to comply with the environmental thresholds for 
water, air, and noise (USFS 1988). No determination has been made that legally binds the USFS to 
the visual, vegetation, wildlife, fishery, and recreation thresholds; nevertheless, programs and 
projects proposed by the USFS are reviewed against these standards. The TRPA Regional Plan 
serves as a proxy for the Forest Plan; therefore, local projects that are in conformance with the 
Regional Plan are, by proxy, in conformance with the Forest Plan. 

1.4.2 Specific Plans 
The Regional Plan includes specific plans such as community plans and Plan Area Statements (PAS). 
Plan Area Statements provide a description of land use for particular areas in the Tahoe Basin. The 
Lake Tahoe Region is divided into more than 175 separate Plan Areas (TRPA 2008). For each Plan 
Area, a “statement” is made as to how that particular area should be regulated to achieve 
environmental and land use objectives. Community plans are similar to Plan Area Statements, but 
focus on specific areas where humans dwell. Community plans are subject to the TRPA Goals and 
Policies and all standards of the Code of Ordinances, except that a community plan may establish 
certain standards that provide equal or superior measures to achieve environmental thresholds. Only 
the following standards may be replaced by a community plan: Density of Use, Noise, Driveway and 
Parking, and Outdoor Advertising. Community plans replace PAS for the areas within community 
plan boundaries 

The Project area falls within the Placer County General Plan (PCGP) area. However, TRPA’s Plan 
Area Statements and the most recently approved community plans, the Kings Beach Community 
Plan (KBCP) and the Kings Beach Industrial Community Plan (KBICP), supersede the PCGP 
within their designated boundaries.  
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1.5 Permits and Approvals Needed 
Permits from the State Department of Fish and Game (DFG), U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), TRPA, and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region 
(LRWQCB) will be required to implement the Project. The Project will also be subject to the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the LRWQCB for 
Project construction activities. Encroachment permits may be necessary from various agencies. 
Additional permits for disposal of excess material may be required. The following table summarizes 
the permits, reviews, and approvals that would be required for Project construction. 
Table 2. Permits and Approvals Needed 

AGENCY PERMIT/APPROVAL STATUS 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Land Capability Verification, Backshore 
Delineation, Soils/Hydro Application 
Report, General Permit 

LCV and Backshore Delineation 
complete/accepted 
Soils/Hydro Report Application and 
General Permit to be completed 

California Tahoe Conservancy License Agreements To be completed 

California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, Lahontan Region 

NPDES NOI, 401 Water Quality 
Certification, Dewatering Plan, Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

To be completed 

California Dept. of Fish and Game 1602 Agreement for Streambed Alteration  
Section 2080Compliance for Threatened 
and Endangered Species (TES) 

Streambed Alteration Agreement to be 
completed 
No TES – no effect 

California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 

Encroachment Permits To be completed with each Project phase 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 Compliance for Threatened and 
Endangered Species (TES) 

No TES - no effect 

U.S. Forest Service Special Use Permits To be completed 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit for filling or dredging 
waters of the United States (General 
Nationwide Permit).  

To be completed 

In order to conduct Project activities on CTC parcels, license agreements must be executed on those 
parcels. A list of CTC parcels requiring license agreements is provided in Appendix G. 

Note, this document provides an analysis of potential environmental impacts for the Project at a 
level of detail appropriate to 25% design plans (see Appendix C). As the Project design is finalized, 
more detailed information will become available; therefore, when DPW is ready to begin 
construction of the first phase of the Project, the permit application documents will incorporate not 
only the information included in this environmental document (including all measures to avoid, 
minimize, and/or mitigate environmental effects), but also any new or more detailed information as 
appropriate for construction. 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Placer County Department of Public Works (Placer County) proposes to improve the quality of 
stormwater discharging into Lake Tahoe from the Kings Beach community by stabilizing exposed 
soils with vegetation and/or mulch; improving the existing drainage system with new curbs, gutters, 
earthen berms and underground pipes; and treating runoff with a variety of methods including fill 
removal, sediment traps and vaults, swales, infiltration and/or detention basins, and media filters. In 
addition, Placer County proposes to improve fish passage and habitat in Griff Creek by replacing 
culverts, constructing in-channel habitat features, excavating portions of channel, constructing new 
channel, and installing rock channel bed stabilization (grade control) structures. These actions are 
described in more detail in the following sections. 

The Project emphasizes three methods: pollutant source control, runoff control (hydrologic 
control), and treatment of runoff through water quality treatment basins; complemented by 
advanced filtration to treat runoff that cannot be effectively treated with the three methods. This 
approach follows the preferred design approach commonly accepted to improve stormwater quality 
and generally follows the planning procedures developed by the Lake Tahoe Basin Storm Water 
Quality Improvement Committee (SWQIC)3 (SWQIC 2004). 

2.1 Watershed Improvement 
As originally conceived, the watershed improvement component of the Project was a stand-alone 
project known as the “WIP.” The following discussion focuses on the WIP component of the 
Project, followed by a discussion on the Griff Creek SEZ restoration component. 

The main strategy for watershed improvement is to limit the amount of runoff that washes through 
the Kings Beach community, and to treat the runoff that originates in the community. This would 
be achieved with a three-pronged approach: 

1.	 Capture Forest runoff. This first element of the three-pronged approach would capture 
runoff from the forested upper watershed — which is relatively clean (see Table 1) — before 
it reaches the Residential Area, and convey that clean runoff directly to Lake Tahoe. 

2.	 Capture and treat Residential Area runoff. Unlike the forest runoff, the Residential Area 
runoff contains pollutants (though not as much as the Commercial Core runoff). This 
second element of the strategy would capture the Residential Area runoff before it co
mingles with Commercial Core runoff. The runoff would be treated through settling and 
infiltration, and then discharged directly to Lake Tahoe. Source control is also an important 
element of the Project’s strategy to improve water quality originating from the Residential 
Area. 

3.	 Capture and treat Commercial Core runoff. Commercial Core runoff carries the highest 
concentrations of pollutants. Commercial Core runoff will be collected and treated with 
advanced filtration systems before discharge to Lake Tahoe. As with the Residential Area, 
source controls would also be implemented in the Commercial Core. 

Figure 4 illustrates the three main runoff source areas described above. 

3 Project planning occurred while the SWQIC guidelines were still in development, so the Project planning process did 
not follow the SWQIC guidelines exactly. 
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Figure 4. The three main runoff source areas of the Watershed Improvement Plan. 
Forest, Residential Area, and Commercial Core. 
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Solids in water can be removed by physical separation, which is most easily achieved by reducing 
water velocities and allowing the solids to settle out of the water. This is the principle behind the 
settling basins and infiltration devices that comprise the majority of the runoff treatment design 
proposed for the Residential Area. Much of the pollution in the Commercial Core runoff, however, 
is not only suspended, but also dissolved in the water. These dissolved contaminants require more 
advanced treatment, hence the proposed filtration systems. However, filters become inefficient 
when there is a high rate of flow through them. Separating Forest and Residential Area runoff from 
the Commercial Core runoff would reduce the volume of water needing advanced treatment and 
would avoid overloading the filters. 

The major watershed improvement actions are summarized below and shown in Figure 5.  

� Design and construct drainage infrastructure to separate Forest, Residential Area, and Commercial 
Core runoff to reduce the amount of water that must be treated at the Commercial Core. 

� Revegetate or install rock protection on eroding slopes within the Project area. 

� Construct grass swales, rock-lined channels, curb-and-gutter, and underground piping to convey 
runoff to filtration systems (i.e., detention basins and rock bowls). The Project design emphasizes 
using grass and rock (instead of concrete) in open channels to reduce erosion during conveyance 
yet allowing water to infiltrate into the ground. 

� Construct detention basins, rock bowls and infiltration galleries that collect and retain urban 
runoff to control the volume of runoff and to promote water infiltration and sediment filtration. 

� Install filtration systems such as sediment vaults, sediment traps, and filter vaults to treat urban 
runoff. 

� Remove some impervious surfaces (about 20,000 to 50,000 square feet). 

� Improve unpaved areas that are used for parking or vehicular travel. Porous concrete, crushed 
rock, or mulch would be used to promote water infiltration while reducing erosion. 

� Install boulders to minimize unauthorized parking or vehicular travel (i.e., surface disturbance) on 
unpaved surfaces. 

� Work with landowners to implement backyard best management practices (BMPs) to control 
pollutants that originate from private parcels. 

In the past, several projects have been implemented within the Project area by Placer County to 
improve the function and performance of storm water collection and treatment facilities. The 
Project would incorporate and make improvements to elements of these existing storm water 
facilities. The projects are shown on Figure 5a and are summarized as follows: 

� Kings Beach Erosion Control Project – This project installed storm water quality improvements 
within the Bear, Coon, and Fox sub watersheds. The improvements included rock lined channels, 
sediment vaults, sediment cans, and detention basins. 

� Griff Creek Stream Restoration Project – The project entailed the construction of water quality 
improvement facilities within the Griff Creek sub-watershed. Improvements with the Griff Creek 
SEZ included floodplain enhancement, stream bank protection, and revegetation of disturbed 
areas. Additionally, water quality treatment basins were installed. 

� Beaver Street Erosion Control Project – Within the Beaver and Park sub-watersheds, several types 
of water quality improvements were made. The improvements included, rock lined channels, curb 
and gutter systems along roadways, drainage inlets, sediment cans and water quality treatment 
basins. 
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� Upper Cutthroat Erosion Control Project – This project installed rock lined channels, drainage 
inlets, curb and gutter, sediment cans, and water quality treatment basins primarily along Cutthroat 
and Dolly Varden Avenues within the Coon and Fox sub-watersheds. 

2.1.1 Water Quality Improvement Elements 
As described above and as shown on Figures 5a through 5g, the Project proposes numerous 
improvements to the existing storm water management system. The following descriptions 
summarize the major components of the Project. Photographic examples of typical erosion control 
and water treatment improvements are shown in Figure 6, and drawings of planned treatment 
elements are provided on Sheets D-1 through D-23 of the design plans (Appendix C). 

Detention Basins 
Detention basins are excavated, unlined depressions designed to provide temporary storage of storm 
water runoff. Additionally, the basins are designed to allow infiltration of the stored water into the 
ground. The detention and infiltration promotes removal of suspended sediments and nutrients, 
improving water quality. The basins would be constructed on open parcels and would receive water 
from rock lined channels and curb-and-gutter collection systems. The basins proposed by the 
Project would range in surface area from approximately 500 to 4,000 square feet. The largest basins 
would be located at the corner of Loch Levon Avenue and Deer Street and near the intersection of 
Secline Street and SR 28. The depth of excavation for the basins would range from one to about six 
feet below the existing ground surface. The maximum depth of water stored in the basins would be 
about three feet. The sideslopes of the basins would be gentle (between 6:1 and 3:1, 
horizontal:vertical) and would be vegetated with native plant species. The basins would be generally 
similar in appearance to existing detention basins within the Project area. However, the proposed 
basins would be constructed, revegetated, and maintained in accordance with the Project design and 
all mitigation proposed in this environmental document. 

Infiltration Galleries 
The Project proposes the construction of infiltration galleries to promote the percolation of 
collected storm water into the subsurface. The infiltration would reduce the volume of surface water 
transported out of the Project area. Additionally, the infiltration of water through the subsurface 
would provide for removal of sediments and associated pollutants. Two infiltration galleries are 
proposed in the ball fields south of Dolly Varden Avenue near its intersection with Wolf Street. 
Trenches are excavated to a depth of less than six feet. The bottom of the trench is filled with gravel 
on which a series of manufacture infiltration chambers are placed. The remainder of the trench is 
filled with granular fill. 

Sediment and Filter Vaults 
Sediment vaults proposed for the Project are pre-cast concrete boxes installed below the ground 
surface. Storm water collected by rock or grass lined channels and curb-and-gutter systems flow to 
drain pipes and is directed into the vaults. The vaults are designed with baffling systems to reduce 
the velocity of water flow and promote the settlement of suspended sediment. Filter vaults are 
similar to sediment vaults in that they are subsurface vaults that provide removal of sediment and 
nutrients from runoff. The removal is performed by passing the runoff through filters contained in 
the vaults. Sediment and filter vaults would be installed throughout the Project area. 

Grass Lined Swales 
The Project proposes the construction of grass lined swales along the margins of some streets and in 
open space areas for the conveyance of runoff. The swales are proposed in areas with relatively low 
expected runoff flow velocities. The swales are shallow linear depressions that are vegetated with 
grasses. The vegetation promotes the removal of sediment and nutrients suspended in the runoff. 
Grass lined swales would be primarily used within the Coon Creek drainage. 
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Rock Lined Channels and Rock Bowls 
Rock lined channels are proposed along the margins of streets and along some drainage channels. 
The purpose of the rock lined channel is to provide stable conveyance of storm water to treatment 
facilities (e.g., detention basins, infiltration galleries, sediment vaults) and promote infiltration of 
runoff. The channels are shallow linear depressions that are lined with rock fragments (generally 
ranging between 8 to 16 inches in diameter). The channel design includes energy dissipation features 
at the transition between the channel and inlets to drainage pipes. 

Rock bowls are shallow (four to five feet) circular depressions filled with coarse rock fragments. The 
bowls promote infiltration of the runoff flows and can be located along drainage channels or swales 
or at the terminus of storm drain pipes. Most of the proposed rock bowls are located along the 
Coon Creek drainage. 

Earthen Berms 
Earthen berms proposed by the Project range between 6 to 24 inches in height, and 3 to 7 feet in 
width. Three berms are planned in the Project area: 1) near the north end of Chipmunk Street, to 
augment the planned rock bowl at that location 2) at Salmon Court, to augment the planned 
detention basin there, and 3) in the planned secondary channel in Griff Creek near the end of 
Golden Avenue, to prevent channel migration and ensure water from the secondary channel flows 
back into the primary channel. The berms planned for this Project would be revegetated with native 
plant species. 

Porous Concrete Pavement 
The Project proposes construction of porous concrete pavement along the shoulders of some of the 
streets within the Project area. Porous concrete is a permeable pavement underlain by granular fill 
which acts as a reservoir for water that percolates through the pavement. The appearance of porous 
concrete is similar to conventional concrete but porous pavement has more void spaces, allowing 
the movement of water through the pavement. Porous pavement would provide a stable parking 
surface while promoting increased infiltration of runoff into the subsurface. Increased infiltration 
would reduce runoff flows and provide increased water quality treatment by removing sediment and 
nutrients. The primary areas proposed to receive the porous pavement treatment are: 

� both sides of Brockway Vista Avenue between Coon Street and Chipmunk Street; 

� the west side of Park Lane north of SR 28; and 

� the south side of Brook Avenue, Trout Avenue, and Golden Avenue between Coon Street and 
Fox Street. 

2.1.2 Other Notable Water Quality Improvement Elements 
� Three different roadway options exist for the installation of curb-and-gutter along Speckled 

Avenue: 1) no parking, 2) parking on one side and 3) parking on both sides. All three options will 
allow for a reduction of impervious coverage relative to existing conditions. 

� Removal of earthen fill (dirt pile) at northwest corner of Dolly Varden Avenue and Wolf Street. 

� Installation of curb-and-gutter at the crossing of the Coon Street SEZ. This would provide 
separation of road runoff from SEZ runoff. In addition, each crossing is proposing to have four 
double-sediment traps (eight sediment traps, 4-foot diameter each) to pre-treat the runoff before 
discharging into the SEZ for final treatment. 
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Rock-lined channel Rock bowl with sediment trap 

Curb-and-gutter with storm drain inlet Detention basin w/ sediment trap and earth berm 

Pervious pavement Vault containing filtration system 

Figure 6a. Photographic examples of typical erosion control and water treatment improvements (page 1 of 2). 
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Revegetated hillside Rock slope protection 

Boulder barrier Fence 

Crushed rock surface treatment Infiltration trench 

Figure 6b. Photographic examples of typical erosion control and water treatment improvements (page 2 of 2). 
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� All of the Commercial Core area utilizes a treatment train approach. The drain inlets would all 
have sumps, all water would go through sediment vaults and then through the advanced treatment 
system. (“Treatment train” refers to various components of a wastewater treatment system 
connected in succession. An example would be a sediment vault followed immediately by a filter 
vault, each component removing progressively smaller contaminants (suspended particles and 
dissolved pollutants) before discharging (clean) water into the receiving environment.) 

� The existing detention basins in the Commercial Core area would continue to be used, with pre
treatment enhancements added. 

� All of the storm drain outfalls to Lake Tahoe would remain in their existing locations, except for 
the outfall by the boat launch at Coon Street. This one would be relocated 15 feet to the north to 
allow for a treatment system to be installed. 

� Related installations include manholes and drainage inlets. Drainage inlets would feature bicycle-
safe grates. 

2.2 Griff Creek SEZ Restoration 
Formulation of the Griff Creek component of the Project was based on analysis of the alternatives 
ranking process described in the SEZ Improvement Plan (Placer County 2006c). Twenty priority areas 
were identified in which water quality, geomorphic channel stability, floodplain connectivity, riparian 
habitats, and fish passage could be improved by addressing an existing problem or taking advantage 
of an enhancement opportunity. These priority areas are referred to as Enhancement Sites, and are 
shown in Figure 7. 

Proposed Griff Creek SEZ restoration actions are summarized below and shown on Figure 5. Major 
components of the restoration include replacement of existing culverts at the Dolly Varden Avenue 
and Speckled Avenue crossings of Griff Creek to enhance fish passage. Additionally, the 
improvements would include creation of secondary channels between Golden Avenue and Steelhead 
Avenue (about 470 linear feet) and between of Speckled Avenue and Dolly Varden Avenue (about 
425 feet linear feet). The secondary channel would transport some of the Griff Creek flows to a 
newly created detention basin at the northwest corner of Dolly Varden Avenue and Wolf Street. The 
basin would provide for precipitation of suspended sediment and nutrients, thereby improving water 
quality. The outflow pipe from the detention basin would direct water onto the Griff Creek 
floodplain south of Dolly Varden Avenue to allow further infiltration and water quality treatment.  

Excavation of sediments in three main areas is proposed to lower the floodplain surface, improving 
the continuity of the floodplain and its hydraulic connection to the creek. The three areas of 
floodplain excavation include: 

� West side of the creek, just downstream of the SR 28 crossing (Area = +2,700 ft2); 

� East side of the creek; west of the intersection of Secline Street and Golden Avenue (Area = 
+2,000 ft2); 

� West side of the creek; just upstream of the Speckled Avenue crossing (Area = +1,600 ft2); 

The excavations would be approximately two feet in depth and would remove 140 to 370 cubic 
yards of soil at each area. During excavation, the existing vegetation would be removed but would 
be replaced in accordance with a revegetation plan. Any sod removed during excavation would be 
harvested, stored during construction, and reused in disturbed areas. All willows or alders within the 
disturbed areas would be salvaged and replaced within the excavation area. These improvements 
would increase floodplain inundation in these areas and promote increased sediment deposition and 
infiltration of storm flows. 
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Other improvements include: 

� Installation of grade control structures (i.e., boulders embedded in channel bed) to stabilize stream 
gradient and reduce incision potential and improve fish passage; 

� Bank protection (e.g., boulder toe protection and willow plantings) to prevent further erosion of 
stream banks (five locations, about 200 linear feet of total treatment);  

� Removal of a foot bridge and low flow crossing; and 

� Installation of energy dissipaters at critical areas of runoff discharge to creek. 

Detailed text descriptions of proposed restoration actions at each Enhancement Site are provided in 
Table 3. 
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Figure 7. Griff Creek Enhancement Sites evaluated for restoration potential in the SEZ Improvement Plan.  
(Source: Placer County 2006c) 
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Table 3. Proposed Griff Creek SEZ Restoration Actions 
ENHANCEMENT 
SITE NUMBER ENHANCEMENT SITE OPPORTUNITY PROJECT ACTION 

1 Griff Creek downstream of State Route 28 is a trapezoidal, rip-rapped channel 
constructed in 1984 as part of Placer County’s Phase I Erosion Control Project. 
Because of the channel’s high conveyance capacity, a 50 to 100 year flow event 
is needed for overbanking to occur, limiting any SEZ connection. The high terrace 
east of the channel has little ecological value and no Griff Creek pollutant 
filtering potential. Furthermore the uniform channel bed has little hydraulic 
diversity to support aquatic habitat and offers little fish refuge from high velocity 
stream flows. 

No action. 

2 State Route 28 culverts do not meet conveyance requirements of CALTRANS and 
the Placer County SWMM (MACTEC 2003a). Furthermore, they are a temporal 
barrier to fish passage and prevent any potential floodplain connectivity up and 
downstream of State Route 28. 

Install a grade control structure at the culvert outlet to enhance fish passage. 
The grade control structure consists of the placement of large boulders 
embedded into the bed of the channel and surrounded with smaller boulders. 

3 The function of the in-channel sediment basin upstream of State Route 28 has the 
potential to be enhanced. The trapezoidal, rip-rapped channel constructed in 
1984 as part of Placer County’s Phase I Erosion Control Project upstream of State 
Route 28 has high flow conveyance capacity and only overbanks approximately 
every 9 to 10 years. 

Excavate a portion (approximately 10,000 square feet) of the Placer County 
parcel east of the channel to create a new water quality basin (approximate 
volume of 57,000 cubic feet). Storm water would be collected from the roadways 
in the basin before releasing into the creek channel. The retention of water will 
promote riparian vegetation in this area.  
Since Placer County owns this land, it is a great opportunity to treat stormwater. 
The development of a management plan to periodically dredge the existing basin 
could enhance its effectiveness. The existing primary channel would be retained 
with no modifications. 

4 This is the most incised Griff Creek reach and the largest channel source of fine-
grained sediment from bank failure. Parcels on both sides of the channel are 
privately owned. The land east of the channel is largely an undeveloped, 
abandoned floodplain with remnant channels. The primary channel overbanks 
into the abandoned floodplain about once every 4 to 8 years. 

Obtain drainage easements along the left bank for channel excavation and a 
secondary channel. Channel excavation (about 500 cubic yards) will create a new 
inset floodplain re-connecting the existing primary channel. Diverted flows from 
enhancement site 5 would be directed into a secondary channel. Construction of 
the secondary channel (about 470 linear feet) would follow a remnant channel 
path before reconnecting to the primary channel. A constructed berm will 
prevent channel migration and ensure tie-in into the primary channel. Construct 
bank stabilization along sections of the eroding banks (e.g., rock wall, large 
wood, and bio-engineering). 

5 The two parcels in this area disrupt the longitudinal connectivity of the left 
floodplain. Upstream of these parcels, the floodplain is active, with fairly regular 
overbanking events. The abandoned floodplain downstream of these parcels is 
not inundated as frequently. Griff Creek is also incised in this reach and has 
sections of unstable banks. 

Obtain necessary easements to excavate a portion of the left bank creating a 
new inset floodplain re-connected to the existing primary channel. The new 
floodplain would provide a link with the active floodplain upstream and the 
abandoned floodplain downstream. Construct in-channel grade control structures 
(e.g. check dams, rock weirs, large wood) to prevent migrating head cut and to 
slow water velocities. 

November 2008 30 



 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Final Environmental Compliance Document 

ENHANCEMENT 
SITE NUMBER ENHANCEMENT SITE OPPORTUNITY PROJECT ACTION 

6 The land east of the channel is active floodplain. Griff Creek is less incised in this 
reach than downstream. The channel overbanks into the floodplain about once 
every 4 to 5 years. The floodplain is actively supported by diversion of some of 
the high flow at Dolly Varden Avenue into a flood channel that traverses through 
the floodplain. Overbanking of the flood channel(s) currently provides the best 
pollutant filtering opportunity on lower Griff Creek. 

Construct a new floodplain swale just downstream of the Dolly Varden Avenue 
road crossing that would connect with the new floodplain swale proposed 
upstream at enhancement sites 7 and 8. The new swale would divert a higher 
percentage of Griff Creek’s flow into the existing active floodplain. Modify the 
exit of the left open arched culvert to direct flows into the primary channel. 
Also, construct in-channel grade control features (e.g., check dams, rock weirs, 
large wood) to prevent additional potential incision of the primary channel and 
downstream end of the floodplain swale. Structures would also add channel 
roughness that would decrease channel capacity and enable overbanking to occur 
at a somewhat lower discharge. 
Bank stabilization and grade control features would be in place to arrest future 
primary channel incision, but would also enhance flooding of the active 
floodplain without disturbing the existing healthy riparian vegetation community. 

7 The culverts at Dolly Varden Avenue are a barrier to floodplain flow and provide 
poor fish passage and high flow conveyance. The right circular CMP culvert outlet 
at Dolly Varden Avenue is suspended about 1 foot above the low-flow water 
surface and is a barrier to fish passage. 

Make no modifications to the west secondary channel (enhancement site 8) and 
the right circular CMP culvert. Replace the left arch CMP culvert on the primary 
channel with a channel spanning, natural bottom culvert, such as a single or 
double barrel concrete arch structure, to enhance fish passage and improve 
channel and floodplain conveyance capacity. Install a separate box culvert for 
the new proposed floodplain swale upstream of Dolly Varden Avenue 
(enhancement site 8) to connect with the existing floodplain downstream. Install 
a grade control structure just upstream from culvert. 

8 Urban encroachment along Griff Creek’s right bank and modification of the 
channel is extensive in this reach. Although Griff Creek is less incised upstream of 
Dolly Varden Avenue compared to reaches downstream, existing overbank 
opportunities are still limited, and only occur about once every 4 to 5 years. A 
great opportunity is available to enhance the hydrologic connectivity between 
the channel and the undeveloped CTC land east of the channel. 

Excavate a floodplain entrance and new floodplain swale (about 425 linear feet) 
through the CTC’s property east of the main channel, including removal of a 
majority of the berm paralleling the upstream side of Dolly Varden Avenue. The 
existing ground on private property would remain as a vegetated island between 
the new floodplain and existing primary channel.  
The CTC-owned parcels east of Griff Creek at this site are a great opportunity for 
enhanced water quality. No private property easements are required and minimal 
disturbance of the existing riparian vegetation would be expected. 

9 The culverts at Speckled Avenue are in poor condition. The small circular CMP 
culvert right of the main channel that conveys water from the meadow flood 
channels is undersized, its outlet is submerged, and provides poor fish passage. 
Incision of the meadow flood channels upstream of the culvert may be related to 
the configuration of this culvert. The right culvert of the two twin arch CMP main 
channel culverts is blocked and does not convey any flow. 

To enhance fish passage and improve channel conveyance capacity replace the 
left twin arch CMP culverts with a channel-spanning (40 feet) natural bottom 
culvert. Modify inlet and outlet conditions on the CMP right of the main channel 
to improve conveyance and possible fish passage. 

10 The flood channels in the meadow upstream of Speckled Avenue exhibit evidence 
of prior channel incision, possibly related to poor alignment with the road 
culverts. This incision appears to have been arrested by constructed rock grade 
control. The existing flood channels overbank about every 3 to 4 years. An 
opportunity exists to increase the frequency of overbanking into the large grassy 
meadow with high pollutant filtering potential. 

Excavate a floodplain (about 3,000 square feet) in the area of primary channel to 
redirect a newly designed channel for improved alignment and conveyance under 
the roadway. Improvements in enhancement site 9 to the elevated inlet culvert 
will benefit the grassy meadow channel area. 

11 Although a flood channel diverts a portion of Griff Creek’s high flow at upstream 
at enhancement site 14, overbanking of water into low velocity areas that would 
enable settling of pollutants occurs somewhat infrequently in this area. The 
existing flood channel may have been the historic primary channel. 

No action. 
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ENHANCEMENT 
SITE NUMBER ENHANCEMENT SITE OPPORTUNITY PROJECT ACTION 

12 A large step in the channel is a potential fish passage barrier. No action. 

13 A low-water bridge that diverts a portion of the high flow into a flood channel is 
a barrier to fish passage. 

No action. 

14 An old culvert is lying longitudinally on the channel bed against the right bank at 
this location. The purpose of the culvert’s placement is not certain. It may have 
been placed in the channel to provide bank protection, or could be a remnant 
from the historic road that used to cross Griff Creek. Fill used to construct the 
old road east of the channel is a hydrologic barrier to floodplain flow. 

Remove the culvert and, if necessary, provide bank stabilization (e.g., rock, 
large wood, bio-engineering). In addition, remove the old road fill east of the 
channel that is a barrier to floodplain flow. (The historic road crossing of Griff 
Creek at this location no longer exists. It appears that the original function of 
this fill as an approach to the crossing is no longer necessary, and should be 
removed.) 

15 The channel splits at this location. Most of the flow is diverted into the steeper 
channel at the base of the east valley wall. An existing grassy meadow located at 
the channel split is an opportunity to increase pollutant filtering. 

No action. 

16 The twin circular CMP culverts at Cambridge Drive are a fish passage barrier 
during high and low flows since the outlets are not at grade with the channel 
bed, and are a hydrologic barrier to floodplain connectivity. 

No action. Funding constraints and poor quality of upstream fish habitat limit the 
priority for replacement of culvert. 

17 A large step in the channel is a potential fish passage barrier. No action. 

18 A roadside drainage problem was observed during spring snowmelt flows on the 
road west of the low-water crossing. 

No action. 

19 The North Tahoe Public Utility District (NTPUD) water tower east of the channel 
that cuts into the floodplain and constricts flood flow conveyance has resulted in 
some local channel incision. 

No action. 

20 The single circular culvert at Canterbury Drive constricts the Griff Creek 
floodplain and is a potential fish passage barrier at high flows. 

No action. Funding constraints and poor quality of upstream fish habitat limit the 
priority for replacement of culvert. 
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
As summarized in section 1.2 Project Background, the Project was originally conceived as two 
separate projects. As a result, two sets of alternatives were developed and evaluated independent 
from each other. The two sets of alternatives have since been merged together into the Project. 
NEPA requires that an environmental assessment include a brief discussion of alternatives. 
Therefore, pursuant to the NEPA regulations, the alternatives are presented here.  

The alternatives were evaluated by the County and a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) that was 
established to provide input from permitting and responsible public agencies. The TAC included 
staff from the following entities: 

� County of Placer 

� Tahoe Regional Planning Authority (TRPA) 

� Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB) 

� U.S. Forest Service (USFS) 

� U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) 

� California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

� North Tahoe Public Utility District (NTPUD) 

� California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC) 

The TAC was convened for numerous meetings throughout the development of the Project to 
review and comment on the goals, needs, objectives, and implementation actions for the Project. 
This review process informed the development of alternatives. Ultimately, the TAC’s consideration 
of the alternatives resulted in the development of the Project as a synthesis of the most appropriate 
elements of the alternatives. Minutes for all TAC meetings are on file at Placer County and TRPA 
offices. 

3.1 Watershed Improvement Alternatives 
Previous watershed improvement (WIP) work included an existing condition assessment 
(MACTEC 2003b) that identified and evaluated sites for potential water quality improvements and 
proposed 14 water quality concept alternatives. The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) selected 
four of the 14 concept alternatives in December 2002 for further consideration. Placer County 
subsequently prepared a Hydrologic Conditions Report (Placer County 2006b) that summarized and 
enhanced the four alternatives, provided details and modifications, and consolidated appropriate 
elements from two of the alternatives into one hybrid alternative, resulting in three alternatives. The 
three alternatives were further developed and described in the Review Alternatives Memorandum (Placer 
County 2006d), and evaluated in the Evaluating Alternatives Technical Memorandum (Placer County 
2006e). 

Each of the WIP alternatives were thoroughly evaluated by the TAC to determine their effectiveness 
in achieving the Project objectives and to identify any constraints posed by the alternatives. The 
evaluation primarily focused on the water quality improvement potential, capital costs, and 
construction issues (including traffic disruption) for implementation of each alternative. 
Consideration was also given to permitting requirements and public and funding support for each 
alternative. In addition, the advantages and constraints related to operation and maintenance of the 
alternatives and the expected land acquisition requirements were assessed.  
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3.1.1 Summary of the WIP Alternatives 
The WIP alternatives consisted of three different approaches based on land area. These three 
approaches for addressing urban runoff and water quality became the basis of the more fully 
developed alternatives summarized below. The alternatives were described in detail and evaluated in 
a memorandum prepared by Placer County and reviewed by the TAC in the Evaluating Alternatives 
Technical Memorandum (Placer County 2006e), incorporated herein by reference. Please refer to that 
document for more detailed information, including maps. All potential environmental effects of 
each alternative were assessed for each issue area evaluated in Section 4.0. The results of the 
assessment are presented in the following sections. 

WIP Alternative A: Localized Approach 
Alternative A was a localized approach to runoff treatment. The localized approach would collect 
and treat urban runoff from areas smaller than the sub-watersheds (shown in Figure 3); these areas 
would each be approximately the size of a street block. Alternative A would primarily use settling 
basins and sediment traps to treat runoff. The approach of this alternative was to reduce the runoff 
volume and peak flow at State Route 28 by storing runoff at numerous locations throughout the 
watershed, and promoting infiltration through a series of vegetated swales, infiltration galleries, and 
detention basins. 

Alternative A would not present any substantial construction issues. No large features (e.g. large 
detention basins) were proposed. Construction activities would primarily involve conventional 
excavation techniques and would result in short-term air emissions from equipment and 
construction noise. These activities would include some grading and exposure of soil to erosion 
during the construction period. Alternative A would result in traffic disruptions during the 
construction period. The disruptions would be expected to last only one season. Traffic disruptions 
would be minimal and limited in extent due to the small isolated construction areas. 

Alternative A would not require any new equipment purchases because this alternative would 
expand only on the size and number of existing facilities. Maintenance activities and costs would 
result from a need to clean the additional sediment traps/drop inlets and settling basins, as well as 
maintain any roadside ditches, storm drain pipes or curb-and-gutters. The Coon Street SEZ would 
require regular maintenance to avoid erosion or debris jams. 

Alternative A would require the purchase of six private parcels, including a parcel owned by AT&T 
Corporation. About 100 feet of isolated easements for roadside channels, culvert inlet and outlets, 
and basins would also be necessary. 

WIP Alternative B: Basin-wide Approach 
Like Alternative A, Alternative B would use settling basins and sediment traps to slow and treat 
runoff, but Alternative B would collect runoff from each sub-watershed, directing the runoff to large 
treatment facilities located closer to the Commercial Core. In addition, selected areas would have 
storm drain pipes, curb-and-gutter, and infiltration areas to slow, treat, and redirect runoff and 
reduce pollutant loads to the lake. Forest and upgradient surface runoff would be redirected and 
treated in traditional sediment basins, then discharged directly to the lake, bypassing the Commercial 
Core. This approach would collect more runoff than Alternative A along the lower half of the 
Project area, reducing the volume of runoff and peak flow at State Route 28. 

Excavations of roadside ditches would be required under this alternative, unlike Alternative A, and a 
pipeline to redirect forest runoff would also be needed. 

Under Alternative B, construction would interfere with existing utilities and the need to cross the 
highway at several locations. Construction activities would also result in short-term air emissions, 
construction noise, and exposure of soils to erosion during construction. Known hazardous 
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materials sites (related to fuel storage leaks and reported spills) could impact the feasibility and costs 
of construction of proposed basins. Additionally, construction in these areas could result in 
exposure of workers and the environment to hazardous materials. Impacts to biological resources 
could include disturbance of spotted owl or northern goshawk nesting in the vicinity of the Project, 
disturbance of Tahoe yellow cress in the area of outfalls to the Lake, and increase in the potential for 
invasive weeds. Alternative B would require construction activities along several streets and 
rerouting of traffic through residential areas would be necessary. These impacts would be similar to 
those described for the Project in Section 3.0 of this environmental document. Construction could 
last three to four (3-4) construction seasons. 

Alternative B would not require any new equipment purchases as this alternative would expand only 
on the size and number of existing facilities. Maintenance activities and costs would be higher 
compared to Alternative A due to the increased number and size of the facilities proposed. As with 
Alternative A, the Coon Street SEZ would require regular maintenance. Occasional maintenance on 
the forest runoff pipe and curb-and-gutter locations would also be required with this alternative. 

Alternative B would require the same six parcels as Alternative A. Additionally, 200 feet of roadside 
easements would be required. 

Alternative B would offer the best fine sediment reduction of the three alternatives. 

WIP Alternative C: Regional Approach 
Alternative C would utilize a regional approach, and would be the most comprehensive at collecting 
and treating runoff. Runoff from the entire Project boundary (except Griff Creek) would be directed 
to several treatment facilities located south of the Commercial Core. Collected water would first be 
treated by sediment traps, then conveyed to settling basins, then to sand filters, followed by media 
filters before discharging to the lake. Each of the treatment features would slow runoff, and in the 
case of sediment traps and settling basins, promote infiltration. 

Alternative C would have extensive curb-and-gutter and physical water treatment facilities. With this 
alternative, all sub-basin runoff would be directed to treatment facilities before discharging to the 
lake; however, due to the limited flow capacity of sand filters, during large storm events not all 
runoff would be treated and some overflow would be discharged to the lake without treatment. 

Construction of Alternative C would interfere with existing utilities and the need to cross the 
highway at several locations. Construction of larger filtration units to treat the runoff would require 
relatively deep excavations. Under Alternative C, construction would take place over three to four 
construction seasons. Extensive road disruptions would occur due to placement of curb-and-gutter 
and storm drains. 

Alternative C would have the highest number of sediment traps/drop inlets and settling basins 
within the Project area that would require regular maintenance and cleaning. The new curb-and
gutter throughout the Project area would also need to be maintained in addition to the Coon Street 
SEZ. The media filters would need to be cleaned and maintained (or replaced), and the water used 
to clean the filters would need to be disposed. 

The environmental impacts related to implementation for Alternative C would be similar to those 
described for the Project in Section 4.0 of this document. These impacts would include short-term 
construction noise, temporary air emissions, potential disruption of spotted owl and northern 
goshawk nesting, exposure of soil to erosion (and related water quality degradation), failure of 
unstable soils/sediments, exposure of workers and the environment to hazardous materials, and 
temporary disruption of traffic.  

Alternative C would require the least amount of land to be purchased, as no parcels would be 
required with this alternative. Alternative C would require the purchase of 1,000 feet of easements in 
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the Project area to install curb-and-gutter. There would also be a possibility of unknown property 
concerns when installing storm drains and curb-and-gutter. 

Summary of WIP Alternatives Evaluation 
The final rankings determined by the TAC evaluation of WIP alternatives indicated that Alternative 
A and B were similar under several of the evaluation criteria such as Operations and Maintenance 
and Land Acquisition. The evaluation indicated that the most significant differences were related to 
water quality benefits. The unit cost per water quality benefit also showed that while Alternative B 
was more expensive than Alternative A, the benefits for improvement in water quality were greater. 
The largest limitation to water quality improvement with Alternative C was that the filtration 
systems were limited by flow capacity. 
Table 4. Summary of Watershed Improvement Alternative Rankings 

Evaluation Criteria Weighting Value WIP Alternative A WIP Alternative B WIP Alternative C 

Water Quality 40% 1 3 2 

Capital Cost 20% 3 2 1 

Feasibility 10% 3.5 3.0 2.7 

Operations and Maintenance 20% 4 4 3 

Land Acquisition 10% 3 3 5 

Final Rank 2.45 3.0 2.37 

The recommended WIP alternative was Alternative B, the basin wide approach, with some 
additional media filters which were proposed in Alternative C. A combination of Alternative B and 
Alternative C would provide the best opportunity for water quality improvement; Alternative B 
would reduce fine sediment loads, and the addition of media filters at the bottom of the watershed 
would further reduce fine sediment loads to the lake. 

The alternatives analysis resulted in a rigorous development of a feasible and effective approach to 
water quality improvement specific to the Kings Beach area. The alternatives analysis presented in 
the preceding paragraphs define the Project as the recommended alternative for water quality 
improvements within the Project area. 

3.2 Griff Creek SEZ Restoration Alternatives 
The primary conclusion of the SEZ Existing Conditions and Alternatives Report (Placer County 2006a) 
was that the greatest opportunity to improve pollutant filtering and to stabilize channel morphology 
in the Griff Creek SEZ was prevention of further channel degradation and improved floodplain 
connection. While urban development has eliminated many historic floodplain areas, several existing 
undeveloped floodplain parcels still exist in Kings Beach. Some of these parcels still function as 
active floodplains, while many others are now not functional as floodplain areas (i.e., abandoned).  

As mentioned in the Project Description, twenty priority areas were identified in which water 
quality, geomorphic channel stability, floodplain connectivity, riparian habitats, and fish passage 
could be improved by addressing an existing problem or taking advantage of an enhancement 
opportunity (see Table 3). These priority areas are referred to as Enhancement Sites, and are shown 
in Figure 7. Each Enhancement Site would have up to three restoration alternatives that could be 
implemented.  

The Enhancement Site alternatives offered different approaches that varied in complexity from 
constructing in-channel grade control and bank stabilization structures, to replacing pipe culverts 
with bottomless arch culverts or bridges, and enhancing floodplain connectivity by excavating new 
floodplains. When possible, publicly owned parcels (e.g., CTC, Placer County) were incorporated 
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into the alternatives. At some locations, however, drainage easements or purchases of private 
property would be required to implement an alternative. 

3.2.1 Summary of the Griff Creek SEZ Restoration Alternatives 
The three restoration alternatives could be applied to the 20 Griff Creek Enhancement Sites in a 
myriad of ways. This analysis evaluates the specific potential environmental effects, and detailed 
descriptions of the Griff Creek SEZ restoration alternatives, including concept drawings, are 
available in the SEZ Improvement Plan (Placer County 2006c), incorporated herein by reference. 

Griff Creek SEZ Restoration (Griff) Alternative 1 
Alternative 1 proposed installation of in-channel structures (check dams, rock weirs, and large 
woody debris) to reduce erosion and promote overbanking. Alternative 1 would require the least 
amount of excavation and very little road undercrossing work, and therefore would result in the least 
amount of traffic disruption. Alternative 1 would require purchase of some easements to gain access 
to private property. Alternative 1 provides the least amount of environmental benefits compared to 
Alternatives 2 and 3. 

Griff Creek SEZ Restoration (Griff) Alternative 2 
Alternative 2 proposed in-channel structures as well as a moderate amount of excavation adjacent to 
the existing channel to create inset flood plains and new channels. Alternative 2 proposed a 
moderate amount of road undercrossing work, which would result in moderate traffic disruption. 
Alternative 2 would also require an extensive number of easements or other agreements to enable 
work to proceed. Alternative 2 would provide more environmental benefits compared to 
Alternative 1, but not as much as Alternative 3. 

Griff Creek SEZ Restoration (Griff) Alternative 3 
Alternative 3 proposed considerably more flood plain excavation and road undercrossing work than 
Alternatives 1 and 2, therefore causing the greatest amount of traffic disruption as well as potential 
short-term impacts to existing natural resources. Alternative 3 would require easements and outright 
purchase of property to enable work to proceed. Alternative 3 would provide the greatest 
environmental benefits, compared to Alternatives 1 and 2. 

Summary of Griff Creek SEZ Restoration Alternatives Evaluation 
Each alternative developed for improvements to Griff Creek was determined to be feasible. All of 
the alternatives were evaluated by the TAC to create the most appropriate final improvement plan. 
Determination of which alternatives would be recommended was an iterative process that required 
balancing the need to achieve as much improvement in water quality and ecological value as possible 
while considering the practicality of implementing a measure due to constraints such as cost, 
construction, and access onto private property. Furthermore, the need to select alternatives that 
would be compatible with selected alternatives up and downstream of a given enhancement site was 
also factored into the evaluation. 

Following evaluation, Griff Alternative 2 was recommended for sites 1-7, 9, 14, and 16; Griff 
Alternative 3 was recommended for sites 8, 10 and 13; and Griff Alternative 1 was recommended 
for sites 11-12, 15, and 17-19. At Site 20, the TAC recommended “No Action.”  

After the recommendations were made, funding constraints caused the restoration design to be 
scaled back. The design was revised accordingly, and the revised recommended restoration actions 
are now integrated into the Project. Please refer to Table 3 for the final recommended Griff Creek 
SEZ restoration actions. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE PROJECT 
4.1 Introduction to Environmental Analysis 
4.1.1 Consistency with State, Regional and Local plans 
As discussed in Section 1.4, Regulatory Setting, land use in the Project area is guided by the 1987 
TRPA Regional Plan, its applicable Plan Area Statements (PAS), and community plans (the Kings 
Beach Industrial Community Plan and the Kings Beach Community Plan). The Regional Plan also 
serves as a proxy for the LTBMU Forest Plan; therefore, local projects that are in conformance with 
the Regional Plan are, by proxy, in conformance with the Forest Plan. 

The KBICP area is generally defined as the block of parcels north of Speckled Avenue to the north, 
Cutthroat Avenue to the south, Secline Street to the west, and a few parcels east of Coon Street to 
the east (Figure 8). While this area would remain mostly commercial, resource management use is 
allowable for watershed improvements including erosion control, runoff control, and stream 
environment zone (SEZ) restoration (TRPA 1996). Therefore, the actions proposed by the Project 
are, in principle, consistent with the provisions of the KBICP. 

Figure 8. The Kings Beach Community Plan and Kings Beach Industrial Community Plan areas. 
Also Plan Areas 019, 027, 028 and 031. (Source: TRPA) 
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The KBCP area, generally defined as downtown Kings Beach, is that area extending from the 
vicinity of the Safeway Market at the western boundary to the area of Chipmunk Street at the eastern 
boundary, and generally fronting on SR 28. The area is bounded on the north by Rainbow Avenue, 
and on the south by the lake (TRPA 1996). Through the KBCP, development in the area is 
encouraged to be commercial, tourist accommodation, and recreational. However, resource 
management use for watershed improvements is also allowable in this plan area and encouraged 
under the Implementation Chapter. Additional allowable resource management uses in the Project 
area include Timber Management, Open Space, and Vegetation Protection (TRPA 1996).  

The remainder of the Project area falls within TRPA Plan Areas 019, 027, 028 and 031. Plan Area 
019, Martis Peak, is largely an undeveloped area to the north of Kings Beach, designated for 
moderate to intensive resource management (including timber management programs that enhance 
the wildlife, recreational, and vegetation resources). Plan Area 027, Woodvista, is the area west of 
Secline Street, including Griff Creek. Except for Griff Creek, Plan Area 027 is designated for 
residential use, maintaining the existing character of the neighborhood. Plan Area 028, Kings Beach 
Residential, is the area between Secline and Beaver Street, generally north of the KBCP and south of 
the KBICP and is designated as mixed residential. Plan Area 031, Brockway, includes the east side of 
Kings Beach and is designated for residential use, maintaining the existing character of the 
neighborhood. Resource management use for watershed improvements is allowable in all of these 
Plan Areas. 

Consistency with Plan Goals 
The KBCP establishes goals and objectives, special policies, programs, and strategies for funding 
and implementation of improvement programs. The KBCP includes Elements which address land 
use, transportation, conservation, recreation and public service. It also identifies specific goals which 
may relate to the Project. Specifically, the Public Service Facilities Goal promotes upgrades to public 
services and facilities to support existing and new development and ensure environmental 
protection. The improvements to the storm water management facilities and SEZ enhancement are 
consistent with this goal. Other goals of the KBCP, including the Urban Design and Development 
Goal, Traffic and Parking Goal, and Recreation Goal, are promoted through the improvements to 
the storm water drainage system, including improvements to road shoulder areas and rehabilitation 
of storm water outfalls along the margin of Lake Tahoe. The Project also supports the KBCP’s 
vision for conservation of natural resources by providing improvements to SEZs within the Project 
area. 

The Project will make a substantial contribution toward achieving planning goals at the community 
and regional level and conforms with the permissible uses spelled out in the plans governing the 
Project area. 
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4.2 Aesthetics 
4.2.1 Existing Conditions 
The Kings Beach community is a mixture of industrial, commercial, and residential uses. Although 
the neighborhood is more densely developed than most suburban communities on the north shore 
of Lake Tahoe, it still maintains a rural forest character due to its large trees, surrounding forest, and 
sparsely placed vegetated public parcels throughout the area. Portions of the Project area are 
adjacent to the lake and express lakefront aesthetic value.  

Most of the proposed improvements would be constructed at or below grade in previously disturbed 
areas and/or with in the right-of-way of local streets. The Project would also construct aboveground 
permanent structures such as sediment traps, curb-and-gutter, and sedimentation basin inlet/outlet 
structures. Generally, these aboveground features would stand less than two feet in height and, when 
applicable, be painted to blend into the existing surrounding structures, vegetation or natural 
features. The aboveground improvements would be visible from residential streets. Aboveground 
improvements, such as curb-and-gutter along the residential streets outside of the Commercial Core 
would be slightly visible from SR 28 but would be considered an aesthetic improvement from 
existing degraded road shoulder conditions. The portion of SR 28 within the Project area is an 
eligible state scenic highway under the California Scenic Highway Program, but it has not been 
officially designated under any federal or state program. Therefore, no federal or state regulations for 
scenic highways apply. 

Regulatory Setting 
The opportunities for scenic restoration have been identified by the TRPA Scenic Thresholds. Kings 
Beach has been identified by the TRPA Scenic Quality Improvement Program (SQIP) as in need of 
scenic improvements for the highway unit. The Project could temporarily affect identified scenic 
resources. According to the TRPA Code of Ordinances (Chapter 30), all state and federal highways 
are considered “scenic highways”. Therefore, SR 28 is designated as a scenic highway. The Code 
distinguishes between urban, transitional, and natural scenic highway corridors. The segment of SR 
28 in the Project area generally fits the description of an “urban scenic highway corridor”. The Code 
establishes design requirements for modifications to scenic highway corridors, including for 
electrical and communications service and highway fixtures. The Project would not involve any 
construction of modifications covered by the Code. When fully implemented, the Project would be 
consistent with the TRPA thresholds and goals for scenic resources by considering and 
appropriately maintaining the existing resource (see following analysis).  

The portion of SR 28 within the Project area is an eligible state scenic highway under the California 
Scenic Highway Program, but it has not been officially designated under any federal or state 
program. Therefore, no federal or state regulations for scenic highways apply. 
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4.2.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

AESTHETIC RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a) Have substantially adverse effect on a scenic vista? X 

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

X 

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

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

a) Would the Project have a substantially adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
No Impact. None of the proposed improvements would impact scenic vistas in or around the 
Project area because all above ground improvements are less than two feet high and would be 
painted or formed to match surrounding structures, vegetation or natural features. In addition, 
several Project features, including detention basins and earthen berms, would be constructed in areas 
where existing conditions are disturbed and where existing views consist of weedy vegetation, rubble 
piles, and fill. Therefore, addition of Project features would result in a net long-term aesthetic 
improvement over existing conditions when constructed and maintained in conformance with the 
design of the proposed Project. 
b) Would the Project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 
No Impact. The portion of SR 28 within the Project area is an eligible state scenic highway under 
the California Scenic Highway Program, but it has not been officially designated under any federal or 
state program. Therefore, no federal or state regulations apply. No visible trees, rock outcroppings, 
and historic buildings would be substantially altered by the Project. Improvements would not be 
visible to travelers on SR 28 because all proposed facilities within line-of-sight from SR 28 and 267 
would be below ground. Some of the Griff Creek improvements may be visible but those 
improvements will be constructed to match surrounding structures, vegetation or natural features. 
For example, Griff Creek improvements include earthen berms and fill removal. Earthen berms 
would be designed to follow existing contours and would be planted with native plants and grasses, 
resulting in a net improvement over existing conditions. Fill removal areas would be revegetated 
consistent with adjacent riparian, wetland, and floodplain habitats, resulting in a net long-term 
improvement over existing conditions. 
c) Would the Project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings? 
Less Than Significant Impact. Many proposed improvements, such as storm water pipes, would 
be located underground and, therefore, would not impact visual resources. Improvements such as 
sedimentation basins and grass lined channels would add vegetation and would not degrade the 
existing character of the neighborhood. Improvements such as sediment traps, inlet/outlet 
structures and curb-and-gutter would be visible but would not substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of the Project area and surroundings because they are proposed within 
existing right of way, would be less than two feet in height, and would blend with surrounding 
structures, vegetation or natural features. Because detention basins, earthen berms, and fill removal 
areas would be located in areas that are currently unsightly because of weedy vegetation, fill, and 
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other debris, addition of these facilities would result in a net long-term improvement over existing 
conditions. 

TRPA identifies views of the shoreline as seen from Lake Tahoe as a scenic resource. Improvements 
would occur at storm water outfalls, which are visible from the lake. However, no additional outfalls 
to Lake Tahoe would be constructed. Some of the existing outfalls would be upgraded for increased 
volume, but the locations and overall aesthetic appearance of the outfall structures would remain the 
same. None of the other facilities, such as detention basins and rock bowls, would be visible from 
Lake Tahoe. 
d) Would the Project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would not create new sources of substantial light that 
would adversely affect the views in the area because there are no new light sources proposed on the 
permanent aboveground structures. The proposed improvements that have exposed metal would be 
painted for visual as well as maintenance purposes. The paint would reduce any potential glare 
impacts. 

4.2.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
The Project will not cause significant adverse effects related to aesthetics, therefore no mitigation 
measures are required. 
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4.3 Agricultural Resources 
4.3.1 Existing Conditions 
The Project area is developed for urban use and there are no known agricultural uses within the 
Project area. Soil type and land use are the two determining categories for agriculturally significant 
land (FFMP 2006). Land within the Project area falls outside the California Department of Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program’s (FMMP) survey boundary, therefore, no information from the 
FMMP is available (Kisko 2008). 

The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) establishes the criteria for designating soils as 
suitable for prime and statewide farmlands. The following soil mapping units that have been mapped 
at the Project site (NRCS 2008): 

� Jorge very cobbly fine sand loam, 15-30% slopes; 

� Jorge very cobbly fine sandy loam, 30-50% slopes; 

� Jorge-Tahoma complex, 15-30% slopes; 

� Kingsbeach stony sandy loam 2-15% slopes; and 

� Tahoma-Jorge complex 2-15% slopes. 

None of the above soil types found in the Kings Beach region fall under the NRCS soil type criteria 
for prime agricultural soils (Soil and Candidate Listing 1980). 

Regulatory Setting 
The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, commonly referred to as the Williamson Act 
(Government Code Section 51200–51297.4, as amended), enables local governments to enter into 
contracts with private landowners that restrict specific parcels of land to agricultural or related open-
space use. In return, these landowners receive property tax assessments that are much lower than 
normal because they are based upon farming and open space uses rather than the property’s full 
market value. There are no known properties under Williamson Act contract within the Project area. 

The California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) creates farmland maps that are 
regularly incorporated into planning documents and environmental impact reports statewide. These 
maps include designations for a variety of agricultural land uses, including delineation between areas 
that are most appropriate for agriculture or grazing based on soil, climate, and water characteristics. 
The maps also depict water, urbanized or built-up land, and non-agricultural lands of other types 
(such as mountains and forests). The FMMP maps are not regulatory in nature, though they may 
become so if incorporated into other adopted documents. FMMP mapping is not available for the 
Project area. 
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4.3.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a) Would the project convert prime farmland, unique 
farmland, or farmland of statewide or local importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

X 

b) Does the project conflict with General Plan or other policies 
regarding land use buffers for agricultural operations? X 

c) Does the project conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? X 

d) Does the project involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or nature, could 
result in conversion of Farmland (including livestock grazing) 
to non-agricultural use? 

X 

a) Would the Project convert prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide 
or local importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 
No Impact. There are no agricultural activities at the site. No FMMP mapping is available that 
would indicate that the area contains prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide or 
local importance exists at or adjacent to the site. Also, no farmland is designated under the Kings 
Beach Community Plan (TRPA 1996). Therefore, there is no impact to known farmland that could 
result from implementation of the Project 
b) Does the Project conflict with General Plan or other policies regarding land use buffers 
for agricultural operations? 
No Impact. The Project does not conflict with the Kings Beach Community Plan or any other 
policies in Placer County in regards to land use buffers for agricultural operations because there is 
no land designated for this purpose in the Project area (TRPA 1996). 
c) Does the Project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 
No Impact. No land in the Project area currently holds a Williamson Act contract (Williamson Act 
Program 2006). 
d) Does the Project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland (including livestock grazing) to 
non-agricultural use? 
No Impact. The Project does not involve any other changes in the environment which could result 
in the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural uses because the improvements proposed will not 
induce urban growth over the long term. 

4.3.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
The Project will not cause significant adverse effects related to agricultural resources, therefore no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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4.4 Air Quality and Climate Change 
4.4.1 Existing Conditions 
The Project is located in Placer County and within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin (LTAB). The LTAB is 
comprised of five (5) counties in two (2) states; the counties of Placer and El Dorado in the state of 
California and the counties of Douglas, Carson City, and Washoe in the state of Nevada. This 
collaboration forms the Lake Tahoe Air Basin (LTAB) that is overseen and managed by the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA). 

For this Project, air quality is managed by the Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
(PCAPCD). Within the PCAPCD, seven criteria air pollutants are monitored including: ozone, 
carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide , sulfur dioxide, particulate matter less than or equal to 10 
microns in diameter, (PM10,), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5,), and 
lead. 

The California Environmental Protection Agency (CEPA) Air Resources Board (ARB) sets 
designated limits on certain criteria pollutants. The PCAPCD portion of the LTAB is listed as an 
attainment zone for ozone, carbon monoxide and PM2.5 and a non- attainment zone for PM10. 

The PCAPCD does not have any air quality monitoring stations within the LTAB, however, CEPA 
ARB has three (3) monitoring stations. These stations are located on the south end of the LTAB and 
all are located within El Dorado County, two (2) of which are seasonal only (CEPA ARB February 
10, 2005). 

Sensitive Receptors 
The PCAPCD defines sensitive receptors for air quality as residences, schools, playgrounds, 
childcare centers, athletic facilities, long term health care facilities, and retirement homes. Sensitive 
receptors are located within the Project area. 

Regulatory Setting 
The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) amendments of 1970 empowered the EPA to develop National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six common air pollutants. These criteria pollutants 
include nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter smaller than 10 microns 
in diameter (PM10), ozone (O3), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb). These standards include primary 
standards designed to protect public health and secondary standards designed to protect public 
welfare, predominately visibility. 

The States are required to implement and enforce the NAAQS under a process called State 
Implementation Plans (SIPs), which are approved by EPA. Generally, the SIPs are composed of air 
quality rules that are applicable to stationary sources that may emit criteria or hazardous air 
pollutants. In California, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) was created by the Mulford-
Carrell Air Resources Act in 1968. CARB's primary responsibilities include: (1) to develop, adopt, 
implement, and enforce the State's motor vehicle pollution control program; (2) to administer and 
coordinate the State's air pollution research program; (3) to adopt and update the State's ambient air 
quality standards; (4) to review the operations of the local APCDs; and (5) to review and coordinate 
the SIPs for achieving Federal ambient air quality standards.  

California adopted statewide ambient air quality standards for ozone, CO, NO2, SO2, sulfates, PM10, 
airborne lead, hydrogen sulfide, and visibility-reducing particles. State standards for the criteria 
pollutants are more stringent than the Federal standards in order to protect the most sensitive 
members of the populations.  

The Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) currently enforces air quality 
regulations for constructions activities. The PCAPCD has developed rules for control of air 
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emissions including visible emissions (Rule 202), nuisance emissions (Rule 205), fugitive dust (Rule 
207) and stationary internal combustion engines (Rule 242) that may apply to the activities proposed 
Project. The Project does not include any permanent sources of air emissions. Temporary air quality 
effects related to construction activities would be reduced through required mitigation. 

Pursuant to the goal of protecting air quality within the Lake Tahoe Basin, TRPA has established air 
quality standards for carbon monoxide, ozone, particulate matter, visibility, traffic volume, wood 
smoke, vehicle miles traveled, and atmospheric deposition. The area is in attainment for the carbon 
monoxide, particulate matter and atmospheric deposition standards and in nonattainment for 
visibility, wood smoke , ozone and vehicle miles traveled. The TRPA Code of Ordinances includes 
two chapters which address air quality, Chapter 91 (Air Quality) and Chapter 93 (Traffic and Air 
Quality Monitoring). Relevant to the proposed Project, Chapter 91 includes idling restrictions for 
combustion engines and prohibits burning of waste. 

4.4.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

AIR QUALITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

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

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

X 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? X 

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

The Air Quality analysis was based on potential impacts that may incrementally increase emission of 
air pollutants and may temporarily violate CEPA ARB standards for the LTAB, but would not pose 
permanent impacts. Construction activities associated with the Project would generate temporary, 
short-term minor amounts of pollution emissions. Construction activities will adhere to the TRPA 
air quality threshold program and all Placer County best available mitigation measures. 
a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan? 
No Impact. The Project would not conflict with, or obstruct the implementation of any applicable 
air quality plan. All potential impacts would be avoided with compliance to the PCAPCD and TRPA 
air pollution regulations. Best Management Practices (BMPs) from the TRPA Code of Ordinances 
and Handbook of BMPs shall be implemented by the construction Contractor as related to air 
quality. 
b) Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Construction of the Project will 
cause temporary emissions related to operation of combustion engines and generation of airborne 
particulates (dust) during construction. Required air emission controls imposed by the PCAPCD and 
TRPA would reduce the temporary emissions during construction activity. Implementation of 
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mitigation measures would further reduce air emissions associated with the Project. Following 
implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project will not cause, or significantly contribute to 
violations of the CEPA ARB and LTAB existing air quality standards. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-1 through AIR-6 would reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level. 
c) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Cumulatively considerable net 
increases of any criteria pollutant would not result from the construction of the Project. The 
temporary nature of the Project will not result in release of emissions which exceed thresholds for 
ozone precursors. All air quality impacts resulting from the construction activities would be well 
below established levels set forth by the governing agencies. The basis for this analysis is that 
construction activities are of short duration and emissions would cease after construction activities 
conclude. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-1 through AIR-6 would reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level. 
d) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Construction activities would 
adhere to PCAPCD and TRPA compliance. These regulations and implementation of mitigation 
measures would reduce the potential exposure of sensitive receptors (e.g., Kings Beach Elementary 
School) to air emissions. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-1 through AIR-6 would reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level. 
e) Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 
Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities would adhere to PCAPCD and TRPA 
compliance. These regulations and implementation of the Mitigation Measures AIR-1 through AIR
5 would mandate that the Project maintain levels less than significant when creating objectionable 
odors. Objectionable odors pertaining to construction of the Project may include exhaust fumes 
from equipment, but this would not affect a substantial number of people. 

4.4.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure AIR-1 To control wind-borne dust, the construction Contractor shall securely 
cover all dump/haul truckloads, and water all exposed disturbed soil twice daily or as needed. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2 The construction Contractor shall remove all dirt and mud, generated 
from their activities, from adjacent streets within the Project site as necessary and not less than three 
times per week. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-3 All unpaved surfaces shall have a maximum vehicular speed limit of 15 
miles per hour. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-4 The construction Contractor shall comply with the PCAPCD Rule 228 
Fugitive Dust during the duration of the construction Project. This is to ensure emissions do not 
exceed hourly levels. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-5 When not in use, the construction Contractor shall keep equipment 
idling to a minimum. 
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Mitigation Measure AIR-6 A publicly visible sign shall be posted on the Project site by the 
construction Contractor for the duration of the Project. This sign shall have the telephone number 
of the person and agency to contact for any complaints and/or inquires related to dust generation 
and other air quality problems resulting from the construction and/or construction activities of the 
Project. 
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4.5 Biological Resources 
4.5.1 Existing Conditions 
Existing Conditions - Vegetation 
The Project assessment considered special-status plant species, which included: 

� USFWS listed endangered, threatened, and candidate species (USFWS 2006) 
� USFWS species of concern; receives no legal protection (USFWS 2006) 
� California endangered, threatened, rare and candidate species (CNPS 2001) 
� LTBMU Forest Service sensitive species (USFS 2006) 
� LTBMU sensitive species (LTBMU 2006) 
� TRPA special interest species (TRPA 1982). 

Julie Etra, a botanist from Western Botanical Services Inc. (WBS), conducted vegetation surveys on 
July 11, 2007, August 6, 2007, and July 8, 2008. Public properties were surveyed on foot, while 
private properties, due to access restrictions, were surveyed from a slowly moving automobile 
(stopping to enable extended observation when deemed necessary). The Griff Creek SEZ upstream 
to Griff Lane was carefully surveyed by following transects roughly 10 feet apart, meandering where 
needed to cover all habitat. The commercial corridor was not surveyed where hard cover precluded 
plant establishment. All species were identified to the lowest taxonomic level possible. Noxious 
weed locations were recorded with a GPS unit, or by direct mapping where conditions such as dense 
vegetation stymied the GPS unit. General community structure and condition was noted. The lower 
drainage of Griff Creek was not surveyed since private property limited access, and the Kings Beach 
shore zone was not surveyed for Tahoe Yellow Cress. These surveys will be conducted before 
Project designs are finalized, and designs will be modified as necessary to avoid sensitive species or 
habitats. 

The majority of the Project area subject to proposed improvements is heavily developed as a high-
density residential area with a commercial strip along Highway 28. The remaining dominant native 
vegetation communities include: Mountain Alder/Mixed Willow and Jeffrey pine. These vegetation 
types roughly correspond to the communities described in A Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer 
and Keeler-Wolf 1995). However, neither fits neatly into the communities as field-verified in the 
Project area. 
Mountain Alder/Mixed willow 
The Griff Creek vegetation community roughly corresponds to the typical mountain alder series 
described in Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995). However, several species of willows located in the 
Project area differ from typical series and big-leaf maple (Acer macropylluum) does not occur in the 
Project area. Conifers, particularly Jeffrey pine and white fir, form a significant part of the overstory. 
Therefore, there is a Jeffrey pine series component to this drainage. Creeping snowberry 
(Symphoricarpos mollis) is a dominant understory species along with thimbleberry (Rubus parviflorus). 
Species of willow include Lemmon’s willow (Salix lemmonii), Scouler’s willow (S. scouleriana), and 
shining willow (S. lucida. var lasiandra). Red osier dogwood (Cornus sericea) is also a common shrub 
along the creek. 
Jeffrey pine 
The Jeffrey pine series is the dominant vegetation type throughout the Kings Beach Project area. 
Much of this area has been altered as the result of residential and commercial development, 
including landscaped residences. The surrounding overstory vegetation is dominated by Jeffrey pine 
(Pinus jeffreyi) with occasional white fir (Abies concolor) and incense cedar (Calocedrus decurrens). 
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Although, the understory is poorly vegetated common shrub species identified in the area included 
greenleaf manzanita (Arctostaphylos patula) and bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata). 
Potential Special-Status Plant Species 
Thirty-one (31) special-status botanical species were initially identified as potentially occurring in the 
Kings Beach Project Area. Of these, twenty-one (21) species are not expected to occur within the 
Project area due to range, elevation, and habitat limits. 

Species not expected to occur in the Project area are: Washoe tall rockcress (Arabis rectissima var. 
simulans), Tiehm’s rockcress (Arabis tiehmii), Tahoe draba (Draba asterophora var. asterophera), Cup 
Lake draba (Draba asterophora var. macrocarpa), Starved daisy (Erigeron miser), Donner Pass buckwheat 
(Eriogonum umbellatum var. torreyanum), Slender-leaved pondweed (Potamogeton filiformis), Subalpine 
fireweed (Epilobium howellii), Hutchinson’s lewisia (Lewisia kelloggii ssp. Hutchinsonii), Kellogg’s lewisia 
(Lewisia. kelloggii ssp. kelloggii), Long-petaled lewisia (Lewisia longipetala), Blandow’s bog-moss 
(Helodium blandowii), Broad-nerved hump-moss (Meesia uliginosa), Meesia moss (Meesia longiseta), 
Myurella moss (Myurella julaceae), Orthotrichum moss (Orthotrichum praemorsum), Shevock’s bristle-
moss (Orthotrichum shevockii), Spjut’s bristle-moss (Orthotrichum spjutti), Tundrae pohlia moss (Pohlia 
tundrae), Sphagnum moss (Sphagnum spp.), and Branched collybia (Dendrocollybia racemosa). 

For more complete information on special-status plants in the Project area, please refer to the 
Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation (BA/BE) in Appendix D. 
Wetlands 
Small potential wetlands associated with the Griff Creek drainage were identified by ENTRIX 
biologists during 2006 habitat surveys (Figure BIO-1). The potential wetlands were informally 
delineated in the field based on hydrology and vegetation characteristics, but soils were not analyzed 
pursuant to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers guidance. A formal wetland delineation will be 
performed before Project designs are finalized and before permitting of the Project is completed. 
Potential effects to wetlands are discussed in Section 4.5.2 below. 
Noxious and Invasive Weeds 
Figure BIO-2 provides information on noxious and invasive weeds that were found in the Project 
area. For more complete information on existing weed conditions in the Project area, please refer to 
the Noxious Weed Risk Assessment provided as Appendix B of the BA/BE (Appendix D). 
Revegetation 
Road shoulder revegetation has occurred intermittently throughout the Project area since the 1970’s 
and intermediate wheatgrass (Elytrigia intermedia var. intermedia) has persisted from these efforts. 
However, the plant has not spread to riparian or upland portions of the Project site and is not 
invasive. In the early 1990s a reach of Griff Creek off Wolf Street (north of Dolly Varden Ave.) was 
restored by removing fill material. The vegetation along the creek currently includes some woody 
riparian species. The upland revegetation has been highly successful with upland species including 
sulfur buckwheat (Eriogonum umbellatum) and bitterbrush. The Coon Street basin was constructed in 
1996 as part of the Kings Beach Erosion Control Project. This basin is well vegetated in both the 
wetter basin bottoms and on upland slopes. 
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Figure BIO-1. Potential wetlands identified during the 2006 habitat surveys. 
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Figure BIO-2. Identified populations of noxious and/or invasive weeds in the Kings Beach Project area. 
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Existing Conditions - Wildlife 
The Project assessment considered special-status wildlife species, which included: 

� Federal listed endangered, threatened, and candidate species (USFWS 2008) 
� California endangered, threatened, California special concern species, and California fully 

protected species (CDFG 2007) 
� USFS Forest Service sensitive species (USFS 1998) 
� USFS Forest Service Management Indicator Species (USFS 2008) 
� TRPA special interest species (TRPA 1982). In addition, the TRPA Special Interest group 

“waterfowl” were also included under the term “special-status.” 
Sara Ebrahim, an ENTRIX terrestrial biologist, conducted reconnaissance surveys on August 30 and 
31, 2006 and September 26 and 29, 2006 to assess habitat and potential occurrences of special-status 
species within the Project area (including California spotted owl, northern goshawk, mountain 
yellow-legged frog and northern leopard frog). The reconnaissance surveys involved walking the 
Griff Creek SEZ, driving the Kings Beach neighborhood, and visually surveying accessible segments 
of the Coon Street SEZ. Observations of specific feature were noted, and locations of specific 
features were recorded with a GPS unit or on Project area aerial photos. Habitat suitability was 
assessed for special-status wildlife identified during the literature review as having potential to occur 
within the Project area. Habitat was assessed for cover, forage, breeding habitat suitability, 
disturbance, and other features and characteristics. In June and July of 2007, Ms. Ebrahim 
performed USFS protocol-level surveys (Bombay et al. 2000) in Project areas likely to possess willow 
flycatcher (Empidonax traillii) habitat. 

Most of the Project area is developed for residential and commercial uses. As a result, limited 
wildlife habitat is present except on the edges of the Project site. These areas support marginal 
Jeffrey pine and mountain alder habitat and associated wildlife species. 
Fish Habitat 
Tom Taylor, an ENTRIX fisheries biologist, conducted a fish access and habitat survey of Griff 
Creek on July 9, 2007. He determined that during high flows, medium to large lake-run fish can 
access Griff Creek at least up to Cutthroat Avenue, and possibly up to Griff Lane. Cambridge Drive 
represents the upstream limit of fish migration, as the culverts there are impassable for fish at all 
flows (ENTRIX 2007). 

Young-of-the-year rainbow trout and brook trout fry were observed in the channel upstream to 
Griff Lane, and there is reasonably good rearing habitat for trout fry up to that point. Juvenile brook 
trout (6-8 inches) were observed in several small pools up to Cutthroat Avenue. Lahontan speckled 
dace, a small (3-4 inches) native minnow, were only found in the lower cobble-dominated section of 
Griff Creek between Lake Tahoe and State Route 28. Conditions upstream from SR28 prevent these 
small fish from migrating further upstream, and upstream habitat for speckled dace is poor, lacking 
large substrate elements preferred by this species. 

Lake-run rainbow trout spawn in the spring, and evidence exists that large (16-18 inches) adult 
rainbow trout have migrated up Griff Creek to a large pool just upstream from Dolly Varden 
Avenue. The occurrence of rainbow trout fry throughout the surveyed reach is an indication of 
successful spawning from lake-run rainbow trout, even with Griff Creek’s substantial deficiencies in 
regard to fish passage. For brown trout, however, low flows during the fall create impassable 
conditions which limit their migration (brown trout spawn in the fall). 

No other fish were observed during the survey, and it is unlikely that a stream as small as Griff 
Creek would support a year-round population of adult rainbow or brown trout. 
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Potential Special-Status Wildlife Species 
Twenty-five (25) special-status wildlife species were initially identified as potentially occurring in the 
Project area: two (2) fishes, two (2) invertebrates, three (3) amphibians, ten (10) birds, and eight (8) 
mammals. Of these, fourteen (14) species are not expected to occur within the Project area due to 
range, elevation, and habitat limits. 

Species not expected to occur in the Project area are: golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus anatum), great grey owl (Strix nebulosa), Sierra Nevada mountain beaver (Aplodontia rufa 
californica), Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), California wolverine (Gulo gulo luteus), 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare (Lepus americanus tahoensis), American marten (Martes Americana), Pacific 
fisher (Martes pennanti pacifica), Sierra Nevada red fox (Vulpes vulpes nector), Lahontan tui chub (Gilia 
bicolor pectinifer), Mount Lyell salamander (Hydromantes platcyephalus), Lake Tahoe benthic stonefly 
(Capnia lacustra), and Great Basin rams-horn (Helisoma (Carninifex) newberryi). 
No “critical habitat” (as defined by USFWS) exists in the Project area (USFWS 2008). Likewise, no 
Federal Endangered, Threatened or Proposed species were detected during surveys in the Project 
area, and survey biologists determined that habitat for Federally listed species is marginal to poor in 
the Project area. 

See Table 4 in the BA/BE (Appendix D) for a list of special-status wildlife species potentially 
occurring in the Lake Tahoe Basin. 
Table BIO-1. Occurrence of suitable wildlife habitat in the Project area. 

SPECIES 

SUITABLE 
HABITAT IN  

PROJECT AREA HABITAT CHARACTERISTICS 

Birds 

Accipiter gentilis 
Northern goshawk 

Potential Mature coniferous forests 

Anas platyrhynchos 
Mallard/waterfowl 

Potential Shallow ponds, lakes, rivers, marshes and flooded fields. Nests in 
concealing vegetation. 

Aquila chrysaetos 
Golden eagle 

No Rolling foothills, mountain areas, sage-juniper flats, deserts. Cliff-
walled canyons provide nesting habitat in most part of range; also, 
large trees in open areas. 

Dendroica petechia brewsteri 
Yellow warbler 

Potential Open canopy deciduous woodland with shrubs. Nesting: Riparian plant 
associations. Prefers willows, cottonwoods, aspens, sycamores, and 
alders for nesting and foraging. Also nests in montane shrubbery in 
open conifer forests. 

Empidonax trallii 
Willow flycatcher 

Potential Nests in extensive montane willow thickets 2,000-8,000 feet elev. 

Falco peregrinus anatum 
Peregrine falcon 

No Nests and roosts on protected ledges. 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
Bald eagle 

Potential Coniferous and conifer/hardwood forests near water. Low human 
disturbance. 

Pandion haliaeetus 
Osprey 

Potential Conifer and conifer/hardwood forests near water. Low human 
disturbance. 

Strix nebulosa 
Great grey owl 

No Breeds in old-growth red fir, mixed conifer, or lodgepole pine habitats, 
always in the vicinity of wet meadows 

Strix occidentalis occidentalis 
California spotted owl 

Potential Mature forests with suitable nest sites. Low human disturbance. 

Mammals 

Aplodontia rufa californica 
Sierra Nevada mountain 
beaver 

No Found in areas with dense growth of small deciduous trees and shrubs, 
wet soil, and abundance of forbs in the Sierra Nevada and east slope. 
Needs dense understory for food and cover. Burrows into soft soil. 
Needs abundant supply of water. 
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SPECIES 

SUITABLE 
HABITAT IN  

PROJECT AREA HABITAT CHARACTERISTICS 

Corynorhinus townsendii 
Townsend’s big-eared bat 

No Desert and pinyon/scrub associations. Roosts in caves, mines and 
buildings 

Gulo gulo luteus 
California wolverine 

No Montane conifer, subalpine conifer, alpine dwarf-shrub, wet meadow, 
and montane riparian habitats. Prefer areas with low human 
disturbance 

Lepus americanus tahoensis 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare 

No Boreal riparian areas in the Sierra Nevada. Thickets of deciduous trees 
in riparian areas and thickets of young conifers. 

Martes Americana 
American marten 

No Mature coniferous forests 

Martes pennanti pacifica 
Pacific fisher 

No Mature coniferous forests 

Odecoileus hermionus 
Mule deer 

Potential Forests, brushfields, and meadows statewide. 

Vulpes vulpes nector 
Sierra Nevada red fox 

No Coniferous forests above 5,000 feet, often associated with montane 
meadows 

Fish 

Gilia bicolor pectinifer 
Lahontan tui chub 

No Large, deep lakes of the Lahontan basin. Algal beds in shallow, inshore 
areas seem necessary for successful spawning, egg hatching, and larval 
survival 

Onochorhynchus clarki 
henshawi 
Lahontan cutthroat trout 

Potential Lakes and streams of the Lahontan basin. 

Amphibians 

Hydromantes platcyephalus 
Mount Lyell salamander 

No Massive rock areas in mixed conifer, red fir, lodgepole pine, and 
subalpine habitat, 4,000 to 11,600 feet. Active on the surface only 
when free water is available, in the form of seeps, drips, or spray. 

Rana muscosa 
Mountain yellow-legged frog 

Potential Inhabits ponds, tarns, lakes, and streams at moderate to high 
elevations. 

Rana pipiens 
Northern leopard frog 

Potential Quiet permanent or semi-permanent aquatic habitat with emergent 
and submergent vegetation, and vegetated habitat with moist 

Invertebrates 

Capnia lacustra 
Lake Tahoe benthic stonefly 

No Endemic to lake Tahoe. Found at depths of 95-400 ft. Associated with 
deepwater plant communities of algae, mosses, and liverworts. 

Helisoma (Carninifex) 
newberryi 
Great Basin rams-horn  

No Larger lakes and slow rivers, including larger spring sources and spring-
fed creeks. Snails burrow in soft mud. 

 Sources: CDFG 2008; USFWS 2008; USFS 2006, 2007a, 2007b; TRPA 2002 
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Figure BIO-3. Special-status habitat information in and near the Project area. 
Source: USFS 2007b 
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Regulatory Setting 
At the federal level, the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC §1531 et seq.; 50 CFR Parts 17 
and 222) includes provisions for protection and management of species that are federally listed as 
threatened or endangered and designated critical habitat for these species. The USFWS is the 
administering agency for the above authority for terrestrial and avian species. The Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (16 USC §703-711; 50 CFR Subchapter B) provides for protection of migratory birds, 
including basic prohibitions against any taking not authorized by Federal regulation. The USFWS is 
also the administering agency for the provisions of this Act. 

The Rivers and Harbors Act (§10; 33 USC §201 et seq.) is administered by the USACE and 
establishes protections for waters of the United States. The USACE is also the administering agency 
for provisions of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 USC §1251-1376; 30 CFR §330.5[a]26) that 
provide for the protection of wetlands.  

In California, the California Endangered Species Act of 1984 (California Fish and Game Code 
§2050-2098) establishes provisions for the protection and management of species listed as 
endangered or threatened, or designated as candidates for such listing. The act includes a 
requirement for consultation “to ensure that any action authorized by a State lead agency is not likely 
to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species . . . or results in the 
destruction or adverse modification of habitat essential to the continued existence of the species” 
(§2090). Plants of California declared to be endangered, threatened, or rare are listed at 14 CCR 
§670.2. Animals of California declared to be endangered, threatened, or rare are listed at 14 CCR 
§670.5. The administering agency for the above authority is the CDFG.  

The Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (California Fish and Game Code §1900 et seq.) lists State-
designated rare and endangered plants and provides specific protection measures for identified 
populations. The administering agency for the above authority is the CDFG. The CDFG also 
administers the California Species Preservation Act of 1970 (California Fish and Game Code §900
903) for the protection and enhancement of the birds, mammals, fish, amphibians, and reptiles of 
California. 
TRPA Thresholds 
TRPA has determined environmental threshold carrying capacities for vegetation, wildlife, and 
fisheries. In addition, thresholds for other categories, such as water quality, set targets for biological 
resources. 
Vegetation Thresholds 
There are four vegetation thresholds. The first threshold, a general vegetation standard, seeks to 
“[i]ncrease plant and structural diversity of forest communities through appropriate management 
practices as measured by diversity indices of species richness, relative abundance, and pattern.” The 
second threshold, a standard for uncommon plant communities, seeks to “[p]rovide for the 
nondegradation of the natural qualities of any plant community that is uncommon to the region or 
of exceptional scientific, ecological, or scenic values.” The third threshold, a standard for plant 
species of concern, seeks to “[m]aintain a minimum number of population sites for each of five 
sensitive plant species.” The fourth threshold, which is a standard for late seral4-old growth (LSOG) 
ecosystems, seeks to “[a]ttain and maintain a minimum percentage of 55% by area of forested lands 
within the Tahoe Region in a LSOG condition, and distributed across elevation zones.” Forested 
lands within TRPA designated urban areas are excluded in the calculation for threshold attainment 
(TRPA 2004a). 

4 Late seral means the stage in forest development that includes mature and old-growth forest. 
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In addition to these thresholds, TRPA has standards regarding tree removal. Within lands classified 
by TRPA as conservation or recreation land use or SEZ, any live, dead or dying tree greater than or 
equal to 30 inches diameter at breast height (dbh) in westside forest types shall not be cut, and any 
live, dead or dying tree greater than or equal to 24 inches dbh in eastside forest types shall not be 
cut. Within non-SEZ urban areas, individual trees larger than 30 inches dbh that are healthy and 
sound must be retained unless all reasonable alternatives (including Project design modification) to 
retain the tree are not feasible. There are exceptions to the tree removal standards, as described in 
Chapter 71.2.A1-10, including large public utilities projects if TRPA finds there is no other 
reasonable alternative (TRPA 2004a). The Project area is located in eastside forest type and contains 
non-SEZ as well as SEZ within its boundaries, most notably Griff Creek and Coon Creek. 
Wildlife Thresholds 
There are two TRPA wildlife thresholds. The first threshold, a general standard, seeks to “provide a 
minimum number of populations sites and disturbance zones for TRPA listed species.” Perching 
trees and nesting sites shall not be physically disturbed, nor shall the habitat within disturbance zone 
be manipulated in any manner, unless needed to enhance habitat quality. The second threshold, a 
management standard for wildlife habitats of special significance, states that “[a] non-degradation 
standard shall apply to wildlife habitat consisting of deciduous trees, wetlands, and meadows while 
providing for opportunities to increase the acreage of such riparian associations.” (TRPA 2004a) 
Fisheries Thresholds 
TRPA has adopted three threshold standards for fisheries to ensure the protection of fish habitat 
and to provide for the enhancement of degraded habitat. The first standard has a goal to achieve the 
equivalent of 5,948 total acres of excellent lake fish habitat. The second standard has a goal of 
maintaining 75 miles of excellent, 105 miles of good, and 38 miles of marginal stream habitat. The 
third standard states that a nondegradation standard shall apply to all instream flows (TRPA 2004a). 
Soil Conservation Thresholds 
TRPA soil conservation thresholds include a standard for maintaining naturally functioning SEZs. 
This standard seeks to preserve naturally-functioning SEZs in their natural hydrologic condition; 
restore all disturbed SEZ in undeveloped, unsubdivided lands; restore 25% of SEZ lands identified 
as disturbed, developed, or subdivided, and obtain a 5% total increase in the area of naturally 
functioning SEZ lands (TRPA 2004a). 
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4.5.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

 X5 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

 X 

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

 X 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

X 

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

X 

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

X 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game 
or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Vegetation 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Surveys performed by Western 
Botanical Services, Inc. (WBS) indicate that no Special Status Plant Species occur within the Project 
area. Surveys were not conducted at the proposed outfalls for Rorippa subumbellata (Tahoe yellow 
cress) since proposed drainage improvements had not been determined at the time of the survey; 
however, occurrence in the Project area is unlikely because potential habitat (lake shore) is heavily 
impacted by recreational activity and existing development. Nonetheless, to ensure minimization of 
the potential for Project construction to adversely affect the species, Mitigation Measure BIO-5 is 
required. 

Additionally, grading activities have the potential to disturb riparian vegetation during construction 
of improvements, including excavations of floodplain areas and in-channel improvements along 
Griff Creek. The impacts to vegetation would be minimized through controls on grading activities 
(see Mitigation Measures GEO-2 and WQ-1). Revegetation of disturbed areas would comply with 
TRPA’s requirements (described below). The revegetation plan for all phases of the Project will be 

5 Surveys have not yet been conducted for Rorippa subumbellata (Tahoe yellow cress) but occurrence in the Project area is 
unlikely because potential habitat (lake shore) is heavily impacted by recreational activity and existing development. 
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prepared and submitted to TRPA for approval. A tree survey has not been completed for these areas 
but the Project shall comply with the requirements of TRPA regarding tree removal.  

Surveys of noxious weeds at the Project site indicate widespread occurrence of Bromus tectorum 
(cheatgrass), Verbascum thapsus (mullein), and minor occurrence of Cirsium vulgare (bull thistle). In 
order to control the spread of weeds, Mitigation Measure BIO-6 is required.  
Wildlife 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Surveys performed by the LTBMU 
indicate that no California spotted owls are currently nesting within the Project area, and the Project 
area does not overlap a spotted owl Protected Activity Center (PAC). Project activities are not 
expected to directly impact California spotted owl habitat. Project related activities would not result 
in the removal of trees known to be used for nesting, nor would it alter suitable foraging habitat 
within or immediately adjacent to suitable California spotted owl habitat identified by the LTBMU. 
However noise from Project related construction activities could impact California spotted owls 
nesting activities should they establish new nests within 0.25 mile of the Project area. Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1 addresses this potential adverse effect. 

Surveys performed by the LTBMU indicate that no northern goshawks are currently nesting within 
the Project area. Under these conditions, Project activities would not be expected to directly impact 
northern goshawk habitat. Project related activities would not result in the removal of trees known 
to be used for nesting, nor would it adversely alter suitable habitat within the TRPA buffer (i.e., a 0.5 
mile protection buffer around known nest sites). Project related activities proposed near Griff Lane 
are within the TRPA 0.5 mile buffer zone and include the addition of grade control structures and 
removal of a pile of old road fill. The planned activity would not lead to the degradation of suitable 
northern goshawk habitat. However, noise from Project related construction activities could impact 
northern goshawk nesting activities. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is presented to minimize the 
potential adverse effect.  

Habitat surveys performed for both Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs and northern leopard frogs 
determined that the available habitat in the Griff Creek SEZ is marginal to poor for both species 
and neither species was observed during the habitat assessment. The Project would include 
stabilization of the Griff Creek channel to reduce channel bed erosion through the installation of 
cobble and gravel sediment as grade controls. The Project would also include biotechnical bank 
protection (i.e., boulders and willow planting) which would improve bank stability. The stabilization 
of the banks and bed would reduce sediment loading. In addition, the Project would reconnect the 
Griff Creek channel with its floodplain to increase water infiltration, and to promote revegetation 
and sediment deposition. These actions would generally improve habitat for the Sierra Nevada 
yellow-legged frog and northern leopard frog; however, during construction the Project would 
disturb potential habitat and likely disturb individuals, if present. To avoid or minimize the potential 
short-term adverse effects during Project construction, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 is required.  

The LTBMU has identified willow flycatcher habitat within the Project area along Griff Creek. The 
habitat is marginal to poor, but is defined as “emphasis” habitat. Improvements to willow flycatcher 
habitat would result from the stabilization of the Griff Creek channel proposed by the Project. 
During construction, the Project would disturb potential habitat of willow flycatcher if present. To 
avoid or minimize the potential short-term adverse effects during Project construction, Mitigation 
Measure BIO-4 is required. 

The Project is not expected to have substantial adverse effect on mallard/waterfowl. The small 
amount of potential habitat occurs primarily in already disturbed areas, and the Project would not 
permanently reduce available habitat. However, this Project will temporarily disturb potential 
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habitat. If this species is encountered during construction of the Project, it will be protected by 
following standard management requirements. 

The Project is not expected to have a substantial adverse effect on bald eagles. This species was not 
observed during field surveys and the only mapped perch tree in the vicinity is separated from the 
Project area by developed neighborhoods and commercial area. However, this Project will 
temporarily disturb potential perch habitat. If this species is encountered during construction of the 
Project, it will be protected by following standard management requirements. 

The Project is not expected to have a substantial adverse effect on osprey. This species was not 
observed during field surveys and potential habitat occurs in already disturbed areas. However, this 
Project will temporarily disturb potential perch habitat. If this species is encountered during 
construction of the Project, it will be protected by following standard management requirements. 

This Project is not expected to have a substantial adverse effect on mule deer. Potential habitat 
occurs in already disturbed areas. In addition, proposed Project facilities would not permanently 
reduce available habitat. However, this Project will temporarily disturb potential habitat. If this 
species is encountered during construction of the Project, it will be protected by following standard 
management requirements. 

The Project is not expected to have any adverse effect on Lahontan cutthroat trout. The species was 
presumed extirpated from the area until one member of the species was reported caught in Lake 
Tahoe in 2008 (Theresa Loupe, USFS, personal communication, 2008), indicating the species has the 
potential to occur near the Project area. However, Griff Creek is unlikely to support this species, 
based on survey work performed by Tom Taylor (ENTRIX fisheries expert) in 2007 (see existing 
conditions, above). Work in the Griff Creek channel may disrupt salmonid habitat temporarily, but 
activity will take place during low water, when lake-run trout are unable to navigate up the creek. 
Lahontan cutthroat trout is not expected to occur in Griff Creek, and therefore, the Project will not 
adversely affect this species. Nonetheless, if this species is encountered during construction of the 
Project, it will be protected by following standard management requirements. 

Water quality improvements are expected to have a beneficial effect on all aquatic species in the 
Project area, and Lake Tahoe. 
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Vegetation 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. TRPA identifies SEZ as a sensitive 
habitat. Approximately 2 acres of SEZ are located within the Project area along Griff Creek. Short-
term vegetation removal in this area would occur during construction to allow access to the 
improvement areas, and would be minimized through BMPs and Mitigation Measure BIO-8. The 
restoration of Griff Creek will result in removal of riparian vegetation both directly and indirectly 
though the temporary re-route of Griff Creek’s waters. Additionally, grading activities will disturb 
riparian vegetation during construction of improvements, including excavations of floodplain areas 
and in-channel improvements along Griff Creek. The impacts to vegetation would be minimized 
through controls on grading activities (see Mitigation Measures GEO-2 and WQ-1). Revegetation of 
disturbed areas would comply with TRPA’s requirements. The revegetation plan for all phases of the 
Project will be prepared and submitted to TRPA for approval. In the long-term, the Project would 
not decrease the distribution or the number/species of plants. The result of the restoration will be 
improved riparian vegetation and wildlife habitat.  
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Implementation of the Project would be required to comply with the provisions of Chapter 77 of 
the TRPA Code of Ordinances. The provisions require development and implementation of a 
Revegetation Plan. In compliance with TRPA requirements, the Revegetation Plan will be prepared 
for each phase of the Project and will, at a minimum, include the following elements: 

� A description of the site, including soil types, the stream environment zones and backshore type, 
and existing vegetation; 

� A list of appropriate plant species to be used at the site and a plan showing where they will be 
planted; 

� The number and size of shrubs and trees to be used, if any; 

� Specifications for site preparation and installation of plan materials; 

� Specifications and schedule for onsite care and protection, including the amount and method of 
application of fertilizers, if necessary; and 

� A description of mulches or tackifiers to be used. 
Wildlife 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project would have a less than 
significant effect on any riparian habitat or sensitive natural community identified in Local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFG or USFWS. Construction activities would 
mostly occur within the previously developed urban areas of Kings Beach, CA. SEZ improvements 
to Griff Creek would occur within habitat that has been identified as emphasis habitat for willow 
flycatcher by the LTBMU, and are within the 0.5 mile northern goshawk nest buffer established by 
the TRPA. However, the encroachment of these habitats would be relatively short term and 
temporary during construction. Implementation of the Project would provide long term 
improvements to the species that utilize the area by greatly improving habitat. 

While willow flycatcher are not currently present within the Project area, potential impacts to habitat 
of this species within the Griff Creek SEZ would include ground disturbance activities as the result 
of the use of heavy equipment. These activities may result in disturbances to potential willow 
flycatcher habitat. However the disturbance would be temporary, affecting only those portions of 
the emphasis habitat occurring downstream (south) of Griff Lane. Any adverse effects would be 
minimized through implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4. 

The Project would not physically disturb habitat (tree removal) related to the northern goshawk 
during construction of improvements to Griff Creek. The construction activities would be 
performed within an established urban area (along Griff Lane, and Northshore Blvd/SR 267). 
However, noise resulting from construction activities could have an adverse effect on habitat and 
nesting northern goshawks. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would be implemented in order to reduce 
noise impacts within the established TRPA 0.5-mile nest buffer to less-than-significant. 
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As noted previously, the potential 
wetlands in the Griff Creek SEZ have not been formally determined nor delineated per USACE 
guidance. The design of the Project has avoided construction within or adjacent to the potential 
wetland sites. Mitigation Measure BIO-7 will be implemented to ensure that no significant adverse 
effect on wetland habitat occurs as a result of implementation of the Project. 
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d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 
Less than Significant Impact. The Project would have a less than significant impact with the 
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites with 
mitigation incorporated. Most Project activities would occur within the already established urban 
environment of Kings Beach, which is highly unlikely to contain suitable migration corridors, 
wildlife nursery sites, or impede movement to native species throughout the area. Therefore, 
permanent interference with movement of migratory species would not result from implementation 
of the Project. 

Construction activities related to the Griff Creek SEZ would occur during low stream flows, which 
would coincide with conditions that preclude lake-run trout from migrating up Griff Creek. 

Construction activities in the Griff Creek SEZ would not dominate large portions of the SEZ. 
Wildlife could easily circumvent the construction activities; therefore interference with wildlife 
migration through the Griff Creek SEZ would be less than significant. 
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance? 
No Impact. The TRPA Code of Ordinances (Chapter 71.2A) prohibits cutting of any live, dead or 
dying tree greater than or equal to 30 inches diameter at breast height (dbh) in westside forest types 
on lands classified by TRPA as conservation, recreation or SEZ (TRPA 1987). Both recreation and 
SEZ lands apply to the Project area. The trees proposed for removal under the Project are less than 
30 inches dbh; therefore, adverse effects are avoided. 
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 
No Impact. No habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan or other approved 
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan governs lands within the Project boundary. 

4.5.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 - Prior to commencement of Project activities, the Project proponent 
shall consult with the LTBMU biologist to verify that no new California spotted owl nests are 
present within 0.25 mile of the Project area. If an active nest is identified a 0.25 mile buffer shall be 
delineated around the nest site and a Limited Operating Period (LOP) 6 shall be instated from 
March 1 to August 15 to reduce noise impacts originating from any portion of the Project area that 
falls within the buffer zone. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 - Prior to commencement of Project activities, the Project proponent 
shall consult with the LTBMU biologist to verify that no new northern goshawk nests are present 
within 0.25 mile of the Project area. If an active nest is identified, a 0.25 mile buffer shall be 
delineated around the nest site and a Limited Operating Period (LOP) shall be instated from 
February 15 to September 15 to reduce noise impacts originating from any portion of the Project 
area that falls within the buffer zone.  

6 A Limited Operating Period constitutes a period during which project activities would not occur and is enforced in 
project implementation contracts. For California spotted owl, the LOP is between March 1 and August 31. For willow 
flycatcher, the LOP is between June 1 and August 31For northern goshawk, the LOP is between February 15 and 
September 15. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-3 - Prior to commencement of Project activities, the Project proponent 
shall consult with the LTBMU biologist to verify the status of both Sierra Nevada yellow-legged 
frogs and northern leopard frogs within the Project area. A qualified biologist shall be on site during 
any streambed altering activities to monitor for the presence of frogs and shall implement standard 
management practices for the protection of individuals discovered within Project affected areas. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4 - No willow flycatchers were detected during the 2007 protocol level 
surveys. Additional protocol level surveys for willow flycatcher shall occur between May and July of 
the first year of construction, prior to any construction activities. If an active nest is identified, a 
buffer zone within suitable habitat shall be delineated around the nest site and a Limited Operating 
Period (LOP) shall be applied from June 1 to August 31 for any portion of the Project area that falls 
within the buffer zone.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-5 – Prior to completion of final design for the Project, the Project 
biologist shall conduct a protocol-level survey for Tahoe yellow cress, consistent with the guidelines 
provided in the Conservation Strategy for Tahoe Yellow Cress (Pavlik et al. 2002). The protocol requires 
annual surveys between June 15 and September 30. The project biologist shall also conduct a survey 
just prior to construction to insure that no plants have become established. Surveys will include 
beach and associated backshore segments that will be disturbed by Project activity. All information 
will be recorded on Tahoe yellow cress Plant Survey Forms and provided to Nevada Natural 
Heritage Program (NNHP) and California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). If plants are 
found to be present and potentially affected by Project activities, the following mitigation measures 
will be implemented to ensure less-than-significant impacts to this species: 1) to restrict access, sites 
will be fenced and signs posted; 2) if necessary, Project design will be modified to avoid disturbing 
established plants.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-6 – Construction documents shall include an Invasive Weed 
Management Plan which includes best management practices regarding the use of equipment to 
insure control of invasive species.. In addition, seed mixes and mulch shall be certified as weed-free 
(including cheat grass, mullein and bull thistle), and mycorrhizae shall be used to enhance the 
establishment of native plants. The LTBMU botanist shall also survey the Project every year during 
Project construction and for three years following completion to insure the Invasive Weed 
Management Plan is being carried out by the Contractor. See also the mitigation measures outlined 
in the Noxious Weed Risk Assessment prepared for this Project [see Appendix B of Appendix D 
(BA/BE)]. Occurrences of bull thistle must be reported to Placer County Department of 
Agriculture. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-7 – Prior to finalization of Project designs, the potential wetland habitats 
in the Griff Creek SEZ will be surveyed in accordance with agency guidance, and the Project design 
will be modified as needed to avoid construction within delineated wetland areas or other direct 
impacts to wetlands (i.e., increased discharge of sediments). Temporary fence will also be erected as 
appropriate to avoid disturbance of any wetland habitat during Project construction.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-8 – Any vegetation disturbed, or removed, will be re-seeded, re-planted 
and/or restored to the pre-project condition through the revegetation plan associated with the 
Project design plans. Vegetation within the creek, and adjacent areas, will be salvaged as much as 
possible (dependent on its condition) and will additionally be restored to SEZ conditions through 
the vegetation plan, during the design process. 
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4.6 Cultural Resources 
4.6.1 Existing Conditions 
The Lake Tahoe Basin has been an area of continual human occupation for approximately 9,000 
years. Therefore, prehistoric resources are potentially present along the shore of Lake Tahoe, 
including within the Project area. The Project area is located on the north shore of Lake Tahoe, in 
an area of longtime recreational use and development. The area was initially developed as the Kings 
Beach Resort in the 1920s, and recreational development has continued since that time. The Project 
area is a developed, mostly residential area, and has been highly disturbed from roadway, drainage, 
and building construction activities. Therefore, the Project area has little surface integrity, and the 
potential for undisturbed cultural resources is low. 

Staff at the North Central Information Center (NCIC) of the California Historical Resources 
Information System (CHRIS) conducted a record search for the Project area on July 2, 2007. The 
record search also included a ¼-mile radius outside the Project area. The search consisted of a 
review of: 

� National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (2006); 

� California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) (2006); 

� California Historical Landmarks (1996); 

� California Points of Historical Interest (1992); 

� Caltrans Bridge Inventory (1987 and 2000); 

� Historic GLO Maps (1865 and 1875); and 

� California Inventory of Historical Resources (1976). 

Records showed that 14 previous archaeological surveys have been conducted within the Project 
area and vicinity. 

Sixty-three properties in the CCIP area were evaluated in the Kings Beach CCIP EA/EIR/EIS (Placer 
County 2008), six of which were determined to contain structures eligible for inclusion in the 
NHRP, with concurrence from the SHPO. Detailed documentation regarding those properties is 
provided in The Kings Beach CCIP EA/EIR/EIS (incorporated herein by reference). 

With regard to the Project area outside the CCIP, one (1) prehistoric site and two (2) historic sites 
are located within the Project area, according to the NCIC. The one recorded prehistoric site, CA
PLA-1258, consisted of a bedrock mortar, indicating the area was used for food preparation. This 
feature is not easily visible as it is almost entirely buried in the ground. The bedrock mortar and the 
site have been affected by grading. Regardless, the site may yield information important in prehistory 
(e.g., occupation and use of the area by Washoe) and appears to meet eligibility Criterion (d) for 
inclusion in the NRHP and Criterion (4) for inclusion in the CRHR. The site indicates occupation of 
the area and the possibility of additional resources in the area. Visible ground surfaces surrounding 
the feature were examined for the presence of additional historic or prehistoric archaeological site 
indicators, but no additional heritage resources were discovered. Subsurface investigations were not 
conducted. 

The two historic sites are associated with recreational development of the area in the early to mid
1900s. Historical resource CA-PLA-1929-H is a 1920s flagstone walkway associated with the original 
Kings Beach Resort. The walkway has been incorporated into the public park and pier. It was 
determined ineligible in 2001 by Ronald L. Reno of Harding ESE (Reno 2001) because it “...does 
not have sufficient integrity of design, workmanship, feeling, and association... .” Historic resource 
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CA-PLA-1257 is a storage tank support structure and associated pipes and pavement. It was 
determined ineligible by Ronald L. Reno of Harding ESE (Reno 2002) due to severe degradation. 

A pedestrian survey of the Project area was conducted in July 2007 in accordance with NHPA 
Section 106 guidelines which fulfills NEPA requirements. All visible ground surfaces were examined 
for the presence of historic or prehistoric archaeological site indicators. No new heritage resources 
were discovered in the Project area. 

The Project area does not have any reported existing religious or sacred uses. This determination 
was made based on the extensive research performed by MACTEC Engineering and Consulting in 
2005 for the Kings Beach CCIP EA/EIR/EIS (Placer County 2008). Consultations for that effort 
consisted of the following: 

� Mr. Brian Wallace, Chairperson for the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California was contacted by 
letter on June 15, 2005. Mr. Wallace was contacted by phone on December 8, 2005. A phone 
message was left, requesting that he call if he had any concerns about the (CCIP) project. 

� Mr. William Dancing Feather, Cultural Coordinator for the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and 
California, was contacted by letter on June 15, 2005, with a follow-up email on September 12, 
2005. Vickie Clay (MACTEC) briefly discussed the (CCIP) project with Mr. Dancing Feather on 
November 4, 2005, at which time he saw no issues with the project. 

� Ms. Rose Enos was contacted by letter on September 12, 2005. During a follow-up phone call on 
December 8, 2005, she related that she had no concerns unless burials were encountered during 
construction. She asked to be immediately notified if burials were encountered. 

� The Native American Heritage Commission was contacted by letter on August 22, 2005. Ms. 
Debbie Pilas-Treadway, Environmental Specialist III, replied on September 2, 2005. A records 
search of the sacred lands file failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources 
in the immediate area. The NAHC provided a contact list with the names and addresses of three 
individuals with possible further knowledge of cultural resources in the project area. 

� Placer County Historical Society was contacted by letter on August 22, 2005, with a follow-up 
email on September 13, 2005; Nevada Historical Society June 2001; North Lake Tahoe Historical 
Society June 2005. 

Furthermore, Mr. Daryl Cruz (Tribal Historic Preservation Officer for the Washoe Tribe of Nevada 
and California) was contacted as part of the Indian Trust Assets investigation for this Project (see 
Section 4.12 for discussion on Indian Trust Assets). The focus of the communication was to 
determine if tribal land rights such as hunting, fishing and water rights exist in the Project area. Mr. 
Cruz stated he was not aware of any such rights in the Project area, and raised no concerns with 
regard to tribal uses, including religious or sacred uses (WTNC 2008). 

Additionally, during the Project’s public meetings (Section 7, Consultation and Coordination), no 
concerns were introduced by the public or native American representatives. 

Regulatory Setting 
A cultural resource may be designated as historic by Federal, state, or local authorities. The National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, (16 USC 470f) establishes policy and procedures for 
the preservation of historic properties throughout the nation. Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
properties listed in or meeting the criteria for the NRHP and afford the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation the opportunity to comment on such undertakings. Implementing regulations 
are codified at 36 CFR 800. The NRHP lists districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that 
have been determined to be culturally significant. The NRHP is maintained and expanded by the 
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National Park Service on behalf of the Secretary of the Interior. The Office of Historic Preservation 
in Sacramento, California, administers the statewide NRHP program under the direction of the State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). 

CEQA Guidelines require that the Project consider the significance of the undertaking’s impacts on 
historic remains and archaeological sites determined to be historical resources under CEQA Section 
15064.5. To properly evaluate the significance of impacts on such resources it is necessary to 
evaluate each resource in terms of the site significance criteria contained in the CEQA Guidelines. 
Generally, a resource shall be considered to be “historically significant” by the lead agency if the 
resource meets the criteria for listing on the CRHR (Public Resources Code SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, 
Section 4852). CEQA Guidelines include criteria to determine if a cultural resource is considered 
historically significant. Significant historic resources are defined as: 1) resources that are listed on or 
eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHP) and/or the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP); 2) resources designated as locally significant; or 3) resources a 
Lead Agency determines are significant based on substantial evidence. However, CEQA Guidelines 
state that a resource need not be listed to be considered significant in regard to CEQA analysis 
(§15064.5(a) (4)). 

The TRPA Goals and Policies and Code of Ordinances guide and regulate the recognition, 
protection, and preservation of the Tahoe region’s significant historical, archaeological, and 
paleontological resources by requiring projects and activities to evaluate the effects of their proposed 
actions on those resources. The Conservation element of the Goals and Policies states that 
“historical or culturally significant landmarks in the basin shall be identified and protected from 
indiscriminate damage or alteration” (TRPA 2004b). This includes protection during construction. 
Chapter 29 of the Code of Ordinances expands on the Goals and Policies, and sets standards for 
resource protection, discovery, evaluation, and management. Chapter 64 (Grading Standards) of the 
Code sets requirements in the event of discovery of cultural resources during grading activities. 

The potential effects of the Project on such resources are evaluated herein, in compliance with the 
regulations and policies summarized above. 

4.6.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a) Substantially cause adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15064.5? 

X 

b) Substantially cause adverse change in the significance of a 
unique archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15064.5? 

X 

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

d) Have the potential to cause a physical change which would 
affect unique ethnic cultural values? X 

e) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the 
potential impact area? X 

f) Disturb any human remains, including these interred outside 
of formal cemeteries? X 
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a) Would the Project substantially cause adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5? 
No Impact. The Project area has two historical resources as described above. Neither is considered 
historically significant, therefore no special protections are required; regardless, the Project will 
deliberately avoid them. Both of these features are easily visible, and no Project elements are 
planned within 10 meters (33 feet). Therefore, no adverse effect (i.e., disturbance or destruction) on 
the features would occur as a result of implementation of the Project. 

Three of the six eligible properties evaluated in the Kings Beach CCIP EA/EIR/EIS (Placer County 
2008) are located at the outside edge of the CCIP boundary, which puts them adjacent to the 
Project’s boundary; however, all of the structures on those properties are at least 10 meters (33 feet) 
distant from planned Project elements. Therefore, Project activities will not impact those structures.  

Subsurface investigations were not conducted for this Project, therefore, unanticipated subsurface 
discoveries could occur during construction. To address this possibility, Placer County requires all 
construction contractors to adhere to a set of standard construction BMPs which stipulate that, in 
the event any historic, archaeological (including human remains), paleontological, or unique geologic 
materials or features are uncovered during construction activities, all work must stop in the 
immediate area of the discovered resource and the contractor(s) must immediately inform the Placer 
County lead engineer of the discovery, followed by written notification . The County in turn will 
contact a qualified archaeologist (and the County Coroner in the case of human remains), at the 
County’s expense, to inspect the discovery and determine appropriate measures to take, which could 
include archaeological excavation or modification of the Project design. These requirements address 
the potential for impacts related to encountering unknown cultural resources. 
b) Would the Project substantially cause adverse change in the significance of a unique 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project area has one recorded 
archaeological resource, CA-PLA-1258, an isolated bedrock milling feature. Site CA-PLA-1258 
appears to meet eligibility Criterion (d) for inclusion in the NRHP and Criterion (4) for inclusion in 
the CRHR. No Project elements are planned within 10 meters (33 feet) of this feature, which is far 
enough for Project activities to avoid it. However, because it is not easily visible (buried), it could 
unintentionally be affected by ancillary construction activities. Avoidance of the resource is the 
preferred action; therefore, Mitigation Measure CUL-1 will be implemented to ensure no impact will 
occur to CA-PLA-1258.  

If previously unknown resources are encountered, the Project will follow standard procedure as 
described in response (a) above. 
c) Would the Project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 
No Impact. The Project area is not reported to contain unique paleontological resources or unique 
geologic features that could be encountered by Project activities. The geologic materials (i.e., Tertiary 
volcanic bedrock and Holocene lake and alluvial sediment) within the Project area have not been 
reported to contain fossils (University of California 2008). No unique geologic features (e.g., 
outcrops of unique rock types or unusual geologic phenomenon) have not been observed or 
reported within the Project area. 

If previously unknown resources are encountered, the Project will follow standard procedure as 
described in response (a) above. 
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d) Would the Project have the potential to cause a physical change which would affect 
unique ethnic cultural values? 
No Impact. The Project area does not have any reported unique ethnic cultural values, therefore no 
mitigation measures would be required. 
e) Would the Project restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact 
area? 
No Impact. The Project area does not have any reported existing religious or sacred uses. The 
Project would not restrict those uses and, therefore no mitigation measures would be required.  
f) Would the Project disturb any human remains, including these interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 
No Impact. The Project area is not reported to contain burials, and because of the highly disturbed 
condition of the area, potential for unrecorded burials is low. 

If previously unknown remains are encountered, the Project will follow standard procedure as 
described in response (a) above. 

4.6.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1 – Prior to construction, a 10-meter (33-foot) buffer surrounding site 
CA-PLA-1258 will be delineated with temporary “environmentally sensitive area” (ESA) fencing to 
protect the resource. The fencing will remain until completion of construction activities in the area. 
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4.7 Environmental Justice 
All projects requiring a federal action, such as federal funding for the Project, must comply with 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations. Executive Order 12898 directs federal agencies to identify and address 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of federal activities on  
minority and low-income populations. Low income is defined based on the Department of Health 
and Human Services poverty guidelines. 

No segment of the population would be disproportionately impacted by construction. The 
community may experience impacts from construction such as traffic and transit service delays and 
increased noise and dust. A bilingual public information campaign will inform both the English and 
Spanish speaking residents of upcoming delays and potential disruptions. High and adverse impacts 
to the local low-income and minority populations are not expected. More details on traffic impacts 
are covered in Section 4.19. Construction noise impacts are covered in Section 4.15 and construction 
air quality impacts are covered in Section 4.4. The evaluation of the potential effects of the Project is 
applied to all segments of the population equally and no activities proposed by the Project would 
differentially affect a minority or low-income population. All environmental effects associated with 
the Project would be reduced or eliminated. 
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4.8 Geology and Soils 
4.8.1 Existing Conditions 
Geology 
Lake Tahoe occupies a basin formed by downward block faulting (i.e., forming a graben) during 
uplift of the Sierra Nevada two to three million years ago (Tobisch et al. 1987). The normal faults 
that characterize the style of faulting in Tahoe basin are derived from a branch of the Sierran Frontal 
Fault system. East of Lake Tahoe, the Walker Lane fault zone is defined as a broad zone of 
distributed shear west of the basin and range province and east of the Sierra Nevada. The Lake 
Tahoe basin is the largest of the fault controlled basins along the western edge of the Walker Lane 
fault zone (Kent et al. 2005). The basin is bounded by the Sierra Nevada block on the west and the 
Tahoe-Carson Range to the east. The lake is underlain by the Sierra Nevada igneous rocks and 
younger metamorphic rocks. Burnett (1968) mapped andesitic volcanic rocks along the north and 
northwestern areas surrounding the lake, and Quaternary glacial deposits along the south and 
southwest portion of the basin (Gardner, et al. 2000).  

The Project area is located at Kings Beach on the margin of the northern shore of Lake Tahoe. The 
topography of the Project area slopes gently southward from the base of the upland areas to the 
north to the edge of the lake. The lake margin is directly underlain by Holocene (less than 11,000 
years old) lake deposits. The lake margin is bordered on the north by upland areas underlain by 
Tertiary volcanics (Saucedo 2005). 

These lake sediments were deposited during fluctuation of the lake level of Lake Tahoe. Streams 
transecting the lake deposits have deposited alluvial and fluvial sediments. Subsurface data collected 
during the sampling of exploratory borings indicate that the sediments are predominantly dense silty 
sand (MACTEC 2003b). Groundwater levels are generally shallow (ranging between 2.5 to 9 feet 
below the ground surface). Data collected from monitoring wells within the Project site indicate that 
the groundwater flow direction is toward the lake. 

Soils 
Soil mapping by the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS 2008) has identified six 
mapping units, or distinct soil types, within the Project area. The mapping unit of the central portion 
of the area is the Kings Beach stony, sandy loam. This soil is developed on fine-grained lake and 
alluvial sediments and is moderately well drained. Fine-grained subsoils limit the capacity to transmit 
water. These cohesive subsoils have a relatively high shrink-swell potential (i.e., high linear 
extensibility). 

The eastern margins of the site that are underlain by volcanic bedrock are mapped as three mapping 
units of Jorge cobbly sandy loam, distinguished by three slope angle classes (5-15, 15-30, and 30-50 
percent). The Jorge soils are well-drained and have a moderately high capacity to transmit water. The 
expansiveness of the soil is low. The northern portion of the site and area along the Griff Creek 
channel are mapped as Tahoma-Jorge complex which are well drained. Although the upper horizons 
within the soil have a relatively coarse texture, less permeable lower horizons limit the capacity to 
transmit water and have high linear extensibility (i.e., shrink-swell potential). The westernmost 
portion of the site along the margin of Lake Tahoe is mapped as Beaches. 

Seismicity 
The Project area is located within seismically active region. Recent investigations of the tectonic and 
seismic conditions within the Lake Tahoe region indicate the potential for moderate to large 
earthquakes that may generate strong to very strong seismic shaking in the Project area. The West 
Tahoe and North Tahoe-Incline Village Faults are considered active and capable of generating 
magnitude (M) 7 or greater earthquakes (Schweickert et al. 2004). An additional significant seismic 
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source in the vicinity of the Project area is the Genoa Fault. This fault forms the eastern boundary 
of the Carson Range and is considered capable of generating large (M 7.2-7.5) earthquakes. The 
probability of an M 7 earthquake occurring within the next 50 years in the South Lake Tahoe area 
has been estimated by the Nevada Earthquake Safety Council to be between 10 and 12 percent 
(NESC 2007). The California Geological Survey estimates that the maximum expected ground 
acceleration within the next 50 years in the Project area to be 0.3 to 0.4 g (acceleration of gravity) 
(CGS 2003). The perceived shaking at this level of ground motion would be very strong to severe 
(i.e., Modified Mercalli Intensity VII to VIII).  

Recent mapping below the lake surface demonstrates three major fault strands within the Lake 
Tahoe basin have actively displaced sediments on the lake floor. These faults are, from west to east, 
the West Tahoe fault, Stateline fault (also called the North Tahoe fault), and Incline Village fault. 
Vertical deformation across the fault traces ranges between 10 to 15 meters (33 to 50 feet). The 
offset along the Stateline fault occurs across landslide debris generated approximately 60,000 years 
ago (Kent, et al. 2005). The results of this research indicate the potential for occurrence of a M 7 
earthquake with a recurrence interval of 3,000 years.  

The faults described above have not been identified as active under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Act. The Act classifies faults as active if substantial evidence of ground rupture within 
the last 11,000 years (i.e., Holocene Epoch) is available. Currently the California Geological Survey 
has not zoned the faults as active under the Act. However, recent and on-going geologic research in 
the Lake Tahoe Basin is improving the understanding of the local faulting and seismicity. 

Regulatory Setting 
Under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, the State of California defines an “active” 
fault as a fault which exhibits evidence that surface rupture has occurred within the last 11,000 years 
(i.e., Holocene activity). Under the Act, the state has identified active faults within California and has 
delineated “earthquake fault zones” along active faults. This act restricts development of structures 
for human habitation within the earthquake fault zones to reduce the potential for injuries and 
damage caused by fault rupture. The Project site is not within an A-P Earthquake Fault Zone.  

The State of California passed the Seismic Hazard Mapping Act in 1990. The act was passed to 
reduce the potential impacts to public health and safety and to minimize property damage caused by 
earthquakes. The act established a requirement for the identification and mapping of areas prone to 
the earthquake hazards of liquefaction, earthquake-induced landslides, and amplified ground-
shaking. The act requires site-specific geotechnical investigations to identify potential seismic 
hazards and formulate mitigation measures prior to permitting most developments designed for 
human occupancy within the Zones of Required Investigation. A Seismic Hazard Zone Map for the 
area of the Project has not yet been published. Therefore, no specific state regulations related to 
geologic or soils conditions would apply to the Project. However, the design and construction of all 
improvements would be required to conform with the provisions of the California Building 
Standard Code which is codified in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.  

The Land Use Element of the TRPA Goals and Policies document includes the following goal 
related to geologic conditions and hazards: 

� Goal #1 Risks from natural hazards (e.g., flood, fire, avalanche, earthquake) will be minimized. 
The goal is supported by a policy that requires regulation of development within identified avalanche 
or mass instability hazard areas. The Project is not located within an identified avalanche or mass 
instability area. In addition, the TRPA Code includes requirements for grading operations to reduce 
the potential for erosion and sedimentation (Chapter 64) and protection of vegetation during 
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construction (Chapter 65). Attachment Q of the Code presents standard conditions for grading 
projects which include requirements for best management practices for erosion control.  

4.8.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

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

X 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? X 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? X 

iv. Landslides? X 

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

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

X 

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

X 

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

X 

a) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: i) Rupture of a known earthquake 
fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued 
by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? iv) Landslides? 
No Impact. No structures for human occupancy are proposed by the Project. Structures proposed 
by the Project are surface and shallow subsurface drainage system components. Therefore, the 
potential for increasing the exposure of people to harm related to unstable earth conditions is non
existent. 

i.	 The potential for fault rupture at the Project site is low to negligible. The Project is not within 
or near any designated Earthquake Fault Hazard Zone. Although recent research indicates the 
potential for moderate to large earthquakes on fault zones within the Tahoe Basin, the faults in 
the area are not recognized a “active” under the A-P Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. 
Additionally, the Stateline fault , the closest of the recently investigated potentially active faults, 
is 0.7 miles east of the Project site. 

ii.	 The State of California has not produced a Seismic Hazard Zone Map for this area. However, 
structures may be subject to light to moderate seismic shaking within the lifespan of the 
Project. During such an event, the structures may experience damage. Liquefaction can occur 
when saturated, loose, granular soils are subjected to intense or prolonged shaking. Seismic 
induced shaking of loose, saturated soils is the most likely cause of liquefaction. 
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iii.	 Subsurface investigations within the Project area indicate that Quaternary lake sediments 
(predominantly silty sand) underlie the area. Groundwater levels within the area are shallow 
(generally less than 10 feet below the ground surface). The California Geological Survey 
guidance for evaluation of liquefaction hazards (CDMG 1999) indicates, that areas containing 
soils of latest Pleistocene age (11,000 to 15,000 years before present) where groundwater is less 
than 20 feet below the surface and the expected peak ground acceleration is greater than 0.3g 
is considered a “liquefaction hazard zone”. The Project area generally meets these conditions. 
Although a potential for liquefaction is indicated, the sediments at the site have been 
characterized as dense (MACTEC 2003b), limiting the potential for liquefaction. Therefore, 
the potential for liquefaction is considered low under expected seismic conditions. 

The Project structures would be designed in accordance with the current seismic design 
requirements of the California Building Code, limiting the potential for damage during seismic 
shaking. Additional mitigation to limit the potential effects of seismic ground shaking and 
related effects is not required. 

iv.	 The topography is flat to gently sloping throughout the Project area. No evidence of 
significant land sliding or other slope failures have been observed at the Project area. The site 
is not in the path of any known landslides. Therefore, implementation of the Project would 
not occur within an area of unstable slope and would not be expected to cause any increase in 
the potential for landslides. 

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project would be located in an 
urbanized area. Most of the natural surface has been disturbed during the construction of buildings 
and infrastructure. Topsoil has been removed or covered in these areas. The primary objective of 
the Project is to reduce the potential for erosion and sedimentation through the construction of 
improvements to the storm water drainage system. The Project would increase infiltration of runoff 
by installing infiltration devices, decreasing the volumes and rates of runoff and the potential for 
erosion. 

During construction of the Project, temporary exposure of soil to erosion would be expected. Under 
implementation of the Project, approximately 9664 cubic yards of material would be excavated and 
managed. Appropriate erosion control measures shall be implemented following grading standards 
set forth by TRPA Code of Ordinances, Chapter 64. These may include limiting construction to the 
dry season, installing erosion control devices, removal or disposal of excavation spoils off-site at a 
location approved by TRPA. Additionally, the erosion hazards would be mitigated by the 
requirements for preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), including provisions for sediment control best management practices. The SWPPP would 
include, at a minimum, descriptions of best management practices to ensure the following: 

� Prevention of debris, soil, organic material, or other foreign materials entering water courses or 
stream environment zone (SEZs); 

� Prevention of erosion of construction areas by runoff and runon (i.e., direct surface drainage away 
from excavations and construction areas); 

� Minimization of areas of disturbance of soil; 

� Location of stockpiled soil/sediment away from water courses or SEZs; 

� Stabilization of potentially unstable slopes; 

� Revegetation of exposed soils as early as feasible; 

� Prevention of long-term exposure of disturbed soils to wind or water erosion; and 
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Retention of existing vegetation to the extent feasible to minimize exposed soil. 
c) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Implementation of the Project 
would require construction of subsurface structures, including storm drains, infiltration trenches, 
and other Project appurtenances. The excavations for the installation of some structures would 
extend to depths below the groundwater table. The subsurface materials include silty sand and sand 
which may be unstable when saturated. The excavations below the water table may require 
dewatering and trench stabilization. The potential for liquefaction caused by earthquakes during 
construction is considered low due to density of the sediments, the expected shaking intensity, and 
the low probability of occurrence during the short-term construction period. The caving or collapse 
of excavations within saturated, unconsolidated sediments presents a hazard to the safety of workers 
and the stability of adjacent buildings or other improvements (including pavements). Impacts caused 
by excavation instability would be reduced to less than significant by implementation of Mitigation 
Measures GEO-1 and GEO-2. 
d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? 
No Impact. No structures are proposed which would be adversely affected by expansion or 
contraction of soil. 
e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks 
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 
No Impact. The Project does not propose the construction of any waste water treatment facilities 
(i.e., septic systems or sanitary sewers). 

4.8.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure GEO-1. The contract specifications shall require the contractor to prepare 
and implement an Excavation Safety Plan. The Plan shall identify the methods for excavation 
stabilization (e.g., trench shoring) for all excavations and demonstrate compliance with all federal, 
state, and local regulations. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-2. The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) required to 
the Project shall include, at a minimum, description of best management practices ensure the 
following: 

� Prevention of debris, soil, organic material, or other foreign materials entering water courses or 
stream environment zone (SEZs); 

� Prevention of erosion of construction areas by runoff and runon (i.e., direct surface drainage away 
from excavations and construction areas); 

� Minimization of areas of disturbance of soil; 

� Location of stockpiled soil/sediment away from water courses or SEZs; 

� Stabilization of potentially unstable slopes; 

� Revegetation of exposed soils as early as feasible; 

� Prevention of long-term exposure of disturbed soils to wind or water erosion; and 

� Retention of existing vegetation to the extent feasible to minimize exposed soil. 
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Mitigation Measure GEO-3. All groundwater removed from excavations (i.e., dewatering effluent) 
shall be managed according to TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapter 64 and Lahontan RWQCB 
“Project Guidelines for Erosion Control” and applicable Waste Discharge Requirements. All 
dewatering effluent shall be applied to the ground surface under controlled management to permit 
infiltration into the subsurface and prevent runoff of effluent to storm drains or stream channels. 
The SWPPP required for the Project shall, at a minimum, include the following best management 
practices: 

� Provisions for the storage of pumped groundwater; 

� Methods for sampling and testing of water quality prior to discharge conforming to Lahonton 
RWQCB permitting requirements (including but not limited to Board Order R6T-2004-2005); 

� Methods for off-site disposal (including identification of disposal site), if applicable; and 

� Conformance with excavation requirements of the Uniform Building Code and Chapter 64 of the 
TRPA Code of Ordinances. 
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4.9 Growth Inducing Effects 
The Project would result in modifications and upgrades to existing storm water conveyance and 
treatment facilities. Additionally, the Project would provide for improvements to the stability and 
natural hydrologic function of existing stream channels. The Project would not directly increase the 
capacity of the existing storm water system. The modified drainage system will improve the 
environmental effects of operation of the existing facilities through enhancement of treatment of 
storm water runoff currently generated under existing conditions. The improvements would be 
integrated into the natural and constructed drainage system and restore some components of the 
natural stream function. 

The potential for increased growth within the Project area would not result as a consequence of 
implementation of the Project. The components of the Project would enhance treatment of storm 
water generated in the Project area but would not increase the capacity of the existing system. The 
Project improvements would not create substantial amenities that would stimulate an increase in the 
growth of the area. 
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4.10 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
4.10.1 Existing Conditions/Affected Environment 
The Project area includes urbanized areas of the community of Kings Beach. For purposes of this 
assessment, known and potential sites of hazardous materials are identified by the American Society 
for Testing and Materials (ASTM) definition of “recognized environmental conditions.” The 
conditions are defined as “the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substance or petroleum 
product on a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material 
threat of a release into structures on the property or into the soil, groundwater or surface water of 
the property” (ASTM, n.d.). 

Recognized environmental conditions within the vicinity of the Project area were researched in local, 
state, and federal regulatory databases (EDR 2008). In addition to the database search, historical and 
current aerial photographs, Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, and topographic maps were analyzed to 
evaluate the potential presence of recognized environmental conditions within the Project area. 
Additional site-specific information was obtained from data presented in investigations completed 
for the Commercial Core area of Kings Beach (MACTEC 2006; Kleinfelder 2006). 

Sites with recognized environmental conditions within the Kings Beach Project area are shown on 
Figure HAZ-1. The regulatory database search identified multiple sites within the Project area or the 
area within ¼ mile of the outside of the Project area, including sites with soil and groundwater 
known to be contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons.  

Underground Storage Tanks 
The reviewed regulatory agency data identified 46 locations containing registered underground 
storage tanks (UST) and aboveground storage tanks (AST) within 1.5 miles of the Project area. 30 of 
the sites are currently listed as active or potentially active (i.e., under regulatory investigation). 
Seventeen sites identified in the registered UST and AST lists have been identified as having 
reported release incidents and thus appear on the leaking underground storage tank (LUST) 
database. These LUST sites (Table HAZ-1) are reported to have caused recognized environmental 
conditions to the soils and/or groundwater in the Project area. 

The remaining locations containing registered underground storage tanks (UST) and aboveground 
storage tanks (AST) (Table HAZ-2) have not been reported as having caused contamination of soil 
and groundwater. These sites have the potential, however, to cause degradation of soil, groundwater, 
or surface water with hazardous substances. 

Thirty-five of the UST/AST sites are in the Project area; thirteen of those are LUST sites. 
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Figure HAZ-1. “Recognized environmental conditions” sites in the Project vicinity. 
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Table HAZ-1. Identified LUST Sites 

SITE NAME (PROPERTY #) ADDRESS 
REPORT 

DATE LUST STATUS/TANK STATUS CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN AND SUMMERY 

Ann's Cottages (1) 8199 N. Lake Blvd. 4/26/2006 Closed/Inactive Diesel groundwater contamination. 

Sierra Pacific Power Co. (2) 7001 National Ave. 6/20/2005 Remedial Action Underway Gasoline and MTBE contamination. Groundwater monitoring underway. 

North Tahoe PUD Lift Station (3) 7010 N. Lake Blvd. 12/16/2003 Closed/Unknown Diesel and MTBE groundwater contamination 

North Tahoe PUD Maintenance (4) 875 National Ave. 7/9/2004 Closed/Inactive Gasoline and MTBE contamination of groundwater 

Ken's Tire Center (5) 8001 N. Lake Blvd. 8/4/1986 Closed/Inactive 5 USTs removed and 2 closed in-place. Petroleum hydrocarbons 
contamination of soil and groundwater. 

Fairway Excavating (6) 8472 Speckled Ave. 12/11/2002 Closed/Active 3 UST removed in 1999 along with 60 CY of TPH-gas and diesel impacted 
soils. 2 USTs removed in 2000. 

Kings Beach Car Wash / 
Former Kings Beach Texaco (7) 

8755 N. Lake Blvd. 9/5/1990 Closed/Unknown 3 UST removed in 1987. Waste oil contamination of soil. 

Smith Building / 
Brook Street Apartments (8) 

8537 Brook Ave. 7/5/2002 Remedial Action 
Underway/Inactive 

Heating oil tank removed in 1996. Diesel contamination of soil and 
groundwater near shed identified in 1999. 

Tahoe Vista Marina (9) 7220 N. Lake Blvd. 6/21/2001 Closed/Inactive Gasoline and MTBE groundwater contamination 

Secline Sewer Station (10) 141 Secline 4/19/2002 Closed/Active Diesel and MTBE groundwater contamination 

Kings Beach Swiss Mart / 
Former Kings Beach Chevron (11) 

8797 N. Lake Blvd. 1/26/2004 Remedial Action 
Underway/Unknown 

3 USTS and 534 tons of hydrocarbon impacted soils removed in 2000. 
Active vapor extraction and groundwater pump and treat/carbon 
stripping is occurring prior to discharge to sewer. 31 monitoring wells. 
Petroleum hydrocarbons and benzene present in soil and groundwater. 

Tom Tuhey's Auto & Truck Repair (12) 712 Bear St. 4/6/2007 Pollution 
Characterization/Unknown 

Gasoline and MTBE contamination detected in soil 

Ronning Property / 
Former Chevron service station (13) 

8784 N. Lake Blvd. 11/4/2004 Leak being 
confirmed/Unknown 

Diesel contamination in soil and groundwater. 

DGB Development, Inc. (14) 710 Wolf St. 8/14/2000 Closed/Temporarily Inactive Gasoline and MTBE soil contamination. Excavated. 

TransAm / 
Former Beacon Service Station/ 
North Tahoe Mobil (15) 

8070 N. Lake Blvd. 6/27/1983 Remedial Action 
Underway/Unknown 

Under remediation since 9/98. 3 recovery wells pump groundwater 
through 5 200-lb granular activated carbon containers. Effluent 
discharged to sewer pump station on Secline St. 17 monitoring wells. 
Petroleum hydrocarbon and MTBE in soil and groundwater 

Chevron Station/  
Former Kings Beach Shell Station (16) 

8369 N. Lake Blvd. 6/22/2006 Remediation Plan/Unknown Gasoline and MTBE groundwater contamination 

Kentucky Fried Chicken / 
Former Union 76 (17) 

8697 N. Lake Blvd. Unknown Closed/Inactive Groundwater contamination. UST may have been removed or closed in 
place. 
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Table HAZ-2. Identified AST and UST Sites (non-LUST) 
SITE NAME (PROPERTY #) ADDRESS STATUS SITE SUMMARY 

Van Dyne & Sons Roofing (18) 1001 Commonwealth Dr. Closed AST and/or AST on site 

Kingswood Village P.O.A. (19) 1201 Commonwealth Dr. Closed AST and/or AST on site 

North Tahoe PUD (20) 7860 N. Lake Blvd. Closed AST and/or AST on site 

North American Fire Extinguisher 
Co. (21) 

8325 N. Lake Blvd. Closed AST and/or AST on site 

Burdick Excavating Co. (22) 8555 Cutthroat Ave. Closed AST and/or AST on site 

North Tahoe Village (23) 8645 N. Lake Blvd. Closed AST and/or AST on site 

Tahoe Investment Properties (24) Coon St./Speckled Ave. Closed AST and/or AST on site 

James C. & Marion A. Jordan (25) 398 Gull Active UST on site 

Secline Sewer Pump House (26) 8072 Secline St. Active UST containing diesel on site 

North Tahoe PUD (27) 141 Secline Active AST and/or AST on site 

North Shore Hardware (28) 200 Secline St. Active AST and/or AST on site 

Old Brockway Golf Course (29) 400 Brassie Ave. Active AST and/or AST on site 

North Tahoe PUD (30) 7496 N. Lake Blvd. Active AST and/or AST on site 

Yankton Excavating Inc. (31) 8229 Speckled Ave. Active AST and/or AST on site 

Thompson's Yard (32) 8619 Speckled Ave. Active AST and/or AST on site 

Brockway Hot Springs (33) 9510 Brockway Springs 
Dr. 

Active AST and/or AST on site 

Sierra Pacific Power Co. (34) Deer/Speckled Active AST and/or AST on site 

North Tahoe Marina (35) 7360 N. Lake Blvd. Active UST/AST on site 

Pacific Bell 203 (36) 8739 N. Lake Blvd. Active UST 

North Tahoe Fire Protection 
District (37) 

288 N. Shore Blvd. Temp. Closed UST containing diesel on site 

Meinzer Residence (38) 8395 Cutthroat Rd. Unknown UST containing petroleum 

Subway Store/Former Arco Service 
Station (39) 

8700 N. Lake Blvd. Closed USTs closed in place 

North Tahoe PUD (40) 8318 N. Lake Blvd. Active UST containing diesel on site 

Dave's Ski Shop/Former Mobil 
Service Station (41) 

8299 N. Lake Blvd. Closed USTs removed 

Kings Beach Linen & Drycleaner 
(42) 

615 Coon St. Closed Drycleaner business, chlorinated solvents 
previously used on site 

Lake Tahoe Specialty Stove & 
Fireplace./Former dry cleaner 
business (43) 

8731 N. Lake Blvd. Active AST/UST on site. Chlorinated solvents 
previously used on site. 

Hans Ramelow (44) 675 Bear St. Closed AST/UST on site. 

Kings Beach Elementary School (45) 8125 Steelhead Closed AST/UST on site.  

Texaco - Kings Beach (46) 8775 N. Lake Blvd. Closed AST/UST containing gasoline, diesel, and 
waste oil 
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Stormwater Discharge Permit Sites 
Sites within the Project area that have regulated stormwater discharge permits are summarized in 
Table HAZ-3. Stormwater discharges from these sites are generally considered non-hazardous to 
human health. However, disruptions to these permitted discharges due to construction or 
operational activities of the proposed Kings Beach Watershed & SEZ Improvement Project could 
produce adverse water quality and environmental conditions. These sites are depicted on Figure 
HAZ-1. 
Table HAZ-3. Identified Sites with Regulated Stormwater Discharge Permits 

SITE NAME (PROPERTY #) ADDRESS SITE SUMMARY 

North Shore Ace Hardware (47) 8079 N. Lake Blvd. Regulated stormwater discharge 

Kings Beach Elementary School (48) 8125 Steelhead Regulated stormwater discharge 

Old Brockway Golf Course (49) 7900 N. Lake Blvd. Regulated stormwater discharge 

North Tahoe Marina (50) 7360 N. Lake Blvd. Regulated stormwater discharge 

Kings Beach Safeway (51) N. Lake Blvd. Regulated stormwater discharge 

RCRA Small Quantity Hazardous Waste Generators 
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) database is maintained by the EPA to 
identify facilities involved in the transportation; generation; or treatment, storage, and disposal 
(TSD) of hazardous waste. The list identifies TSD facilities within the Project area that generate 
hazardous waste, facilities that have had enforcement actions taken against them as a result of a 
RCRA violation, and facilities that are undergoing RCRA corrective action(s). A RCRA small 
quantity generator (sqg) is one that generates between 100 and 1,000 kilograms per month of non-
acute hazardous waste, or generates per month or accumulates at any time less than one (1) kilogram 
of acute hazardous waste (MACTEC 2006). Small quantity generators within the Project area are 
summarized in Table HAZ 4 and shown on Figure HAZ-1. 
Table HAZ-4. Identified RCRA Small Quantity Generators 

SITE NAME (PROPERTY #) ADDRESS SITE SUMMARY 

Rite Aid 6106 (52) 8245 N. Lake Blvd. Small quantity hazardous waste generator 

Kings Beach Shell (53) 8369 N. Lake Blvd. Small quantity hazardous waste generator 
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Reported Spills Sites 
Sites within the Project area that have reported spills and/or disposals of hazardous substances are 
identified in Table HAZ-5 and shown on Figure HAZ-1. Although no contamination of soil, 
groundwater, or surface water with hazardous substances is reported to currently exist on these sites, 
there is the possibility that past activities have resulted in hazardous conditions.  
Table HAZ-5. Other Sites that Have Reported Spills or Removals of Hazardous Substances 

SITE NAME (PROPERTY #) ADDRESS 
REPORT 

DATE CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN AND SUMMARY 

Unknown (54) 206 Beaver St. 11/9/2001 2 5-gal buckets of motor oil abandoned on 
property. One tipped and spilled. 

Unknown (55) 241 Coon St. 6/7/1994 Gas leak by backhoe severed line at residence 

Unknown (56) 441 Bear ST. 9/14/2001 2 drums on property possibly containing 
kerosene and water 

Unknown (57) 612 Brassie Ave. 2/7/2004 Sewage leak 

Unknown (58) 7600 N. Lake Blvd. 8/15/2004 Sewage leak 

Unknown (59) 7851 Lincoln Green 2/19/2004 Sewage leak 

Unknown (60) 8095 N. Lake Blvd. 10/9/2004 Sewage leak 

Unknown (61) 8561 N. Lake Blvd. 8/17/2004 Sewage leak 

Unknown (62) 8599 N. Lake Blvd. 4/27/1989 Unknown 

Unknown (63) 8601 Speckled 8/1/1999 Hydraulic fluid spill from boat 

1X Brockway Springs POA (64) 101 Chipmunk St. Unknown Asbestos waste removed and disposed in landfill 

Mr. Jack Raviglio (65) 7650 N. Lake Blvd. Unknown Asbestos waste removed and disposed in landfill 

George Abel (66) 7893 Mashie St. Unknown Empty 30+ gal. containers disposed at recycler 

Royce Furniture (67) 8384 Speckled Ave. Unknown Oxygenated solvents disposed at recycler 

Tahoe Crafts Printing (68) 8393 N. Lake Blvd. Unknown Liquids w/ halogenated compounds disposed at 
transfer station 

California Tahoe Conservancy (69) 8608 N. Lake Blvd. Unknown Inorganic solid waste disposed at transfer 
station 

North Shore Chiropractic (70) 8611 N. Lake Blvd. Unknown Photochemicals/photoprocessing waste 
disposed at recycler 

Unknown (71) 8600 Golden Ave. Unknown Unknown 

NTPUD Sewer (72) 440 N. Shore Blvd. 2/15/1992 Sewer main break, 2000 gallons release on land 
and into Griff Creek 

Unknown (73) 8870 Salmon St. 12/6/1998 No Detail Available 

Sierra Pacific Power Kings Beach 
Generators (74) 

Deer Street 6/1/1996 Diesel fuel and additives leaked due to tank 
overfill. Soil was removed from site. Site is 
closed 

Historic Map Review 
Historical topographic maps of the Project area were obtained (EDR 2008) for the years 1895, 1940, 
1955, 1969, and 1992 to identify past structures, facilities, or activities that may have occurred within 
the vicinity of the Project area and may have resulted in “recognized environmental conditions.” A 
summary of the information interpreted from these photos is as follows: 

� 1895 – Settlement of the Kings Beach area has not yet occurred, but a limited road network has 
been established in the area. A sawmill along present day Highway 267 indicates logging and 
timber processing activities in the area. 

� 1940 – The present day Kings Beach area is beginning to be developed with structures located 
along the State Route 28.  

� 1955 – Kings Beach has been developed with streets in a configuration similar to existing 
conditions. The Commercial Core has been developed along with the Brockway Golf Course to 
the west. 
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� 1969 – Development along the Commercial Core and to the north along State Route 267 has 
increased. 

� 1992 – Minimal significant change in development since 1969. 

A search of the available Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps for the Project area was performed (EDR 
2008). The search concluded that no fire insurance maps are available for the Project area. 

Historic Aerial Photograph Review 
Historical aerial photographs of the Project area were obtained the years 1952, 1962, 1973, 1987, 
1992, and 1998 (EDR 2008). These photos were preliminarily analyzed to identify past structures, 
facilities, or activities that may have occurred within the vicinity of the Project area and may have 
resulted in recognized environmental conditions. A summary of the information interpreted from 
these photos is as follows: 

�  1952 – Kings Beach has been developed with streets laid out in much the way they exist today. 
The Commercial Core has been developed along with the Brockway Golf Course to the west. 
Parcels within the residential area of Kings Beach are being developed but are largely vacant. 

�  1962 – Development has increased along the Commercial Core as well as within the residential 
areas to the north. Several service station sites along Highway 28 identified as having reported 
spills or released (Table HAZ-1; Figure HAZ-1) are visible. 

�  1973 – Minimal change. Kings Beach is largely built-out. 

�  1987 – Minimal change. 

�  1992 – Minimal change. 

�  1998 – Minimal change. 

Recent Hazardous Materials Assessment 
A Phase II Environmental Assessment of the Commercial Core area within and adjacent to the 
Project area was recently completed (Kleinfelder 2006). As part of this investigation, 15 soil borings 
were advanced to depths of 10-feet BGS in the right-of-way in front of eight parcels, and soil 
samples were collected for petroleum hydrocarbon and lead analysis. The eight parcels analyzed 
where as follows: 

�  TransAm (Former Beacon Service Station/North Tahoe Mobil) – 8070 N. Lake Blvd. 

�  Dave's Ski Shop (Former Mobil Service Station) – 8299 N. Lake Blvd. 

�  Chevron Station/ Former Kings Beach Shell Station – 8369 N. Lake Blvd.  

�  Kentucky Fried Chicken/Former Union 76 Station – 8697 N. Lake Blvd. 

�  Subway/Former Arco Station – 8700 N. Lake Blvd. 

�  Lake Tahoe Specialty Stove & Fireplace – 8731 N. Lake Blvd. 

�  Ronning Property (former Chevron service station) – 8784 N. Lake Blvd. 

�  Kings Beach Swiss Mart (former Kings Beach Chevron) – 8797 N. Lake Blvd. 

The results of this assessment indicate that petroleum hydrocarbons are present to depths of 5.0 feet 
within the right-of-way adjacent to all parcels investigated with the exception of the Chevron 
Station/Former Kings Beach Shell Station and Dave’s Ski Shop. At the Chevron/Shell site, soils 
containing petroleum hydrocarbons were encountered at depths below 8 feet. Soils within the right-
of-way adjacent to Dave’s Ski Shop contained petroleum hydrocarbons to depths of 2.0 to 3.0 feet. 
Results indicate that all samples were non-hazardous with respect to lead (Kleinfelder 2006).  
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Additional Environmental Concerns 
Other potential recognized environmental conditions within the Project may include hazardous 
levels of chromium and lead (lead chromate) attributable to yellow traffic markings (thermoplastic 
and paint). If yellow traffic markings are removed separate from the pavement, they may have to be 
treated as hazardous waste (Placer County 2008b). 

Aerially deposited lead (ADL) has been identified along California State Highways. Soils adjacent to 
these highways may contain hazardous levels of lead due to the historical use of leaded gasoline. 
Most ADL would have been deposited prior to 1986. Caltrans performs sampling of soils for ADL 
at projects that have a peak average daily traffic volume of 10,000 or greater. Traffic volumes on 
some roads within the Project area exceed this volume (Jones & Stokes 2007). Sampling performed 
within the Commercial Core indicates that lead levels in soils range from 2.8 to 25 milligrams per 
kilogram (2.8 to 25 ppm) (Kleinfelder 2006). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s standard 
for lead in bare soil in play areas is 400 ppm by weight and 1200 ppm for non-play areas 
(USEPA 2001). The soil screening level for lead represents a conservative estimate for a level that 
would be protective of public health in residential soils based on an analysis of the direct ingestion 
pathway for children. 

There is potential for un-registered USTs to exist within the Project area that have been or are being 
used for heating oil storage (MACTEC 2006). Hazardous subsurface conditions may be encountered 
during Project construction due to unidentified USTs. 

Past construction activities within the Project area likely included the use of and possible release of 
diesel fuel, hydraulic fluid, and other hazardous substances used in construction equipment that have 
the potential to impact human health or the environment. 

Regulatory Setting 

The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 
The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) Title III and the CAA of 
1990 established a nationwide emergency planning and response program and imposed reporting 
requirements for businesses that store, handle, or produce significant quantities of extremely 
hazardous materials. The CAA (codified in 40 CFR Part 68.100 et seq.) requires the states to 
implement a comprehensive system to inform local agencies and the public when a significant 
quantity of such materials is stored or handled at a facility. SARA identifies requirements for 
planning, reporting, and notification concerning hazardous materials. 
Clean Water Act 
The Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures plan (SPCC) was developed as one of the many 
requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Requirements of SPCCs are provided in Title 40, CFR, 
Part 112. SPCCs are intended to reduce the threat of spills of hydrocarbons to navigable waters of 
the United States. 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 USC. Section 6922) 
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) establishes requirements for the 
management of hazardous wastes from the time of generation to the point of ultimate treatment or 
disposal. Section 6922 requires generators of hazardous waste to comply with requirements 
regarding record keeping practices that identify quantities of hazardous wastes generated and their 
disposition, labeling practices and use of appropriate containers, use of a manifest system for 
transportation, and submission of periodic reports to the USEPA or authorized state. 
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Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 260 
These sections contain regulations promulgated by the USEPA to implement the requirements of 
RCRA as described above. Characteristics of hazardous waste are described in terms of ignitability, 
corrosivity, reactivity, and toxicity and specific types of wastes are listed. 
Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations 
Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Division 4.5, Chapter 11 contains regulations 
for the classification of hazardous wastes. A waste is considered a hazardous waste if it is toxic 
(causes human health effects), ignitable (has the ability to burn), corrosive (causes severe chemical 
burns or damage to materials), or reactive (causes explosions or generates toxic gases) in accordance 
with the criteria established in Article 3. Article 4 lists specific hazardous wastes, and Article 5 
identifies specific waste categories, including RCRA hazardous wastes, non-RCRA hazardous wastes, 
extremely hazardous wastes, and special wastes. 

4.10.2 Project Issue Analysis 
Project construction will occur near existing hazards but the Project will not create new hazards nor 
add to existing hazards. The following analysis was conducted based upon the EDR database search, 
the ISA of the Commercial Core performed by MACTEC (MACTEC 2006), the Phase II 
Environmental Assessment of the Commercial Core by Kleinfelder, (Kleinfelder 2006), and an 
analysis of historical aerial photographs and topographic maps as described earlier. 

The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

 X 

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

 X 

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

 X 

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

 X 

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

X 

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

X 

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

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

 X 
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a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project proposes construction 
and operation of improvements to the existing storm water conveyance and treatment facilities at 
Kings Beach. No hazardous materials would be used or stored for operation of the Project facilities 
and, therefore, the Project would not result in any new hazard to the public or the environment 
relative to existing conditions. However, construction of the Project will include short-term use of 
diesel fuel, hydraulic fluid, and other hazardous substances used in the operation and maintenance of 
construction equipment. These substances have the potential to spill and create conditions that are 
hazardous to the public or the environment. Yellow traffic markings containing heavy metals and 
lead may be removed from the existing roadway during construction activities. Additionally, 
operation of the Project may require the periodic clean out of sediment traps, filter vaults, and other 
Project appurtenances. Materials recovered from these features may contain limited quantities of 
substances that have the potential to become hazards to the public or the environment. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-4 would reduce to less-than
significant these Project impacts. 
b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project will not cause or add 
to any existing hazards, but soils and groundwater contaminated by hazardous materials have been 
identified within the Project area. Construction of the Project may require the excavation and 
disposal of contaminated soils as well as the removal of contaminated groundwater. Installation of 
storm drains, infiltration trenches, and other Project appurtenances may affect groundwater flow in 
the Project area or create preferential groundwater flow pathways. These features have the potential 
to increase the mobility of known hazardous substances located in the soils and groundwater 
beneath the Project area. Additionally, exposure of contaminated soils may result in the transport of 
hazardous substances through windblown particulates.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-4 would reduce to less-than
significant Project impacts related to construction of within or adjacent to hazardous materials. 

Two RCRA small quantity generator sites have been identified within the Project area. These sites 
store and occasionally transport small quantities of hazardous waste. Construction activities would 
not significantly disrupt the transport of these hazardous wastes because there are sufficient alternate 
routes within the community. Furthermore, a standard Traffic Management Plan (see Mitigation 
Measure TRANS-1 in Section 4.19) will reduce the potential for collisions or other Project-related 
traffic accidents to less than significant. 
c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. One school is located within the 
Project area, Kings Beach Elementary School, located at 8125 Steelhead Avenue. Construction 
activities will occur within ¼ mile of this site. No known sites containing hazardous substance 
releases are located within one quarter mile of the school. Therefore, it is not probable that 
hazardous soil or groundwater will be encountered in the vicinity of the school during construction 
activities. Nonetheless, the Project may uncover previously unknown hazards during construction; 
implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-4 would reduce such impacts to less 
than significant. 

November 2008 87 



 

 

  

 

 

Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Final Environmental Compliance Document 

d) Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Soils and groundwater impacted by 
hazardous materials have been identified within the Project area. Construction of the Project may 
require the excavation and disposal of contaminated soils as well as the removal of contaminated 
groundwater from parcels with known contamination. Furthermore, installation of storm drains, 
infiltration trenches, and other Project appurtenances may affect groundwater flow in the Project 
area or create preferential groundwater flow pathways. These features have the potential to increase 
the mobility of known hazardous substances located in the soils and groundwater beneath the 
Project area. Additionally, exposure of contaminated soils may result in the transport of hazardous 
substances through windblown particulates. 

The investigation of recognized environmental conditions within the Project area identified 
unregistered USTs as a potential concern because many homes and other buildings have historically 
used oil for heating. These USTs would be located several feet below the ground surface and outside 
of the right-of-way. Because the majority of the work proposed will occur within the public right-of
way and/or on or near the ground surface, these unidentified USTs represent a less than significant 
impact. 

The investigation of recognized environmental conditions within the Project area identified 
unregistered ADL as a potential concern. The Phase II Environmental Assessment conducted 
within the Commercial Core area in 2006 by Kleinfelder did not find any significant hazards 
associated with lead in this area. Therefore, ADL exposure caused by Project activity would be 
considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Several sites with government regulated storm water discharges are located within the Project area. 
Disruptions to these permitted discharges due to construction or operational activities of the Project 
could result in adverse water quality and environmental conditions.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-4 would reduce to less-than
significant any Project impacts related to construction within or adjacent to known hazardous 
materials sites. 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area? 
No Impact. The nearest airport to the Project area is the Truckee Tahoe Airport located at 10356 
Truckee Airport Road in Truckee, CA approximately 14 miles north-northwest of the Project site. 
The Project construction and operation activities are not located within the airport land use planning 
areas of this or any other airport. Therefore, there are no adverse aviation safety related effects 
anticipated for people residing or working in the Project area.  
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area?  
No Impact. The nearest airport to the Project area is the Truckee Tahoe Airport located at 10356 
Truckee Airport Road in Truckee, CA approximately 14 miles north-northwest of the Project site. 
The Project construction and operation activities are not located within the airport land use planning 
areas of this or any other airport. Therefore, there are no adverse aviation safety related effects 
anticipated for people residing or working in the Project area.  
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g) Would the project impair implementation of or interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
Less than Significant Impact. Construction of this Project will result in minor road lane closures, 
traffic detours, and construction-related traffic. These disruptions will not be significant enough to 
disrupt emergency access because there are sufficient alternate routes within the community grid. In 
addition, post-construction operation of the Project will not restrict or alter traffic or emergency 
response access compared to existing conditions within the Project area. 
h) Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas 
or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Hot, dry summers in the Lake Tahoe Basin 
frequently result in natural and human induced wildfires. The boundary area between rural and 
urban areas is generally considered to present an increased risk of wildfire due to the close 
interaction between people and dense vegetation. Construction equipment and activities located 
within this urban/rural fringe have the potential to spark wildfires. A large portion of the Project 
area is urban land, but wildfire risk in portions of the Project area could be significantly increased 
due to construction activities. Post-construction Project operation will not increase wildfire fuel nor 
will it provide an ignition source for wildfires. Therefore, Project operation will not significantly 
increase the risk of wildfire. Mitigation Measures HAZ-5 and HAZ-6 have been developed to reduce 
the risk of wildfire posed by construction activities to less than significant. 

4.10.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 – Contract specifications for the Project require the contractors 
performing excavation work within or adjacent to known sites of hazardous materials releases to 
conform with all federal and state requirements for protection of worker health and safety and 
environmental protection during management of construction activities at hazardous materials sites. 
The Contractor shall be required to prepare a Health and Safety Plan (HASP) for all site personnel 
in accordance with the 29 CFR 1910.120, the DTSC, and Cal-OSHA regulations. Additionally, the 
HASP shall include a Project-specific Lead Compliance Plan approved by an industrial hygienist 
certified in comprehensive practice by the American Board of Industrial Hygiene will be 
implemented in accordance with CCR Title 8, Section 1532.1 (Title 8, “Lead”). 
The HASP will include a plot plan depicting exclusion zones and clear zones as defined by CCR, 
Title 26, a schedule of procedures, sampling and testing procedures, and physical barrier 
requirements. The plan will be approved by a civil engineer registered in the State of California and 
by an industrial hygienist certified by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial 
Hygienists (ACGIH) and will then be submitted for review and acceptance by the Project Engineer 
at least 10 working days prior to beginning any excavation. Upon approval by the Project Engineer, 
the Contractor shall be required to comply with the provisions of the approved HASP. All 
personnel working within areas of confirmed or potential contamination will complete a safety 
training program that meets the requirements of the Contractor’s HASP. The Contractor will 
provide the training and a certification of the safety training program to all personnel.  

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 – Contract specifications require that the contractor(s) obtain an EPA 
hazardous waste generator identifier number (EPA ID#) for this Project. The EPA ID# shall be 
displayed on all containers holding hazardous waste. The waste will be stored within the Project 
limits and in a secure enclosure for no more than 90 days prior to disposal. Containers will conform 
to the requirements of the U.S. Department of Transportation for the transportation and temporary 
storage of the materials contained within and will be handled such that no spillage occurs. Labels 
will conform to the requirements of CCR Title 22. 
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Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 – Contract specifications require that the contractor(s) to prepare a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as required by Mitigation Measure WQ-1. The 
SWPPP shall identify methods of the safe storage, use, and transport of any hazardous materials 
associated with construction activities. The information shall include, but not be limited to, the 
following: 

� Identification of designated areas for storage of hazardous substances; 

� Expected inventory of all hazardous substances transported to and used or stored at the site; 

� Description of “good housekeeping” best management practices for the storage and use of 
hazardous substances; 

� Description of hazardous substance spill response. 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 – During excavation activities in areas within 500 feet of known 
hazardous materials release sites, monitoring will be conducted for petroleum hydrocarbon 
contamination with a photo ionization detector (PID), combustible gas meter, or similar equipment 
as approved by Placer County. Work will stop immediately if suspected contamination is 
encountered, and the Project Engineer shall be notified immediately. Upon confirmation of 
contamination, the Project Engineer will assess the Project design and obtain the required approvals 
to modify the design to avoid conflicts with the contaminated material and/or any on-going or 
future remediation projects. 

All encountered contamination will be addressed and handled appropriately, as described herein. 
Placer County will provide records regarding any contamination encountered during this Project to 
any appropriate requesting party. Appropriate requesting parties include, but are not limited to, the 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, Placer County Health and Human Services – 
Environmental Health, any responsible party or potentially responsible party, or the designated 
environmental consultant to any responsible party or potentially responsible party.  

All soil and groundwater materials removed during construction activities that have been deemed 
hazardous in accordance with the testing and sampling procedures shall be placed in labeled 
containers and disposed of appropriately in a manner following the procedures outlined in the 
HASP (see Mitigation Measure HAZ-2). Excavated soils that have been deemed hazardous will not 
be used as backfill material, and a water truck or other approved water spraying device will be on site 
at all times during excavation of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials to prevent particles 
from becoming airborne. 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-5 – All construction equipment that normally contains a spark arrester 
will be fitted with an arrester in good working order as required by Placer County in order to 
minimize this construction-related fire ignition source. Equipment to be fitted with spark arresters 
will include, but not be limited to, heavy equipment and chainsaws. 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-6 – Dry vegetation and other potential fire fuels located within 
construction area limits and near where any equipment will be operated will be cleared by the 
construction contractor as required by Placer County and to the extent feasible. 
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4.11 Hydrology and Water Quality 
4.11.1 Existing Conditions 
The Lake Tahoe Basin is comprised of 63 major watersheds, as defined by TRPA, which drain to 
Lake Tahoe. The watersheds that drain through the Project area are the Kings Beach watershed (852 
acres) and the Griff Creek watershed (2,815 acres) (Figure 3). Griff Creek begins at Martis Peak and 
flows to the lake; it flows year-round, including the dry fall period. The Kings Beach watershed 
includes undeveloped forest and urban area; with several ephemeral watercourses.  

Because watershed characteristics, such as land use, slope and soils, range greatly throughout the 
Kings Beach watershed, the watershed was divided into six “sub-watersheds” (Figure 3) to assess 
runoff characteristics more accurately. Each sub-watershed represents a continuous flow path from 
the surrounding forest to the lake. The sub-watersheds are summarized in the Hydrologic Conditions 
Report (Placer County 2006b). (A more detailed map showing existing drainage infrastructure and 
pollutant source areas is provided in Appendix F of the Hydrologic Conditions Report). 
The upstream contributing area for each watershed is primarily undeveloped forestland with little or 
no impervious surface, while the downstream area is the urban area within the Kings Beach 
community. Stormwater from the upstream forest appears to be conveyed in defined channels or as 
overland flow. Griff Creek is the primary stream within the Project area. The creek channel is steep 
and the watershed has medium to high vegetation cover.  

The downstream urban area is a mixture of paved and unpaved surfaces extending from State Route 
267 on the west to Park Lane on the east, Speckled Avenue on the north and the Lake Tahoe 
shoreline on the south. The urban area includes the Residential Area and the Commercial Core. In 
addition, the urban area includes the Griff Creek SEZ and the Coon Street SEZ. Both SEZs are 
influenced by runoff from streets and Residential Areas.  

Runoff from the urban area is conveyed in open ditches, curb-and-gutter roadway drainage and 
subsurface storm drains. The runoff is collected and conveyed under State Route 28 through a series 
of culverts and discharged to the lake. Pollutants are generated through soil erosion, road-sanding 
operations, application of fertilizer, and other urban activities (vehicle travel, pets, litter, garbage). In 
the past, several detention basins have been constructed within the urban drainage area to control 
runoff and pollutant discharge. 

ENTRIX (Placer County 2006b) developed a PLRE-STS model of the Griff and Kings Beach 
watersheds to simulate the runoff that would result from various storm events. The simulation 
results for each sub-watershed are shown in Table HYD-1. 
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Table HYD-1. Total Runoff Volume for Simulated Storms (acre-feet) 
Sub-Watersheda 2-Year / 1-Hour 2-Year / 72-Hour 25-Year / 1-Hour 25 Year / 72-Hour 

Griff Creek 2.0 513.4 4.4 1770.4 

Deer 1.0 13.8 2.4 36.2 

Bear 0.5 26.0 2.1 73.0 

Coon 1.0 62.7 3.6 171.8 

Fox 0.9 13.5 2.6 39.9 

Beaver 0.4 19.2 1.2 54.4 

Secline 1 0.1 4.4 0.2 9.5 

Brockway 1 0.0 2.1 0.1 4.7 

Brockway 2 0.1 4.4 0.3 9.6 

Fox 3b 0.0 1.7 0.1 3.8 

Park 1 0.7 48.0 3.0 108.8 

Park 2 0.2 6.8 0.5 14.5 
aOutlet refers to the total watershed contributing to Lake Tahoe. For example, Griff Outlet is the contribution of the entire Griff 
Creek watershed to the lake. 

Pollutant loading was also analyzed in the Hydrologic Conditions Report (Placer County 2006b) using the 
SWQIC water quality spreadsheet. The results are summarized in Table WQ-1. 
Table WQ-1. Water Quality Loading Analysis 

Griff Deer Bear Coon Fox Beaver Park 

Watershed Area (acres): 2815.29 61.09 133.15 355.79 82.61 94.10 125.29 

Pollutant Load produced by each sub-watershed (tons/year): 

NO3 0.006 0.002 0.002 0.006 0.003 0.002 0.003 

TKN 0.155 0.017 0.018 0.051 0.022 0.016 0.021 

SRP 0.020 0.002 0.002 0.007 0.002 0.002 0.003 

TP 0.052 0.011 0.009 0.027 0.014 0.010 0.010 

TSS 6.889 3.804 2.733 7.666 4.670 3.006 3.136 

Total: 7.122 3.836 2.764 7.757 4.711 3.036 3.173 

Pollutant Load per acre (lbs/year): 

Total: 5.06 125.59 41.52 43.60 114.05 64.53 50.65 

NO3=Nitrate+nitrite; TKN=Total organic nitrogen+ammonia; SRP=Soluble reactive phosphorus; TP=Total phosphorus; 
TSS=Total suspended solids 
Source: SWQIC 2004. 

As Table WQ-1 illustrates, the Coon and Griff Creek watersheds produce the most significant 
pollutant loads overall, while the Deer and Fox sub-watersheds produce the highest pollutant loads 
per acre. In all cases, most of the pollutant load is coming from the developed portions of the 
watersheds, with a relatively minor contribution from the undeveloped land upstream from Kings 
Beach (Harding ESE 2002; Placer County 2006b). 

Groundwater monitoring well data from throughout the Project area was analyzed as a portion of 
the Evaluating Alternatives Technical Memorandum (Placer County 2006e). According to this evaluation, 
the groundwater table in the Project area is generally parallel to surface topography and groundwater 
flows towards Lake Tahoe to the south. Groundwater elevations range from approximately 2.5-feet 
below ground surface (BGS) to 9-feet BGS with elevations fluctuating from highs in the late winter 
and spring to lows in the summer and fall.  
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Regulatory Setting 
Enacted in 1972, the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and subsequent amendments outline the basic 
protocol for regulating discharges of pollutants to waters of the U.S. It is the primary Federal law 
regulating water quality of the nation’s surface waters, including lakes, rivers, and coastal wetlands. 
Enforced by the USEPA, it was enacted “… to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the Nation’s waters.” The CWA authorizes states to adopt water quality 
standards and includes programs addressing both point and non-point pollution sources. It gives the 
USEPA the authority to implement pollution control programs, such as setting wastewater standards 
for industry and water quality standards for surface waters, and established the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). 

Placement of fill or dredged material into surface waters can have significant impacts on surface 
water and groundwater, both in terms of hydrology and water quality. Thus, Section 404 of the 
CWA regulates the discharge of dredged and fill material into the Waters of the U.S., including 
wetlands. The term Waters of the U.S. refers to oceans, bays, rivers, streams (including non-perennial 
streams with a defined bed and bank), lakes, ponds, and seasonal and perennial wetlands.  

Primary responsibility for environmental protection of the Lake Tahoe Basin rests with the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (LRWQCB) and the TRPA. The 
primary regulatory documents controlling effects on water resources are the LRWQCB Water 
Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan) and the TRPA Water Quality 
Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe Region (208 Plan). The Basin Plan and 208 Plan outline water 
quality standards for surface and ground waters, the beneficial uses of waters and objectives that 
must be maintained or attained to protect those uses, and other environmental standards that must 
be achieved and maintained in the Lake Tahoe Basin. Additionally, the water quality of Lake Tahoe 
is currently designated by the State Water Resources Control Board as “impaired” under Section 303 
of the Clean Water Act for elevated levels of suspended sediment.  

The Project proposes improvements to the management and treatment of storm water runoff and 
would support the primary goals of the LRWQCB and TRPA for reducing pollutant loading to Lake 
Tahoe. The potential short-term effects of construction of the Project would be addressed through 
conformance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements of the Clean 
Water Act implemented by the LRWQCB under the State General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activities. The Project design and implementation 
(including best management practices) would conform to the water quality regulations.  

The Regional Plan for Lake Tahoe Basin, Goals and Policies document, adopted by TRPA in 1986, 
includes goals and policies for the protection of water quality in the basin. The Land Use Element 
established the following goals for water quality: 

Goal #1: Reduce loads of sediment and algal nutrients to Lake Tahoe; meet sediment and nutrient 
objectives for tributary streams, surface runoff, and sub-surface runoff, and restore 80 percent of the 
disturbed lands. 

Goal #2: Reduce or eliminate the addition of other pollutants which affect, or potentially affect, 
water quality in the Tahoe Basin. 

These goals are supported by numerous policies which are implemented through the TRPA Code of 
Regulations. Chapter 81 of the TRPA Code addresses measures to protect water quality, 
implementing the Water Quality Subelement of the Land Use Element of the Goals and Polices. 
The requirements of the Code pertinent to the Project include: 
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� Restrictions on discharges of runoff water that exceed maximum concentrations for specific 
constituents (including dissolved nitrogen, phosphorous, and iron, grease and oil, and suspended 
sediment); 

�  Restrictions on discharges to groundwater that exceed maximum concentrations for specific 
constituents (including total nitrogen and phosphate, iron, turbidity and grease and oil; 

� Prohibition of wastewater discharge to Lake Tahoe or its tributaries; 

� Prohibition of toxic or hazardous waste discharges to surface or subsurface waters; 

� Regulation of use of salt and abrasives for control of ice on roads and parking areas; 

� Spill control during handling, transport, use, and storage of hazardous substances; and 

� Criteria for use of pesticides and fertilizers. 

Chapter 82 of the TRPA Code establishes requirements for all projects which result in the creation 
of impervious surfaces. The Code sets required offsets for potential water quality impacts related to 
impervious cover including establishment of mitigation projects or payment into a water quality 
mitigation fund. The primary purpose of the proposed Project is to provide for improvement of 
existing storm water quality and is, therefore, a mitigation project. 

Protection of drinking water sources is provided by the requirements of Chapter 83 of the Code. 
The requirements set restrictions for activities within designated “source water protection zones”. 
The Project is not within a “source water protection zone” designated by TRPA. 

The TRPA Code of Ordinances (Chapter 74) also provides protection for Stream Environment 
Zones. The Code states in paragraph 74.2 Protection of Stream Environment Zones that no SEZ 
shall be impacted adversely by altering vegetation. The Project includes restoration enhancements 
(including revegetation) to SEZs. 
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4.11.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? X 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would 
be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)? 

X 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

X 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- 
or off-site? 

X 

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

X 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X 

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

X 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which 
would impede or redirect flood flows? X 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

X 

j) Cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? X 

a) Would the Project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The purpose of the Project 
improvements is to improve the quality of stormwater and snowmelt runoff from County roads 
through the use of infiltration, detention, and settling basins. Over the long term, water quality will 
improve. Construction activities however, have the potential of impacting water quality in the short-
term. 

Project construction-related activities may cause short-term water quality impacts during storm 
events. During construction, these would be a significant amount of grading and excavation; this 
may have a potential to cause minor erosion and sediment movement. This impact and appropriate 
mitigation is addressed in WQ-1 through WQ-5. Implementation of the mitigation measures would 
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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b) Would the Project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted)? 
No Impact. Proposed improvements will not adversely affect or interfere with groundwater 
recharge or cause a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. 
Some of the proposed improvements will spread flow to increase infiltration to the groundwater. 
The proposed improvements would increase the local water table elevation. However, no adverse 
effects on the surrounding water table or water quality are anticipated.  
c) Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. One component of the Project 
includes erosion control and stormwater management improvements. The Project would improve 
and control the drainage pattern of road and some surface runoff in the Project area. Flows 
previously conveyed on roadside shoulders and in ditches will be conveyed in concrete curb-and
gutter, grass-lined channels, or rock-lined channels. Replacement of roadside shoulders and ditches 
with concrete curb-and-gutter would alter the amount of surface run-off infiltration. However, the 
Project will create a net increase of infiltration through installation of treatment systems such as 
sedimentation basins, rock bowls, infiltration galleries, and sediment traps. Flows that historically 
have been discharged directly to the lake would be filtered through one or a combination of many 
treatment systems. Use of treatment systems would reduce siltation in natural drainages on and off 
site. The existing storm drain system will be retrofitted to accommodate changes in the drainage 
pattern. Changes to the drainage pattern would not result in on- or off-site flooding. 

A second component of the Project includes geomorphic and hydraulic enhancement on Griff 
Creek. Construction of the improvements on Griff Creek would require two temporary diversions 
of the creek to dewater, remove existing culverts, and install new open arch culverts. Replacement of 
existing culverts with open arch culverts within the same footprint will not alter the course of Griff 
Creek. A small cofferdam will be installed upstream of the each culvert replacement area. Inflow 
would be diverted at the cofferdam into a bypass pipe that would carry flow around the culvert 
replacement site and discharge it back into Griff Creek downstream of the site. BMPs recommended 
and approved by federal, regional, state, and local regulatory agencies would be deployed to mitigate 
construction activity next to the stream channel. Mechanized equipment would be used to remove 
the road surface, fill, and existing culverts. A crane would be utilized for existing culvert removal. 
After existing culvert removal, a channel bottom would be shaped with a low flow channel. The 
open arch culverts would then be installed and the road repaired. 

Placer County will apply for a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement with the California 
Department of Fish and Game for the culvert replacement as part of the fisheries enhancement 
work. 

Construction-related activities for the creek enhancement work include diverting Griff Creek in two 
places, installing bypass pipe, removing existing culverts, and installing new open arch culverts. 
These activities could potentially cause erosion and impact water quality. This impact and 
appropriate mitigation is addressed in WQ-1 through WQ-5 which would reduce the impact to a 
less-than-significant level. 
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d) Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or 
off-site? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. See previous response. 
e) Would the Project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity 
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 
No Impact. Project goals are to treat urban stormwater run-off before it reaches Lake Tahoe, 
remedy existing drainage problems, and improve fish passage. It includes the installation of properly 
sized culverts and channels that will convey runoff where there is currently none. The Project would 
result in reduction of storm water discharge. 
f) Would the Project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project is a water quality 
improvement Project that will reduce pollution loading. In the short-term, there is the potential for 
an increase in pollutant loading from construction activities. This impact and appropriate mitigation 
is addressed below in WQ-1. Implementation of mitigation measures are expected to reduce any 
Project related water quality impacts to less than significant. 
g) Would the Project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 
No Impact. The Project does not propose any housing or structures. 
h) Would the Project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 
Less than Significant Impact. Portions of the Project area (i.e., along the lower portions of Griff 
Creek, downstream of Speckled Avenue) are with 100-year flood hazard zones designated by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency. The Project includes construction of improvements to the 
existing storm water collection and conveyance system and stream channels within the designated 
flood zone. However, the modifications to the system would not cause any adverse changes to flow 
within a 100-year flood hazard zone. The improved system would include relatively minor fills 
within the 100-year flood hazard zones [the proposed earthen berm along Griff Creek west of the 
Secline Street/Golden Avenue intersection (140 cubic yards)]. The volume of the fill within the 
flood zone would be offset by excavations proposed for the detention basins (3,200 cubic yards) and 
three areas of floodplain lowering (700 cubic yards). The net effect would be to increase flood 
storage capacity within the flood zone. 
i) Would the Project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
No Impact. The Project elements would not redirect or retain enough water to cause significant 
loss, injury or death by flooding. There are no dams or levees within or upstream of the Project area. 
j) Would the Project cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
No Impact. The Project would not alter the physical environment in such a way that would 
increase the risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Structures for human occupancy are 
not proposed. The upgrades would not increase development within the areas of potential 
inundation by tsunami or seiches. The potential for the Project area to cause mudflows or other 
slope failures is negligible.  
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4.11.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure WQ-1 – Placer County shall prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) for construction BMPs and drainage plans for the Project in accordance with Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) and Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(LRWQCB) requirements for storm water pollution prevention. The Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), will include a Dust Suppression Plan, and Dewatering Plan to be 
submitted to TRPA and LRWQCB for review and approval. The SWWPP shall include, at a 
minimum, the following information: 

� Identification of potential sources of pollutants (including known areas of known past releases of 
contaminants; 

� Identification of existing drainage patterns and slopes; 

� Method of protection for all storm water inlet points and/or discharge points to receiving waters; 

� Identification of areas of soil or solid waste storage, construction vehicle storage, construction 
material loading/unloading, and equipment maintenance (if any); 

� Description of BMPs for control of discharges related to waste handling and disposal; 

� Description (including mapping of) of post-construction BMPs and identification of agency or 
party responsible for long-term maintenance of these BMPs; 

� Inventory of all materials used with the potential to contribute to the discharge of pollutants; 

� Identification of all BMPs to protect against discharges to Griff Creek or other stream 
environment zones. The alternatives for BMPs shall; 

1.	 Prevent silt, eroded materials, construction debris, concrete or washings thereof, or 
hazardous substances from being introduced into any watercourse, stream, or storm drain 
system; 

2.	 Provide for diversion of stream flows around construction areas within stream channels (e.g. 
temporary upstream diversion to pipeline with energy dissipation at flow return point); 

3.	 Ensure that storm water runoff does not cause erosion of exposed soil within stream 
environment (e.g., covering of exposed soil with mulch, fiber matting, or vegetation, 
stabilization of soil, and/or diversion of surface flow away from and around exposed areas 
near streams); 

4.	 Provide for monitoring of Griff Creek flows; in-stream (and diversion) activities shall take 
place when the creek is at base flow; 

5.	 Prohibit the stockpiling of soil, storage of hazardous materials, and stockpiling of 
construction materials in flood zones or SEZs during the rainy periods or during spring 
runoff; and 

6.	 Minimize the potential for any other discharge of soil or other material does not have an 
adverse effect on receiving waters or cause or contribute to a violation of water quality 
standards. 

Mitigation Measure WQ-2 – Daily inspections will be conducted during construction on all 
existing BMPs in the Project area. Should any deficiencies be noted on an inspection log. Remedial 
actions by Placer County staff and/or the contractor shall be initiated immediately and also recorded 
on the inspection log. The inspection log shall be kept on-site and made available to inspection staff 
of permitting agencies, including TRPA and RWQCB.  
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Mitigation Measure WQ-3 – Placer County staff shall monitor weather reports on a daily basis 
during the construction period to notify the contractor of any forecasted adverse weather conditions 
and ensure the implementation of measures to prevent erosion and transport of sediment away from 
construction areas during storm events. 

Mitigation Measure WQ-4 – As necessary and not less than three times per week, all dirt and mud 
that has been generated from or deposited by construction activities will be removed from all 
adjacent streets by street sweeping. 

Mitigation Measure WQ-5 – Placer County will prepare a Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) to be 
included as part of the SWPPP. The SAP will identify water quality sampling locations and 
procedures to identify threats to water quality during storm events. The SAP shall include sampling 
and testing procedures for sediment and siltation as prescribed by the General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges Related to Construction Activities (or as modified by the RWQCB). 
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4.12 Indian Trust Assets 
Indian Trust Assets (ITAs) are legal interest in assets held in trust by the United States government 
for federally recognized Indian tribes or individual Indians (USDOI 2000). Examples of trust assets 
are lands, minerals, hunting and fishing rights, and water rights. While most ITAs are on 
reservations, they may also be found off reservations. Federal agencies are required to take 
responsibility for protection and maintenance of ITAs. 

Indian tribes in the region include: Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe: Pyramid Lake Indian Reservation 
(which includes Pyramid Lake) in Nevada; Reno-Sparks Indian Colony: Reno and Hungry Valley, in 
Nevada; Fallon Paiute-Shoshone Tribes: Fallon Paiute-Shoshone Reservation and Fallon Colony in 
Nevada; and Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California: colonies of Carson City, Dresslerville, Stewart, 
Washoe Ranch (in Nevada) and Woodfords (in California), Pine Nut allotments (in Nevada), and 
cultural interests at and near Lake Tahoe (USDOI 2008). For this study, information about potential 
ITAs and ITA issues was obtained through telephone consultation with the US Bureau of 
Reclamation (Reclamation), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and the Washoe Tribe of Nevada 
and California. There are no known Indian Trust Assets within or immediately adjacent to the 
Project area. 

Indian Trust Assets downstream from Lake Tahoe (e.g., land rights, water rights, hunting and fishing 
rights) would not be adversely affected by the Project. The Project would generally have beneficial 
effects on water quality in Lake Tahoe and consequently on the Lower Truckee River.  

No other effects/impacts identified for the Project would extend to downstream areas. Therefore, 
adverse effect/impacts to ITAs would not occur as a result of implementation of the Project. 
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4.13 Land Use and Planning 
4.13.1 Existing Conditions/Affected Environment 
Historically, Kings Beach has been one of the primary commercial and recreational centers in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin. Along the State Route 28 corridor, land uses are predominantly tourist / 
recreational and commercial. Adjacent to the commercial land is a mixture of single family and 
multi-family residences. Commercial land and open space lie between the highway and Lake Tahoe.  

Current land use matches designated land use which consists of commercial, residential, public 
service, recreational, industrial, and resource management (TRPA 1996). Some open space parcels 
exist, most of which are owned by Placer County, the California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC), or the 
US Forest Service. Most of Kings Beach’s local businesses, which include motels, restaurants, retail 
shops, and gas stations, are located along State Route (SR) 28, also referred to as the Commercial 
Core. Roughly one-quarter of the developed parcels in the Commercial Core contain closed 
businesses, demolished buildings, and vacant buildings for rent (Placer County 2008b).  

Signs in the Tahoe Basin are regulated by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. Temporary 
construction site identification signs identifying the Project, the owner or developer, architect or 
designer, engineer, contractor, funding sources, and other related information are allowed once a 
permit for the Project is issued for the duration of the Project. Temporary signs for closures and 
warnings during construction are also allowed for the duration of a permitted Project (TRPA 2004).  

Considered both a natural habitat conservation and natural community conservation plan, the Placer 
County Conservation Plan (PCCP) was adopted in 2005 in an effort to comply with the State and 
Federal Endangered Species Act, and to programmatically comply with the Federal Clean Water Act 
related to wetlands (Placer County Planning Department 2005). The PCCP only applies to the 
western portion of the county and, therefore, is outside the Project area. The Kings Beach 
Community Plan and Kings Beach Industrial Community Plans include the intention to restore the 
stream habitat and migratory fish habitat in Griff Creek from good to excellent (TRPA 1996a and 
1996b). Chapter 7 of the Kings Beach Community Plan has both SEZ restoration goals and water 
quality improvement goals. The chapter specifically identifies the restoration of Griff Creek as a 
required and approved Project pursuant to the TRPA SEZ Restoration Program (TRPA 1996a).  

The Kings Beach Community Plan also sets a target of 80 percent Best Management Practice (BMP) 
implementation, specifically referring to shoulder areas along SR 28 and backstreet areas and 
implementation a combination of revegetation, drainage, sidewalks, and adequate vehicle barriers. 
All of these BMPs are components of Project.  

Regulatory Setting 
The regulatory setting for land use was previously described in Section 1.4 of this document. 

Environmental threshold carrying capacities for the Lake Tahoe Region were determined in TRPA 
Resolution No. 82-11, adopted August 1982. The environmental threshold carrying capacity is 
defined as “an environmental standard necessary to maintain significant scenic, recreational, 
educational, scientific, or natural value of the region or to maintain public health and safety within 
the region” (TRPA 2004a). The adopted environmental thresholds address nine components of the 
environment of the Tahoe Region - water quality, soil conservation, air quality, vegetation 
preservation, wildlife, fisheries, noise, recreation, and scenic resources (TRPA 2004a). Although land 
use is not specifically identified in the regional plan as a threshold, in meeting the needs and goals 
identified as thresholds by the TRPA, the Project would contribute to the achievement of planning 
goals at the community and regional level. 
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4.13.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community? X 

b) Conflict with General Plan/Community Plan/Specific Plan 
designations or zoning, or Plan policies? X 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan or other County policies, 
plans, or regulations adopted for purposes of avoiding or 
mitigating environmental effects? 

X 

d) Result in the development of incompatible uses and/or the 
creation of land use conflicts? X 

e) Affect agricultural and timber resources or operations (i.e. 
impacts to soils or farmlands and timber harvest plans, or 
impacts from incompatible land uses)? 

X 

f) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established 
community (including a low-income or minority community)? X 

g) Result in a substantial alteration of the present or planned 
land use of an area? X 

h) Cause economic or social changes that would result in 
significant adverse physical changes to the environment such 
as urban decay or deterioration? 

X 

a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 
No Impact. Although permanent erosion control features are proposed within an established 
community (Kings Beach), none of them are physical impediments to human travel and therefore 
would not divide an existing community. 
b) Would the project conflict with General Plan/Community Plan/Specific Plan 
designations or zoning, or Plan policies? 
No Impact. The General Plan/Community Plan/Specific Plan designations and zoning, and Plan 
policies allow for watershed improvements for erosion control, runoff control and SEZ restoration. 
Temporary construction signs are also allowed for the duration of the Project, if it is approved. The 
Project proposes watershed improvements and temporary construction signs that adhere to TRPA’s 
Code of Ordinances and therefore would be in conformance with the plans and policies.  
c) Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan or other County policies, plans, or regulations adopted for 
purposes of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects? 
No Impact. The Project area is not contained within any habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan. Therefore, no impact would result with Project implementation.  
d) Would the project result in the development of incompatible uses and/or the creation 
of land use conflicts? 
No Impact. The Project’s proposed uses are allowed and encouraged in the Community Plans and 
Plan Area Statements as approved and adopted by Placer County and TRPA for the Project area. 
Therefore, no impact would result with Project implementation.  
e) Would the project affect agricultural and timber resources or operations (i.e. impacts 
to soils or farmlands and timber harvest plans, or impacts from incompatible land uses)? 
No Impact. There are no agricultural resources or operations in the Project area. The only 
allowable timber resource operations in the Project area are reforestation operations, thinning, and 
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fuels reduction/fire management operations. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on 
agricultural resources or operations. 
f) Would the project disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established 
community (including a low-income or minority community)? 
No Impact. The Project would not disrupt or divide an established community because the Project 
does not propose a rearrangement of land use. 
g) Would the project result in a substantial alteration of the present or planned land use 
of an area? 
Less than Significant Impact. The Project was designed to meet the existing land use planning 
requirements. Many of the Project’s features, such as storm drain pipes, manholes, and storm vaults, 
are underground and would not affect the present land use. Some existing vacant parcels would be 
occupied by visible erosion control features such as berms, basins, and rock lined channels. These 
features would not significantly change the current open space use of these parcels and would be 
mainly on County, US Forest Service, or CTC land. Installation of some Project components along 
SR 28 may cause temporary disruptions to commercial operations because public access to 
businesses may be limited during construction. Alternative access to and parking for these areas 
would be provided and adequately signed by Placer County. 

Visible components of the Project are proposed on five privately owned parcels. A small portion 
(less than 17 percent) of each of these parcels would change from private to public through either 
easements or partial acquisition. Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 090-222-050 is designated 
commercial and is in the Commercial Core, but currently contains a multi-family residence. A basin 
is proposed on a 350 square-foot corner section of this parcel and would not move or displace 
existing structures. The basin would occupy less than 0.5 percent of the parcel because most of the 
basin would be in the right of way. Additionally, because the basin would straddle the property line 
of this parcel, it would be largely within the county building setback and therefore would not 
preclude the landowner from expanding the structures on his property in the future. APN 090-074
002 is privately owned and in the residential Plan Area Statement for Kings Beach. Its current land 
use is motel/hotel. The proposed basin would be on a vacant area of this parcel, occupying 
approximately 6,600 square feet of land, 17 percent of the total parcel. The motel/hotel and its 
existing accessories would be unaltered, but the area of the proposed basin, rock lined channel, and 
path would become public open space. APNs 090-046-006 and 090-046-024 are owned and 
maintained by Sierra Pacific Power and currently contain public utilities. The proposed basin and 
rock lined channel would be placed on less than 4,700 square feet, or approximately 8 percent, of 
the vacant portion of these parcels. The Project features would not affect existing or future land use 
because the remaining area of the parcels would provide ample development opportunities that 
would be allowed under the TRPA Code of Ordinances. Utilities are a special use in this Plan Area 
Statement and expanding them requires findings demonstrating the need, the safety, and 
conformance with existing land use (TRPA 2004). APN 090-052-014 currently has a smaller 
detention basin that would be increased in size as a component of this Project. This 68,993 square-
foot parcel would be modified to contain 10,973 square feet of basins, rock lined channels, and 
paths. The parcel’s existing land use as a park would not be affected by this change as it would still 
remain open to the public as open space. 
h) Would the project cause economic or social changes that would result in significant 
adverse physical changes to the environment such as urban decay or deterioration? 
No Impact. No economic or social changes resulting in adverse physical changes to the 
environment such as urban decay or deterioration would be caused by the Project. The Project 
utilizes existing open space and does not change its current or designated land use. The county 
would maintain all new public land or easements. The Project would update some out-dated and ill-
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maintained existing erosion control features. The Project would have no impact on the economic or 
social climate of Kings Beach. 

4.13.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
The Project will not cause significant adverse effects related to land use and planning, therefore no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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4.14 Mineral Resources  
4.14.1 Existing Conditions/Affected Environment 
The Project site is underlain by Holocene lake and alluvial deposits. The fine-grained nature of these 
sediments limits their potential for use as an aggregate resource. No mining of these materials is 
occurring at the Project site or in the vicinity. The Lake Tahoe Basin has not been evaluated under 
the state mineral classification system (Coler 2008). Therefore, the geologic materials at the Project 
area are not classified as important mineral resources.  

Regulatory Setting 
The state Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) of 1975 serves to ensure the proper 
reclamation of surface mining operations and to safeguard access to mineral resources of regional 
and statewide significance in the face of competing land uses and urban expansion. Under the 
authority of SMARA, the Department of Conservation is responsible for the classification and 
conservation of the state’s mineral resources. No classified mineral resources are located within or 
adjacent to the Project. 

4.14.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state? 

X 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general 
plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

X 

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 
No impact. The Project area does not contain any known mineral resources. The geologic materials 
at the Project area are not typically mined as a mineral resource. The Project area is developed and 
the availability of any unknown mineral resources would not be impacted by implementation of the 
Project. 
b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use 
plan? 
No impact. Local planning documents, including the Placer County General Plan, do not identify 
significant mineral resources within or adjacent to the Project area. The Project area is developed 
and implementation of the Project would not impact access to mineral resources, known or 
unknown. 

4.14.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
The Project will not cause significant adverse effects related to mineral resources, therefore no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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4.15 Noise 
4.15.1 Existing Conditions/Affected Environment 
For the purposes of this document “noise” can be defined as any sound having intensity (in terms of 
volume, pitch or duration) at the point of human perception that has the potential to stress or 
damage the organs of human hearing or to cause unwanted or unhealthy physiological effects, or is 
otherwise considered unwanted or annoying by the listener. The effects of noise accumulate over 
time, so it is necessary to deal not only with the intensity of sound but also the duration of human 
exposure to the sound. 

Noise level (or volume) is generally measured in decibels using the A-weighted sound pressure level 
(dBA), and is measured instantly. In addition to the instantaneous measurement of sound levels, the 
duration of sound is important because sounds that occur over a long period of time are more likely 
to be a nuisance or cause direct physical damage or environmental stress. One of the most 
frequently used noise metrics that considers duration as well as sound power level is the equivalent 
noise level (Leq). Typically, Leq is summed over a 1-hour period. 

Community noise is commonly described in terms of the ambient noise level, defined as the all 
encompassing noise level associated with a given environment. The ambient noise level is measured 
by (Leq), and has been demonstrated to show very good correlation with community response to 
noise. 

Sensitive Receptors 
Placer County identifies noise sensitive areas as land uses in which there is a reasonable sensitivity to 
noise and include single-family and multi-family Residential Areas, frequently used outbuildings, 
schools, hospitals, churches, rest homes cemeteries, public libraries, and other uses (Placer County 
Code [Article 9.36] 2008). The restrictions on noise levels for sensitive receptors are shown in the 
following table. The Project is located near sensitive receptors.  
Table NOISE-1. Placer County Noise Level Requirements For Sensitive Receptors 

Sound Level Descriptor 
Daytime 

(7 am to 10 pm) 
Nighttime 

(l0 pm to 7 am) 

Hourly Leq, dB 55 45 

Maximum level, (Lmax) dB 70 65 

Source: Placer County Code of Ordinances 

Regulatory Setting 
The State of California does not promulgate statewide standards for environmental noise but 
requires each county to include a noise element in its general plan (California Government Code 
Section 65302(f)). In addition, Title 4 CCR has guidelines for evaluating the compatibility of various 
land uses as a function of community noise exposure. 

Occupational noise exposure is regulated by California Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (Cal-OSHA), which has promulgated Occupational Noise Exposure Regulations 
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, §§ 5095-5099). These regulations set employee noise exposure limits and are 
equivalent to the Federal OSHA standards described above. 

The California Noise Act of 1973 sets forth a resource network to assist local agencies with legal and 
technical expertise regarding noise issues. The objective of the act is to encourage the establishment 
and enforcement of local noise ordinances.  

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Code of Ordinances regulates construction related 
noise in portions of Placer County within the Lake Tahoe region. Chapter 23.8 of the Code exempts 
construction related noise provided such activities are limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m. and 
6:30 p.m. The Project would conform with these regulations as discussed in Section 4.15. 
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4.15.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

NOISE 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

X 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground 
borne vibration or ground borne noise levels? X 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? X 

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

X 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the Project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

X 

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

X 

a) Would the Project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies?  
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project area is located near 
sensitive receptors and would result in temporary noise generation related to construction activities. 
Construction activities will include the use of heavy equipment and would exceed noise thresholds 
for sensitive receptors for brief periods of time during the construction period. Typical construction 
equipment generates noise levels ranging from about 51 to 92 dBA. Construction equipment noise 
levels with and without mitigation controls are shown in the following table. 

TRPA exempts construction related noise between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. All work 
will be conducted during these hours. Additionally, best management practices and mitigation 
measures NOISE-1 and NOISE-2 will be employed to reduce noise impacts to less than significant. 
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Table NOISE-2. Noise Levels and Abatement Potential of Construction Equipment Noise (dBA)  

at 100, 500, and 1,000 feet 


Equipment 

Noise Level at 100 Feet Noise Level at 500 Feet Noise Level at 1,000 Feet 

Without 
Controls With Controlsa 

Without 
Controls With Controlsa 

Without 
Controls With Controlsa 

Front Loaders 73 69 61 57 55 51 

Backhoes 79 69 73 57 67 51 

Dozers 74 69 62 57 46 51 

Tractors 74 69 62 57 46 51 

Graders 79 69 67 57 61 51 

Dump Trucks 85 69 73 57 67 51 

Concrete Mixers 79 69 67 57 60 51 

Pumps 70 69 58 57 52 51 

Generators 72 69 60 57 54 51 

Compressors 75 69 63 57 67 51 

Rock Drills 92 74 80 62 74 56 

Jack Hammers 82 69 70 57 64 51 

Pneumatic Tools 80 74 68 62 62 56 

Saws 72 69 60 57 54 51 

Vibrators 70 69 58 57 52 51 

aEstimated levels can be obtained by selecting quieter procedures or machines and implementing noise control features that 
do not require major redesign or high cost (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of silencers, shields, shrouds, 
ducts, and engine enclosures). 
Source: USEPA 1971. 

b) Would the Project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground 
borne vibration or ground borne noise levels? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. See first response above. 
c) Would the Project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
No Impact. The Project would not result in an operational noise source. Use of motorized 
equipment would be limited to occasional maintenance activities (e.g., management of vegetation, 
repair of structures, and removal of sediment from water quality facilities). 
d) Would the Project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. See first response above. 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels? 
No Impact. The Project is not located in the vicinity of a public or private airstrip. 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels? 
No Impact. The Project is not located in the vicinity of a public or private airstrip. 

4.15.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 – The construction contractor shall employ noise-reducing 
construction practices to reduce impacts to sensitive uses during daytime hours. Measures that can 
be used to reduce noise may include, but are not limited to the following: 

� Locating equipment as far as practical from noise sensitive uses. 
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� Using sound control devices such as mufflers on equipment.  

� Turning off idling equipment. 

� Using equipment that is quieter than standard equipment. 

� Selecting construction access routes that affect the fewest number of people. 

� Using noise reducing enclosures around noise generating equipment. 

� Constructing barriers between noise sources and noise sensitive uses, or by taking advantage of 
existing barrier features such (terrain, structures) to block sound transmission. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2 – Prior to construction, the contractor shall notify all residences in 
writing within 300 feet of construction areas. The contractor shall make available construction 
scheduling and assign a noise disturbance coordinator to be in charge of responding to complaints. 
The coordinators contact information will be clearly displayed on construction fencing. The 
coordinator will determine causes of complaints and ensure reasonable corrective actions are taken 
to solve the problem. 

November 2008 109 



 

 
 

 

 

 

   

   

 
 

  

 
 

Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Final Environmental Compliance Document 

4.16 Population and Housing 
4.16.1 Existing Conditions 
The Project area is within the Kings Beach Census Designated Place (CDP). The CDP is a 
geographic region set forth by the U.S. Census Bureau (Census) for collection of data for the 7.0
mile-wide area on the north shore of Lake Tahoe between state line and Tahoe Vista (Census 2000).  

Kings Beach community is located west of the Nevada-California state line. Single and multifamily 
homes are found throughout the Project area, but are concentrated north of SR 28 due to the 
proximity of the lake on the south side. According to the 2000 Census, 2,284 housing units are 
located within the Project area (Census 2005). The housing is relatively older with approximately 32 
percent of homes constructed prior to 1960 (Census 2005). Single-family housing units account for 
around 71 percent of the Project area’s homes. According to the 2000 Census, the percentage of 
mobile homes in the Project area is comparable to both Placer County and California statewide 
numbers (Census 2005). 

According to the Census, the Kings Beach CDP had a population of approximately 4,037 in the year 
2000, accounting for 1.7 percent of the 248,399 persons residing in Placer County. There are no 
current growth projections available for the Project area. According to projections prepared by 
Placer County, the unincorporated area designated as High Country (including the Project area), is 
projected to grow at an annual rate slightly lower than 0.3 percent between 2000 and 2010 (Placer 
County 2005a). This rate is much lower than the annual growth rate of 3.7 percent for Kings Beach 
between 1990 and 2000. 

Regulatory Setting 
None applicable to implementation of the Project. 

4.16.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

POPULATION / HOUSING 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (i.e. by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (i.e. through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

X 

b) Does the project displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

X 

a) Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (i.e. 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (i.e. through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 
No Impact. The Project improvements would not directly or indirectly induce substantial 
population growth in the area because no homes or businesses are planned for construction. 
Therefore, no impact would result with Project implementation. 
b) Does the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
No Impact. The Project would not displace any existing housing structures for construction 
purposes. Therefore, no impact would result with Project implementation. 
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4.16.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
The Project will not cause significant adverse effects related to population and housing, therefore no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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4.17 Public Services 
4.17.1 Existing Conditions 
According to the Kings Beach Community Plan (1996) there are several existing public service 
facilities located within the Project area. These services include: 

� Fire protection facilities 

� North Tahoe Public Utility District, including Parks and Recreation 

� Schools 

� Community centers/multi-purpose facilities 

� Placer County facilities 

� Caltrans facilities 

The headquarters for the North Tahoe Fire Protection District (NTFPD) is located by the 
intersection of State Routes 28 and 267. The NTFPD provides emergency and fire services for the 
greater north shore area of Lake Tahoe. Its response area ranges from just east of Dollar Hill to the 
Nevada State line (North Tahoe Community Plan Team 1996). The U.S. Forest Service provides 
support services for wildland fire protection. 

The North Tahoe Public Utility District (NTPUD) provides sewer and water service to the Kings 
Beach community, as well as park and recreation service (North Tahoe Community Plan Team 
1996). NTPUD administrative offices are located in Tahoe Vista while the Parks and Recreation 
office is located in the Community Center in downtown Kings Beach. Parks and recreation services 
extend to lands owned by Placer County and the State of California. NTPUD provides management 
and maintenance services for these recreation services. 

The only school facility located in the Project area is Kings Beach Elementary School, located at the 
intersections of Wolf Street and Steelhead Avenue. Placer County's facilities (such as various health 
care facilities) in the Tahoe basin are widely distributed on the north shore, but concentrated in the 
centralized area of Tahoe City. The County has a library in downtown Kings Beach on Secline Street 
(North Tahoe Community Plan Team 1996). Located at the state beach is the North Tahoe 
Community Conference Center. This facility serves as a community and regional conference center. 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) provides snow removal services for the State 
Highways in the Kings Beach Community (North Tahoe Community Plan Team 1996). This 
includes SR 28 which runs through the commercial corridor of the Project area. Caltrans facilities 
are located in the Tahoe City Community (North Tahoe Community Plan Team 1996). 

Regulatory Setting 
The Public Services and Facilities Element of the TRPA Goals and Policies document includes a 
goals to ensure that an adequate level of public services and facilities are provided for the Lake 
Tahoe Basin which are consistent with environmental thresholds and other elements of the Regional 
Plan. Goal #1 and supporting policies provide for the upgrade and expansion of public services and 
facilities that are consistent with the Regional Plan. The proposed Project would include upgrading 
of storm water management facilities that would be consistent with the Plan. 
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4.17.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental services and/or 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 
following public services: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Fire protection? X 

Sheriff protection? X 

Schools?  X 

Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? X 

Other governmental services? X 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental services and/or facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any public 
services? 
No Impact. Emergency access will always be maintained to public service providers during 
construction activities. The Project would have no adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of governmental services and/or facilities. 

4.17.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
The Project will not cause significant adverse effects related to public services, therefore no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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4.18 Recreation 
4.18.1 Existing Conditions 
Several recreational facilities are located within the Project area boundary including the Kings Beach 
State Recreation Area (SRA). The Kings Beach SRA is a 25-acre publicly owned public recreation 
area on the northern shore of Lake Tahoe. Kings Beach State Recreation Area features 700 feet of 
lake frontage (California State Parks 2008). This day-use only area is popular for water sports during 
the summer (California State Parks). Parcels within the Kings Beach SRA are owned by the 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), the California Department of Boating and Waterways 
(Cal Boating), Placer County, and the California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC) (North Tahoe 
Community Plan Team 1996). The North Tahoe Public Utility District (NTPUD) operates and 
maintains the parking areas and plaza area (NTPUD 2008). Use of the Kings Beach SRA is highest 
during the late spring, summer, and early fall months. Facilities include a pier, picnic area, restrooms, 
and parking lot. The plaza facilities include restrooms, barbeque and picnic sites, a playground area, 
and a basketball court (NTPUD 2008).  

The Coon Street Boat Launch is also in the Project area. It is located at the southern end of Coon 
Street. The facility includes a boat launch ramp, restrooms, and a parking area (NTPUD 2008). 

Another recreational facility that lies within the Project area is the baseball fields associated with 
Kings Beach Elementary School. This school is part of the Tahoe Truckee Unified School District 
(TTUSD) and is located at 8125 Steelhead Avenue (TTUSD 2008). 

Regulatory Setting 
The 1987 Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin describes the needs and goals of the region and 
provides statements of policy to guide decision-making as it affects the region’s recreation resources 
and remaining capacities. In general, the Regional Plan calls for preservation and enhancement of 
high-quality recreational experiences, including preservation of high-quality undeveloped shore zone 
and other natural areas. It also provides for consideration of provisions for additional access to the 
shore zone and high-quality undeveloped areas for low-density recreational uses. In addition, the 
Regional Plan mandates that a “fair share” of the total Tahoe basin capacity for outdoor recreation 
shall be made available to the general public. 

4.18.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

RECREATION 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

X 

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

X 

Although there would be no long-term impacts on recreation, short-term impacts would occur. 
Project construction would occur in the baseball fields and in Kings Beach SRA. During 
construction, these recreational facilities would have limited access for approximately one month 
during the spring/summer season. Construction efforts would interrupt recreational activities 
temporarily in these areas; however, no permanent long-term impacts on recreation would occur 
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because the recreational facilities would be restored to their prior condition after completion of 
construction. 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreation facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project is not expected to 
increase recreational use such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated. However, construction activities are proposed within the Kings Beach SRA and at 
playing fields at Kings Beach Elementary School. These activities would temporarily interfere with 
portions of these recreational facilities. The construction will require temporary closures of the 
facilities (each area closed for up to 3 weeks total for the construction of the project). Mitigation 
Measure REC-1 would be implemented to reduce the temporary effect of the construction activities. 
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 
No Impact. This erosion control Project does not propose any new or expanded recreational 
facilities. Therefore there would be no impacts to the environment due to recreation expansion.  

4.18.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure REC-1 – Prior to construction activities at Kings Beach SRA and Kings 
Beach Elementary School, Placer County will coordinate with the agencies with authority over these 
facilities to provide advanced notice of construction activities. Construction in these areas will be 
limited to off peak times (May 1 – Memorial day or Labor day to October 15) in order to minimize 
the impact to the recreating public. During construction, unauthorized persons shall be restricted 
from the construction areas. Additionally, the County shall ensure that the construction footprint is 
kept to a minimum and that all disturbed areas are restored to their pre-construction condition. 
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4.19 Transportation and Traffic 
4.19.1 Existing Conditions/Affected Environment 
This section summarizes traffic data and analysis from the Kings Beach Urban Improvement Project 
Traffic Report (LSC 2007) and the CCIP EIR (Placer County 2007a). Placer County conducted a 
series of intersection and road tube traffic counts7 throughout the residential roadways in Kings 
Beach in 2002. A summary of the intersection peak hour counts are presented in Table TRANS-1. 
The traffic volumes on Speckled and Dolly Varden Avenues at the SR 267 intersections are similar 
to the use in the rest of the neighborhood, indicating that minimal cut through traffic through the 
residential area occurs. Existing traffic volumes on the local streets are highest near SR 28 and 
secondly near SR 267. Volumes on north-south streets drop substantially two blocks north of SR 28. 
Coon Street has the greatest traffic activity of the local streets, especially in the southbound direction 
(Placer County 2007a). See Figure TRANS-1 for a summary of traffic volumes on local streets (LSC 
2007). In addition, Placer County road tube counts conducted in the late 1990s for Speckled Avenue 
just east of SR 267 indicate Average Daily Trip (ADT) volumes range from 461 to 878 (LSC 2007). 
Table TRANS-1. Kings Beach 2002 Summer Peak Hour Intersection Counts 

North-
South 
Street 

East-West 
Street Date Hour Beg. 

Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound 

LT T RT LT T RT LT T RT LT T RT TOT 

SR 267 Dolly 
Varden 08/07/02 12:00 PM 15 481 0 5 0 15 0 428 3 0 0 0 947 

Secline Rainbow 08/06/02 03:00 PM 2 14 1 26 2 2 4 27 30 0 1 5 114 

Wolf Dolly 
Varden 06/27/02 12:30 PM 1 0 4 0 18 0 0 0 0 2 17 0 42 

Deer Steelhead 08/05/02 12:45 PM 5 14 6 3 11 0 5 28 4 6 6 10 98 

Bear Golden 06/27/02 03:15 PM 3 29 1 4 4 0 4 48 8 2 7 3 113 

Coon Speckled 06/25/02 02:30 PM 2 3 4 2 10 0 17 3 1 3 16 10 71 

Coon Rainbow 06/27/02 01:00 PM 2 52 0 1 6 6 7 39 4 22 8 2 149 

Fox Cutthroat 08/07/02 03:00 PM 0 12 0 7 6 2 4 14 8 0 6 1 60 

Fox Dolly 
Varden 07/17/02 11:45 AM 0 14 1 1 3 3 3 19 5 3 1 3 56 

Fox Loch Levon 07/17/02 03:00 PM 1 24 1 0 2 3 5 21 7 2 4 2 72 

Fox Trout 08/05/02 03:00 PM 2 50 0 2 1 1 2 48 10 12 1 2 131 

Volumes reported are the higher of those observed on two days of counts, with the exception of Wolf/Dolly Varden which is 
based on data from one day only. 
Notes: RT = Right Turn, LT = Left Turn, T = Through, TOT = Total 
Source: Kings Beach Urban Improvement Project Traffic Report, Table 9 (LSC 2007) 

Placer County has set the maximum preferred traffic volume along the Kings Beach residential local 
streets at 2,000 to 3,000 vehicles per day. An adverse effect would be caused if daily traffic levels 
exceeded this volume (Placer County 2007a). 

The nearest airport to the Project area is the Truckee Tahoe Airport located approximately 15 miles 
away. There are currently limited alternative transit methods in the Kings Beach area. No dedicated 
bicycle paths or lanes exist in the Project area. Most cycling occurs along the outer edge of the travel 
lanes on SR 28. The Tahoe Area Rapid Transit (TART) public transit system run by the county and 
the Tahoe Trolley both service the Project but their routes are only along SR 28 and not the local 
streets (Placer County 2007a). 

7Tube counts involve laying tubes across the road, which counts one car every time it is run over. 
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Figure TRANS-1. Traffic Volume on Kings Beach Local Roadways 
Source: Kings Beach Urban Improvement Project Traffic Report, Figure 5 (LSC 2007)  

Regulatory Setting 
The Project does not include construction of new roadways or new permanent sources of increased 
traffic. No new parking facilities are proposed. There are no applicable regulatory requirements 
relative to the post-construction phase of the Project.  
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4.19.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a) Cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation 
to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system 
(i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at intersections)? 

X 

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 
service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

X 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

X 

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

X 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? X 

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? X 

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 

X 

a) Would the project cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation to the 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase 
in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion 
at intersections)? 
Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Replacement of the two Griff 
Creek road crossing culverts with open arch culverts (located at Speckled and Dolly Varden Avenues 
over Griff Creek) would require temporary road closures. One closure would be on Speckled 
Avenue between SR 267 and Wolf Street. The second closure would be on Dolly Varden Avenue 
between SR 267 and Wolf Street. Each closure would be effective for up to two weeks, at separate 
times. Because these two streets provide the only access to SR 267 from the neighborhood, the 
culvert replacements would be staggered so the two adjacent streets would not be closed at the same 
time. During the construction period, traffic would be rerouted to either Speckled or Dolly Varden 
Avenues, depending on where construction is located. Because the road closures and rerouting of 
local traffic would occur for two weeks or less, the Project would not cause a permanent increase in 
traffic or reduction in street capacity relative to existing conditions. However, closures of Speckled 
and Dolly Varden Avenues would result in temporary disruptions of local traffic flow and could 
present traffic safety issues. Traffic controls (Mitigation Measure TRANS-1) would be necessary to 
reduce these adverse effects on traffic to a less-than-significant level. 

Placer County traffic volume counts conducted in the late 1990s for Speckled Avenue just east of SR 
267 indicate ADT volumes ranging from 461 to 878. The 2002 counts for the Speckled Avenue and 
SR 267 intersection indicate an average volume of 600 vehicles per day. Dolly Varden Avenue and 
SR 267 intersection has a volume of 400 vehicles per day (LSC 2007). During Project construction, 
no more than 4 haul trucks would travel per hour through the local streets to SR 267, which equates 
to 32 trucks per day. Taking the highest count from Speckled Avenue (878 vehicles), Dolly Varden 
Avenue (400), and assumed construction traffic (32), the total volume would be 1,310 vehicles per 
day. The Project’s additional 32 truck trips would not increase traffic on Speckled and Dolly Varden 
Avenues above the Placer County level of service standard of 2,000 to 3,000 vehicles per day. 
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Project construction traffic would not cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation to 
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system; therefore, the Project would have a less 
than significant impact on Speckled and Dolly Varden Avenues and no mitigation measures would 
be required. 

Road closures would also take place where culvert placement/replacement would cross the street or 
when new storm drain pipe needs to be installed within the street. These closures would take place 
on almost every street in the residential neighborhood. See Figure 5 for detailed maps of proposed 
improvements. During construction a street may be partially closed (one lane of traffic) during 
business hours for up to 10 hours per day and entire road closures may occur for up to 4 hours per 
day. Since the residential streets form a grid network, short detours would be feasible and would add 
little delay to normal traffic. Every night, from 6 PM to 7 AM, the residential roads under 
construction would be reopened to two lanes of traffic. These additional closures would cause a less 
than significant impact to traffic because all closures occur during business hours when residents are 
not likely to be impacted. To ensure that traffic impacts are minimized during construction, a Traffic 
Management Plan will be prepared (see Mitigation Measure TRANS-1). 
b) Would the project exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads 
or highways? 
No Impact. The Project does not propose any residential or commercial structures that would 
permanently increase traffic. Therefore, the Project would not cause a long-term increase in vehicle 
trips or volume to capacity ratios that would exceed the current level of service. 
c) Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase 
in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 
No Impact. The Project would not affect air traffic patterns because the improvements would be 
mostly at or below grade, and the nearest airport is 15 miles away. 
d) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
No Impact. The Project would not change road geometry because no road improvements are 
proposed. 
e) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Emergency access would be 
provided at all times during all full and partial road closures. Access for Project components which 
require partial closure would provide one lane for emergency access at all times. During closures of 
Speckled and Dolly Varden Avenues over Griff Creek , a specific detour for emergency vehicles 
would be developed and included in the Traffic Control Plan prepared for the Project (Mitigation 
Measure TRANS-1). Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant impact on emergency 
access following implementation of required mitigation measures. 
f) Would the project result in inadequate parking capacity? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project would not 
permanently remove or displace legal parking. Concrete rolled curb-and-gutter would be installed, 
which would not permanently limit or remove access to parking. However, short-term impacts to 
parking would occur during construction because of lane closures and approximately 5-10 
construction-related workforce vehicles would be parked on the local streets. Most construction 
vehicles would be parked in designated staging areas throughout the Project. Therefore, Mitigation 
Measure TRANS-2 would be required to reduce short-term impacts on parking to less than 
significant levels. Construction workers will be encouraged to carpool to the work site to reduce 
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traffic to and with in the project area and the contractor would provide parking in staging areas 
where feasible. 
g) Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
No Impact. The Project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation because no public transit services are provided on the local roads that 
would be temporarily closed during Project construction. 

4.19.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 – During the final stage of Project design, Placer County will 
require its Contractor to prepare a Construction Traffic Management Plan (TMP) in accordance 
with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, California Supplement 2003, Part 6 Temporary 
Traffic Control (or current version) (American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials 2003) and Caltrans draft Guidelines for Projects Located on the California State Highways in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin (California Department of Transportation n.d.). This plan will ensure that local 
traffic is accommodated and that access to businesses and residences is maintained during 
construction activities.  

Furthermore, the TMP will promote driver and road safety, ensure safety for bicyclists and 
pedestrians within the construction area, and allow adequate emergency access for police, fire, 
ambulance, and other emergency vehicles. The TMP will also require the construction contractor to 
notify law enforcement, fire protection, and emergency medical services at least 1 week prior to 
implementation of detours or lane closures so that these entities may plan accordingly. These 
notifications will include the location and duration of closures. Additionally, emergency vehicles will 
be allowed access to any sections of roadway that have been closed for construction. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 – Construction workers will be encouraged to carpool to the work 
site to reduce traffic to and within the Project area. Additionally, the contractor would provide 
parking in staging areas where feasible. 
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4.20 Utilities and Service Systems 
4.20.1 Existing Conditions 
The Project site has several existing above ground and underground utilities. The above ground 
utilities consist of electricity, telephone, and cable television. The underground utilities consist of 
natural gas, sanitary sewer, and potable water. Existing utility services and corresponding providers 
are as follows: 

� Electricity provided by Sierra Pacific Power Company 

� Telephone provided by AT&T 

� Cable TV provided by Charter Communications 

� Natural Gas provided by Southwest Gas Corporation 

� Sanitary Sewer and Potable Water provided by North Tahoe Public Utility District (NTPUD) 

The Project site has existing solid waste collection/disposal service that is provided by Tahoe 
Truckee Sierra Disposal. Placer County’s Eastern Regional Landfill , located on Cabin Creek Road 
outside Truckee, is the closest landfill to the Project area. The landfill accepts solid waste (including 
non-hazardous construction waste) for disposal. The landfill has separate charges for mixed solid 
waste and separated waste (i.e., segregated wood and inert waste). The landfill also collects recyclable 
materials. An alternate disposal facility is the Waste Management Lockwood Landfill , located just 
outside Reno, Nevada, which also accepts solid waste. Additionally, the Lockwood Landfill is 
licensed to accept soil with petroleum hydrocarbon contamination for treatment and disposal.  

Regulatory Setting 
None applicable to implementation of the Project. 

4.20.2 Project Issue Analysis 
The Project was evaluated for the following potential issues: 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

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

X 

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

X 

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

X 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

X 

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

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? X 
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a) Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project components include construction of new storm water 

collection facilities as well as expansion/retrofitting of the existing facilities. The new storm water 
facilities will collect and convey flows through vegetated swales, rock-lined channels, storm drain 
pipe and culverts, detention basins, sediment filtration facilities, and infiltration galleries. The Project 
addresses the need for erosion control and adequate storm water conveyance facilities to improve 
the environment and water clarity of Lake Tahoe. The Project would not create structures which 
would increase waste to be treated at sanitary waste treatment facilities.  
b) Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project does not require a 
significant nor long-term supply of potable water, nor does the Project require wastewater treatment 
services. Sanitary waste facilities for the Project would be restricted to temporary portable toilets 
used during construction. 

However, potential temporary impacts to water supply facilities, such as short-term interruption of 
service, during excavation activities could occur during implementation of the Project. It is possible 
water lines encountered during excavation would need to be shut off to avoid unplanned 
interruption of service caused by accidental damage to the water lines. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure UTIL-1 would minimize the potential for accidental damage to underground utilities. 
c) Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 
No Impact. The Project components include construction of new storm water collection facilities 
as well as expansion/retrofitting of the existing facilities. The new storm water facilities will collect 
and convey flows through vegetated swales, rock-lined channels, storm drain pipe and culverts, 
detention basins, sediment filtration facilities, and infiltration galleries. The Project addresses the 
need for erosion control and adequate storm water conveyance facilities to improve the 
environment and water clarity of Lake Tahoe.  
d) Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 
No Impact. The Project does not require a significant nor long-term supply of potable water. 
e) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 
No Impact. The Project does not require wastewater treatment services. 
f) Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 
Less than Significant Impact. The potential solid waste generated by Project construction would 
be disposed at the Placer County Eastern Regional Landfill or Waste Management Lockwood 
(Nevada) Landfill; the capacity of both facilities is adequate to accept expected volumes of waste 
generated by the Project. 
g) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related 
to solid waste? 
No Impact. The Project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related 
to management of solid waste. 
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4.20.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 – Prior to commencement of excavation and grading activities, the 
contractor shall be required to notify USA Alert to establish the location of all know utility facilities. 
For excavation within the area of know utility lines, the contractor shall 1) notify the appropriate 
utility and 2) “pothole” (i.e., probe the ground to the suspected depth of utility features) to verify the 
presence or absence of suspected facilities prior to commencing excavation activities. 
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4.21 Cumulative Impacts/Effects 
Cumulative impacts are defined under CEQA as “two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental effects.” 
(Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines). Under NEPA (40 CFR 1508.7), cumulative effects are 
defined as “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action 
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what 
agency (federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such other actions”.  This section addresses 
cumulative impacts/effects potentially resulting from the combination of the effects of the Project 
with those of other past, present, and probable future projects causing related or similar types of 
impacts. This may include projects outside the control of the Project proponent.  

4.21.1 Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 
Considered for Cumulative Impact Analysis 

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) outlines two approaches to cumulative impact analysis: 
(a) listing past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts or (b) 
using projections contained in a general plan or related planning document. This environmental 
document uses the list-based approach.  

Potential projects for evaluation of cumulative impacts were identified by several research methods, 
including telephone and email correspondence with agency personnel, internet research, and review 
of potential cumulative impacts analyses from environmental reports prepared for other area 
projects. Projects that need not be included in the cumulative impact analysis include: 

� Projects that are consistent with a general, specific, master or comparable programmatic plan 
where the lead agency determines that the regional or area-wide cumulative impacts of the 
proposed project have already been adequately addressed in a certified EIR for that plan, and  

� Projects whose cumulative impacts were adequately addressed in a prior EIR for a community 
plan, zoning action, or general plan, and the project is consistent with that plan or action [Section 
15183(j)]. 

The list of cumulative projects (Table CUM-1) was determined using the following factors:  

Similar Environmental Effects–a relevant project contributes effects on resources also affected by the 
proposed project; 

Geographic Scope and Location–a relevant project is located within a defined geographic scope for the 
cumulative effect; and 

Timing and Duration of Implementation–effects associated with activities for a relevant project (e.g., 
short-term construction or demolition, or longer operations) could coincide in timing with the 
effects of the proposed project. 

124 November 2008 



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Final Environmental Compliance Document 

Table CUM-1. Current and Future Projects in the Kings Beach Area Considered for Cumulative 
Effects Analysis 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS 

PROJECT (and year of construction, when available) PROJECT TYPE 

PLA 28 - SR 28 in Placer County Transportation 

PLA 267 - SR 267 in Placer County Transportation 

SR 28 from Tahoe State Park (0.8 mile east of SR 89) to SR 267 (2008-2010) Water Quality 

SR 89 from Alpine County Line to SR 50 Water Quality 

SR 89 from Junction SR 50/89 to Cascade Road Water Quality 

SR 89 from Cascade Road to north of Eagle Falls viaduct Water Quality 

SR 89 from Meeks Creek to Placer County Line Water Quality  

SR 89 from El Dorado County Line to Junction of SR 89/28 Water Quality 

SR 89 Junction SR 89/28 to Squaw Valley Road Water Quality 

SR 50 0.2 mile to 1.1 miles each of Echo Summit Water Quality 

SR 50 Meyers Road to Incline Road Water Quality 

SR 50 South Lake Tahoe Airport to Junction SR 50/89 Water Quality 

SR 50 Sky Run Boulevard to Stateline Water Quality 

SR 50 Junction SR 50/89 to Trout Creek Water Quality 

SR 28 from Chipmunk Street to California/Nevada Stateline (2007) Water Quality 

SR 267 from Stewart Way to Junction SR 267/28; Brockway Summit (2009) (EIP #997) Water Quality 

SR 267 from Brockway Summit to Stewart Way (EIP #748) Water Quality 

SR 267 from SR 28 to 2.8 miles north of SR 28 (2007) Water Quality 

Replace Signals (SCH #2001078417) Transit 

Various - Install traffic operation system (2009) Other 

PLACER COUNTY PROJECTS 

PROJECT LEAD AGENCY 

Commercial Core Improvement Project (SCH #2002112087) (EIP #10060) Placer County Dept. of Public Works  

Kings Beach CCIP Parking Compensation  Placer County Dept. of Public Works  

Brockway Erosion Control Project (SCH #2007082049) Placer County Dept. of Public Works  

Tahoe Estates Erosion Control Project (SCH #2005122114) Placer County Dept. of Public Works  

Kings Beach Town Center (PEIR T20080036) Placer County Planning Dept. 

Tahoe Sands Redevelopment (PEIR T20070191) Placer County Planning Dept. 

Cal Neva Resort Hotel/Casino Restoration (PCPB T20060722) Placer County Planning Dept. 

B & G Excavation Inc (PDSC T20060630) Placer County Planning Dept. 

Tahoe Vista Apartments (SCH #2006022100) Placer County Planning Dept. 

KB Mixed Use Village (SCH #2005082096) Placer County Planning Dept. 

Red Wolf Lodge, Phase V Expansion Placer County Planning Dept. 

North Tahoe Marina Expansion Placer County Planning Dept.  

Mourelatos 6-Acre Hotel Project Placer County Planning Dept.  

Miscellaneous redevelopment/subdivision of existing development. Placer County Planning Dept. 

TRPA PROJECTS 

PROJECT PROJECT TYPE 

EIP #351 - California State Parks (Upper Camploop Removal) Soil Conservation/SEZ 

EIP #530 - East of Kings Beach Boat Ramp Spawning Habitat Restoration Fisheries 

EIP #658 - Griff Creek  Fisheries 

EIP #619 - Kings Beach SRA Public Pier Recreation 

EIP #816 - Placer County Transit Improvements (Transit Bus Shelters) Air Quality/Transit 

Vista Village Workforce Housing Project (SCH #2003032087) Housing 
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Table CUM-1. Current and Future Projects in the Kings Beach Area Considered for Cumulative 

Effects Analysis (continued)
 

CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY PROJECTS 

Dolly Varden Avenue Stewardship Land Management Services Project (SCH #2007118131) 

Brockway Fuel Hazard Reduction Project (SCH #2005088079) 

Coordinated Resource Management and Planning for the Endangered Plant, Tahoe Yellow Cress (SCH #2002128227) 

North Tahoe Beach Center Replacement Project (SCH #2002072066) 

Area Restoration Projects (SCH #2001068008) 

Water Quality Improvement Project, Planning Grant (SCH #2000128334) 

Fire Hazard Reduction Project (SCH #2000068001) 

KB Elementary School/Adopt-A-Watershed Program (SCH #1996104035) 

Site Protection Projects (SCH #1995101616) 

School Restoration Project (SCH #1994107639) 

Restoration Enhancement Project (SCH #1993103936) 

Recreation Enhancements (SCH #1993022021) 

Erosion Control Project (SCH #1992101561) 

Recreation Enhancement Project (SCH #1990104093) 

Recreation Enhancement Project (SCH #1990102403) 

NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS 

SR 28 from SR28/SR431 Intersection to Nevada-California Border (erosion control) 

TAHOE TRUCKEE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT PROJECTS 

KB Student Activity Center (SCH #2002042094) 

KB Elementary School Expansion (SCH #1997107177, 1997042042) 

NORTH TAHOE PUBLIC UTILITIES DISTRICT PROJECTS 

Construction of two water tanks in the NTPUD main system 

North Tahoe Regional Park redevelopment, expansion and improvements 

SCH # = State Clearing House number; PEIR/PCPB/PDSC = Placer County project designations; EIP = Environmental Improvement 
Program 
Sources: Placer County 2007a, 2008a; California OPR 2008; North Tahoe Citizen Action Alliance 2008a, 2008b 

4.21.2 Cumulative Impacts/Effects Analysis 
This section evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the Project when considered together 
with other projects being completed in the Project area.  

Other projects would be subject to NEPA/CEQA/TRPA review and local zoning and subdivision 
regulations, and would be required to implement project-specific mitigation measures to reduce 
potential impacts. 

Most of the direct impacts associated with the Project are related to construction of storm water 
conveyance and treatment facilities. The analysis of cumulative effects focuses primarily on 
potentially concurrent construction projects, and less on the operation or maintenance of other 
nearby infrastructure projects under normal conditions.  

Aesthetics 
The Project would not result in significant adverse impacts on scenic resources. Improvements to 
Griff Creek and existing storm water drainage facilities, as well as the addition of storm water 
detention basins and removal of fill, would result in a net, long-term improvement in the visual 
quality of the Project area. When viewed in combination with those of other reasonably foreseeable 
projects the short-term localized effects of construction activities related to the Project site would 
not be cumulatively significant. 
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Agricultural Resources 
To have an adverse effect on agricultural resources, a project would result in the conversion of 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide importance to non-agricultural use, or 
conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or with a Williamson Act contract. The Project 
would not result in adverse effects on agricultural resources, and therefore would not contribute to 
any effects on agricultural resources that may be related to effects of the identified cumulative 
projects. 

Air Quality 
Cumulative impacts would occur if the combined effects of the cumulative projects (including the 
Project) would result in conflicts with an applicable air quality or attainment plan and violations of 
any air quality standard or contributions to a current or projected air quality violation. The Project 
would result in temporary emissions of air pollutants (including greenhouse gas emissions) during 
construction of the Project. Similarly, emissions would occur during construction of other identified 
cumulative projects. Emission of air pollutants related to construction activities is evaluated in the 
regional air emissions inventories. The effects of the Project would be reduced through 
implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-1 through AIR-3, as discussed in Section 4.4. The 
operation of construction equipment and the associated air emissions are permissible under existing 
regulations and would not result in cumulatively considerable effects on meeting air quality or 
attainment plans or violations of air quality standards.  

Biological Resources 
Although the Project would result in short-term adverse effects on biological resources, the effects 
would be avoided or minimized by implementation of Mitigation Measures, as discussed in Section 
4.5. No long-term adverse effects on habitat would occur as a result of implementation of the 
Project. The Project would result in improvements to habitat (e.g., channel stabilization and 
revegetation) in the SEZs within the Project area. Other cumulative projects may result in localized 
adverse effects on biological resources but the Project effects (following mitigation) would not 
contribute to those effects. Additionally, given that other development projects would be required to 
implement mitigation measures for significant effects, the overall cumulative impacts on biological 
resources would be further reduced. 

Cultural Resources 
The effects of the Project on historic and paleontological resources and human remains would be 
avoided or minimized through implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-2 
(Section 4.6). The mitigations protect the potential for disturbance of any cultural resource which 
may be present at the Project Site. These resources would be local and their protection would not 
result in a residual impact which would be cumulatively considerable. Additionally, given that other 
development projects would be required to implement mitigation measure for significant impacts 
under NEPA/CEQA/TRPA review. 

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
The effects of the Project would not result in significant impacts associated with geology, soils, and 
seismicity. The effects of the Project would be localized and would be avoided or reduced through 
implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-1 through GEO-2 (Section 4.8) and WQ-1 (Section 
4.11). The Project would not affect geology, soils, or seismicity conditions away from the Project 
area and, therefore, would not result in a cumulatively considerable effect when viewed in 
combination with those of other reasonably foreseeable projects. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
This section does not address cumulative impacts to which the Project would not contribute, such as 
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; emissions or handling of hazardous or 
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acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school; safety hazards for people residing or working within two miles of a public airport, public use 
airport, or private airstrip; or impairment of or interference with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

The Project would have effects on the local conditions relative to hazards and hazardous materials. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-6 (Section 4.10) would reduce or 
avoid the effects related to hazardous materials conditions within the Project area. The effects of the 
Project would not cause increases in the effects of other cumulative projects related to the use, 
management, or disposal of hazardous materials. Additionally, given that other development 
projects would be required to implement mitigation measures for significant impacts under 
NEPA/CEQA/TRPA review, the overall cumulative effects related to management of hazardous 
materials would be further reduced. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
The primary purpose of the Project is to improve the management and treatment of storm water 
runoff and implementation of the Project would result in benefits to the hydrologic function of 
Griff Creek and SEZs within the Project area. Therefore, the Project would improve long-term 
hydrology and water quality management in the area of cumulative projects. The short-term adverse 
effects related to construction of the Project on hydrology and water quality are reduced or avoided 
by implementation of Mitigation Measures WQ-1 through WQ-6 (Section 4.11). 

The benefits of the Project and minimization of short-term effects would not, therefore, result in 
cumulatively considerable adverse impact when in combination with those of other reasonably 
foreseeable projects. Additionally, given that other development projects would be required to 
minimize adverse effects on hydrology and water quality under existing water quality regulations, the 
overall cumulative impacts on hydrology and water quality would be further reduced. 

Mineral Resources 
The Project would have no impact on the availability of mineral resources. Therefore, no cumulative 
effect would result. 

Noise 
The Project would result in short-term adverse noise effects. When viewed in combination with 
other reasonably foreseeable projects in the immediate Project area occurring at the same time, 
implementation of the project could result in cumulative noise impacts and the project’s 
contribution to this impact is cumulatively considerable. The Project’s contribution to significant 
cumulative impacts would be reduced through the implementation of Mitigation Measures 
NOISE-1 and NOISE-2, as described in Section 4.15 of this environmental document. Other 
development projects would be required to implement mitigation measures for significant impacts 
under CEQA, the overall cumulative noise impacts would be further reduced.  

Population, Employment, and Housing 
The Project does not propose the construction of housing and would only temporarily employ new 
workers during the construction period. The operation and maintenance of the Project would not 
require new workers. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on population, employment and 
housing and would not have a cumulatively considerable effect on these resources.  

Recreational Resources 
This section addresses the potential cumulative impacts of directly removing or damaging 
recreational resources, such as parks, trails, bicycle paths, and other resources. In addition, this 
section addresses the potential cumulative impacts that would indirectly result in deterioration of the 
quality of the recreational experience, for instance, air quality or noise effects. Finally, this section 
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addresses the potential cumulative impacts of disrupting access to recreation facilities, which would 
separate a community from some of the established amenities used by its members. 

This analysis does not review areas on which the Project would have no impact. This includes 
operational impacts on all recreation features, as well as the increased use of recreational facilities or 
the need for new recreational facilities. The Project would only affect recreation during its 
construction periods. Project construction would affect only the recreational facilities within the 
Project area and the effects are avoided or minimized by the Project.  

Transportation and Traffic 
The potential effects of the Project on transportation and traffic would be localized and short-term. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 and TRANS-2 (Section 4.19) would reduce these 
localized and short-term effects to a less-than-significant level. No long-term or cumulatively 
considerable effects would occur. Additionally, given that other development projects would be 
required to implement mitigation measures for significant impacts under NEPA/ CEQA/TRPA 
review, the overall cumulative impacts on transportation and traffic would be further reduced. 

Utilities and Service Systems 
The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on utilities is limited to the immediate vicinity 
of the Project area for disruption impacts and the service areas of regional service/utility providers. 
The impacts/effects of the Project on utilities and service systems would be localized and avoided or 
minimized through implementation of Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 (Section 4.20). When viewed in 
combination with those of other reasonably foreseeable projects, implementation of the Project 
would result in cumulatively less than significant impacts on utilities and service systems because all 
projects would be required to comply with local regulations protecting disruption of utilities and area 
landfills have enough remaining capacity to accommodate waste from all projects. 
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4.22 CEQA Mandatory Findings of Significance 


MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Does the Project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of 
a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

X 

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a Project are considerable when viewed 
in connection with the effects of past Projects, the effects of 
other current Projects, and the effects of probable future 
Projects)? 

X 

c) Have environmental effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? X 

a) Does the Project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Impacts to biological and cultural 
resources are analyzed in Sections 4.5 and 4.6, respectively, of this environmental document. 
Following implementation of the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures prescribed 
in this document, the Project would not degrade the biological or cultural resources in the Project 
area. The Project would in fact result in environmental benefits to biological resources, hydrology 
and water quality. 
b) Does the Project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Cumulative impacts are evaluated 
in Section 4.21 of this environmental document. Following implementation of the Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures prescribed in this document, the Project would not result 
in cumulatively considerable impacts. The project would contribute to a cumulative beneficial 
impact on the quality of storm water runoff and the clarity of Lake Tahoe waters. 
c) Does the Project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Following implementation of the 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures prescribed in this document, the Project 
would not result in substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Project 
impacts to people in the area, including but not limited to those related to aesthetics, air quality, 
climate change, environmental justice, hazardous materials, noise, population, housing, public 
services, traffic, utilities and service systems, will be less than significant or nonexistent. 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 
5.1 Introduction 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) includes the requirement (Section 102 (E))  that 
federal agencies “study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of 
action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available 
resources”. The alternatives evaluation process for the WIP Improvements and the Griff Creek SEZ 
Improvement resulted in definition of the proposed Project. The process assessed the merits and 
constraints of each considered alternative. The finalization of the design of the proposed Project 
synthesized the elements of each alternative into an environmental improvements project which 
minimizes the potential effects to the human and physical environment. Section 4.0 describes the 
alternatives evaluation process. Pursuant to NEPA regulations, the alternatives were rigorously 
explored by the lead agency and the Technical Advisory Group. Alternatives were effectively 
“eliminated” through rejection of specific components on the basis of environmental or economic 
constraints and incorporation of beneficial components into the design of the Project. 

The Project incorporates storm water treatment technologies that were chosen for on the basis of 
hydrologic conditions within the Project site and their feasibility. The technologies are proven 
effective in similar settings, including within the Lake Tahoe Basin. The choice of the combination 
of these technologies was, therefore, developed on an analysis of alternative feasible water quality 
treatment technologies. 

The objective of the Project is to improve storm water quality within the King Beach area to support 
the need to reduce discharge of pollutants to Lake Tahoe. The Project is constrained by the existing 
built environment which includes existing residential and commercial development. The EIP 
specifically identified water quality improvement at King Beach as a regional priority.  The purpose 
of the Project is to meet this need. Relocation of the effort for water quality improvement would not 
meet the specific objective to improve water quality at Kings Beach. The design of the Project and 
implementation of the measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the environmental effects of the 
Project (described in Section 4.0) would not involve unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses 
of available resources. Therefore, it is not necessary to develop additional alternatives to the Project. 

5.2 Description of the No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative will not promote the basin-wide effort to protect and improve Lake 
Tahoe’s water clarity, improve SEZs in the Project area, nor improve fish passage in Griff Creek. 
Under this alternative, the existing runoff conveyance and water quality treatment facilities would 
remain in place. It is assumed that some components of the existing storm water system would 
require repair and maintenance in the future. Given the regional concerns regarding improvement of 
water quality in Lake Tahoe, it is reasonable to expect that improvements may include facilities to be 
built that are similar to components of the proposed Project. The analysis of the No Action 
Alternative is presented in Section 5.3. 
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5.3 Analysis of the No Action Alternative 
5.3.1 Aesthetics 
The No Action Alternative would not result in any known changes in the aesthetic quality of the 
Project area. However, relative to the Proposed Project, no improvement to existing exposed soil 
areas or degraded stream channels would be expected. Continued erosion along Griff Creek and 
other water conveyance structures would be expected to continue. Relative to the Proposed Project, 
existing and ongoing adverse effects related to erosion would remain and continue. 

5.3.2 Agricultural Resources 
The Project area does not include any known agricultural resources. Therefore, no effects on 
agricultural resources would be expected under the No Action Alternative. Therefore, potential 
effects to agricultural resources under the both the Proposed Project and the No Action alternative 
would not be expected. 

5.3.3 Air Quality 
Under the No Action Alternative, the expected effects on air quality would remain similar to those 
under existing conditions. The primary source of air emissions would be vehicular traffic and 
construction activities related to permissible development. The permissible development may 
include repair or maintenance of existing storm water facilities that would be improved by the 
Proposed Project. Similar to the environmental effects described for the Proposed Project, the repair 
and maintenance activities would involve temporary construction activities and associated short-
term air emissions. 

5.3.4 Biological Resources 
Under the No Action alternatives, the construction activities required for the Project would not 
occur. The short-term adverse effects on biological resources related to disturbance of habitat for 
plants and wildlife during construction of new water quality improvements would not occur. 
However, impacts may occur during construction activities associated the repair or replacement of 
existing storm water facilities. The Alternative would not result in disturbance of wetlands. 
However, long-term improvements to the habitat on stream channels proposed by the Project (i.e., 
channel stabilization and revegetation) would not occur.  

5.3.5 Cultural Resources 
Known and unknown cultural resources within the Project Area could be disturbed during 
permissible development activities under the No Action Alternative, including repair or replacement 
of existing storm water facilities. Information developed during evaluation of potential effects of the 
Proposed Project provides important evidence of cultural resources which could used to facilitate 
recognition and avoidance or minimization of the potential adverse effects. Implementation of the 
required appropriate actions to avoid or minimize adverse effects would be similar under the 
Proposed Project and No Action alternative. 

5.3.6 Environmental Justice 
No environmental justice issues would be presented by the No Action Alternative. 

5.3.7 Geology and Soils 
The geologic conditions at the Project area would remain similar under the proposed Project and the 
No Action alternative. The permissible activities within the Project area may include the 
construction of structures and construction conditions (i.e., excavation for utilities or structures to 
depths below the groundwater table) that may cause or be affected by unstable geologic, soils, or 
seismic factors (including seismic shaking, soil collapse, or expansive soils). The potential 
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geologic/seismic effects on existing or future development would be comparable under the 
Proposed Project and No Action alternative. 

5.3.8 Growth Inducing Effects 
No growth inducing effects would be expected under the No Action alternative. 

5.3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
As described for the Proposed Project, the Project area includes areas of known or suspected 
releases of hazardous materials. Under the No Action alternative, the use, storage, and disposal of 
hazardous materials would be regulated by the federal, state, and local regulations for the 
management of hazardous materials. These conditions would be similar to those presented by 
implementation of the Proposed Project. All construction projects permissible under those 
regulations that would involve the operation of heavy construction equipment would be similar to 
those described for the Proposed Project. The construction activities would similarly be temporary. 
The Proposed Project does not include facilities that would require permanent storage, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials. Environmental effects related to the Proposed Project and the No 
Action alternative would be comparable. 

5.3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 
Under existing and expected future conditions, the storm drainage system provides inadequate 
treatment of water quality. Additionally, conveyance of storm water runoff in stream channels and 
SEZs is adversely affected by undersized culverts. Physical barriers present fish passage limitations 
on Griff Creek. These adverse hydrologic conditions would persist under the No Action alternative. 
Relative to the Proposed Project, increased discharges of sediment to Lake Tahoe would be 
expected. Flooding potential for the flood hazard zone within the lower Griff and Deer Creek 
drainages would remain the same. 

5.3.11 Indian Trust Assets 
No impact on Indian Trust Assets would be expected in the No Action alternative 

5.3.12 Land Use and Planning 
Current commercial, residential, public service, recreational, industrial, and resource management 
land uses would persist under the No Action alternative. These uses would continue to be regulated 
under existing land use laws and regulations. Implementation of the Kings Beach Community Plan 
and the Kings Beach Industrial Community Plan would be expected. However, realization of the 
goals and objectives in the plans for watershed improvements for erosion control, runoff control 
and SEZ restoration could only occur if a substantial public works project (similar in purpose and 
scale to the Proposed Project) was developed and implemented. 

5.3.13 Mineral Resources 
There are no identified mineral resources or active mining activities within the Project area. Similar 
to existing conditions, no mining of mineral resources would occur and no loss of availability of 
mineral resources would be expected under the No Action alternative. 

5.3.14 Noise 
The existing noise environment within the Project area would not change under the No Action 
alternative. The primary source of noise would be traffic on major thoroughfares (including within 
the Commercial Corridor). Temporary construction projects (similar to those activities related to the 
Proposed Project) could generate short-term increases in noise levels. Such activities would be 
regulated (as those related to the Proposed Project) by the Placer County Code and TRPA Code of 
Ordinances. However, project-specific controls are necessary to ensure that environmental effects 
related to short-term construction noise are minimized. 
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5.3.15 Population and Housing 
Under the No Action alternative, current trends in population and housing would be expected to 
continue. Population growth and housing trends would be similar to those described for the 
Proposed Project. 

5.3.16 Public Services 
Existing public services would be expected to be available and unchanged under the No Action 
alternative. The operation of those services would be similar to those described for the Proposed 
Project. 

5.3.17 Recreation 
The No Action alternative would not result in any change to existing recreational facilities or 
activities. 

5.3.18 Transportation and Traffic 
Existing traffic patterns and volumes would not be expected to be altered under the No Action 
alternative. No changes to existing parking facilities or public transit services would occur. However, 
repair or maintenance to existing storm water facilities (particularly storm drain in or near roadways 
may result in temporary disruptions in traffic. 

5.3.19 Utilities and Service Systems 
Under the No Action Alternative, no changes to the existing utilities serving the Project site would 
occur. Damage to of disruptions of utility service in the Project area could occur as the result of 
permitted construction activities. In addition, improvements to the storm water management 
facilities (including more advanced water treatment and enhancement of SEZs) within the Project 
site that would be constructed and maintained under the Project would not occur. 
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6.0 MITIGATION MONITORING 
Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and §§15091(d) and 15097 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines require public agencies “to adopt a reporting and monitoring program for changes to the 
project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid 
significant effects on the environment.” Mitigation reporting and monitoring is required for the 
Project because potentially significant adverse impacts related to implementation of the Project have 
been identified, and measures have been developed to mitigate those impacts. Placer County has 
developed and will adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Project 
to ensure implementation of the mitigation measures. Placer County will incorporate the mitigation 
measures into Project specifications and provisions, and will monitor and document the mitigation 
efforts as specified in the MMRP. 
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COUNTY OF PLACER 
Department of Public Works 

        Ken Grehm, Director 

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 ● Auburn ●  California, 95603  ●  530-745-3132 ●  fax 530-745-3003 ●   www.placer.ca.gov/planning 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND 

REPORTING PROGRAM 


PROJECT NAME: KINGS BEACH WATER QUALITY AND STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONE 
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE #: 2008082034 

REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) was prepared to comply with Section 21081.6 of 
the Public Resources Code, which requires the following: 

“The public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the 
project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects 
on the environment. The reporting or monitoring program shall be designed to ensure compliance 
during project implementation.”  

This MMRP is intended to ensure the effective implementation of mitigation measures that are within the 
authority of Placer County to implement (including monitoring where identified) throughout all phases of 
the development and operation of the Kings Beach Water Quality and Stream Environment Zone 
Improvement Project (proposed project).  Monitoring of such mitigation measures may extend through 
project permitting, construction, and project operations, as necessary. 

The required monitoring and reporting shall be accomplished through the County’s Standard Mitigation 
Monitoring Program and/or the Project Specific Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as defined 
in the Placer County Code (Chapter 18.28, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program).   

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 

The MMRP Checklist (Table A-1) lists all mitigation measures identified in the Kings Beach Water Quality 
and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance Document (CEQA 
Mitigated Negative Declaration, Initial Study and Checklist) for the proposed project. In general, 
monitoring becomes effective at the time the action is taken on the project.  Timing of monitoring is 
organized as follows: 

o	 Prior to Construction: The monitoring activity consists of ensuring that a particular mitigation 
action has taken place prior to the beginning of any construction or grading activities. 

o	 During Construction: The monitoring activity consists of active monitoring while grading or 
construction is occurring on the project site. 

o	 Prior to Operation: The monitoring activity consists of active monitoring after initial site 
grading and facility construction has occurred, but prior to the initiation of project operations. 
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o	 Ongoing: The monitoring activity consists of monitoring after the grading and construction 
phase of the project has been completed, and relates to ongoing operation of the project. 

The mitigation measures listed in Table A-1 are numbered as they were described in the Kings Beach 
Water Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance Document. 
Placer County staff will be responsible for implementing and/or ensuring that the mitigation measures 
listed in the MMRP are undertaken for this project; to the extent such mitigation measures apply to the 
project within Placer County.  Implementation includes ensuring that any required actions are included in 
bid documents and contracts as part of the design/build process for the project, and ensuring that the 
Contractor(s) include specified mitigation activities in plans and specifications for construction.  Placer 
County staff responsibility includes designation of certain mitigation measure responsibility to, and 
continued oversight of, the Contractor(s) and Consultant(s).  
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TABLE A-1: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM CHECKLIST FOR THE KINGS BEACH WATER QUALITY AND 
STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

MITIGATION MEASURE 
IMPLEMENTING 

RESPONSIBILITY1,3 
MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY2,3 
TIMING AND 
FREQUENCY 

VERIFICATION 
OF COMPLIANCE 
(INITIALS/DATE) 

I. AESTHETICS 
No mitigation measures required. 
II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
No mitigation measures required. 
III. AIR QUALITY 
Item III-1 Mitigation Measure To control wind-borne dust, the construction 
Contractor shall securely cover all dump/haul truckloads, and water all 
exposed disturbed soil twice daily or as needed. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 

Item III-2 Mitigation Measure The construction Contractor shall remove all dirt 
and mud, generated from their activities, from adjacent streets within the 
Project site as necessary and not less than three times per week. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 

Item III-3 Mitigation Measure All unpaved surfaces shall have a maximum 
vehicular speed limit of 15 miles per hour. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 
Item III-4 Mitigation Measure The construction Contractor shall comply with 
the PCAPCD Rule 228 Fugitive Dust during the duration of the construction 
Project. This is to ensure emissions do not exceed hourly levels. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 

Item III-5 Mitigation Measure When not in use, the construction Contractor 
shall keep equipment idling to a minimum. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 
Item III-6 Mitigation Measure A publicly visible sign shall be posted on the 
Project site by the construction Contractor for the duration of the Project. This 
sign shall have the telephone number of the person and agency to contact for 
any complaints and/or inquires related to dust generation and other air quality 
problems resulting from the construction and/or construction activities of the 
Project. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 

1	 The department listed in the Implementing Responsibility column is the department responsible for conducting the mitigation measure.  
2	 The department listed in the Monitoring Responsibility column is responsible for verifying that compliance with the mitigation measure occurs and that all monitoring and reporting is 

completed. 
3 	 Responsible Entity: PLN-Planning Department, DPW-Department of Public Works (Engineering & Surveying), EHS-Environmental Health Services, APCD-Air Pollution Control 

District. 
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MITIGATION MEASURE 
IMPLEMENTING 

RESPONSIBILITY1,3 
MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY2,3 
TIMING AND 
FREQUENCY 

VERIFICATION 
OF COMPLIANCE 
(INITIALS/DATE) 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Item IV-1 Mitigation Measure: Prior to commencement of Project activities, 
the Project proponent shall consult with the LTBMU biologist to verify that no 
new California spotted owl nests are present within 0.25 mile of the Project 
area. If an active nest is identified a 0.25 mile buffer shall be delineated around 
the nest site and a Limited Operating Period (LOP)* shall be instated from 
March 1 to August 15 to reduce noise impacts originating from any portion of 
the Project area that falls within the buffer zone. 

DPW 
or its Consultant DPW Prior to 

Construction 

Item IV-2 Mitigation Measure: Prior to commencement of Project activities, 
the Project proponent shall consult with the LTBMU biologist to verify that no 
new northern goshawk nests are present within 0.25 mile of the Project area. If 
an active nest is identified, a 0.25 mile buffer shall be delineated around the 
nest site and a Limited Operating Period (LOP) shall be instated from February 
15 to September 15 to reduce noise impacts originating from any portion of the 
Project area that falls within the buffer zone.  

DPW 
or its Consultant DPW Prior to 

Construction 

Item IV-3 Mitigation Measure: Prior to commencement of Project activities, 
the Project proponent shall consult with the LTBMU biologist to verify the 
status of both Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs and northern leopard frogs 
within the Project area. A qualified biologist shall be on site during any 
streambed altering activities to monitor for the presence of frogs and shall 
implement standard management practices for the protection of individuals 
discovered within Project affected areas. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW Prior to 

Construction 

Item IV-4 Mitigation Measure:  No willow flycatchers were detected during 
the 2007 protocol level surveys. Additional protocol level surveys for willow 
flycatcher shall occur between May and July of the first year of construction, 
prior to any construction activities. If an active nest is identified, a buffer zone 
within suitable habitat shall be delineated around the nest site and a Limited 
Operating Period (LOP) shall be applied from June 1 to August 31 for any 
portion of the Project area that falls within the buffer zone.  

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW Prior to 

Construction 

* 	A Limited Operating Period constitutes a period during which project activities would not occur and is enforced in project implementation contracts. For California spotted owl, the LOP 
is between March 1 and August 31. For willow flycatcher, the LOP is between June 1 and August 31. For northern goshawk, the LOP is between February 15 and September 15. 
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MITIGATION MEASURE 
IMPLEMENTING 

RESPONSIBILITY1,3 
MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY2,3 
TIMING AND 
FREQUENCY 

VERIFICATION 
OF COMPLIANCE 
(INITIALS/DATE) 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (CONT.) 
Item IV-5 Mitigation Measure:  Prior to completion of final design for the 
Project, the Project biologist shall conduct a protocol-level survey for Tahoe 
yellow cress, consistent with the guidelines provided in the Conservation 
Strategy for Tahoe Yellow Cress (Pavlik et al. 2002). The protocol requires 
annual surveys between June 15 and September 30. The project biologist 
shall also conduct a survey just prior to construction to insure that no plants 
have become established. Surveys will include beach and associated 
backshore segments that will be disturbed by Project activity. All information 
will be recorded on Tahoe yellow cress Plant Survey Forms and provided to 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW Prior to 

Construction 
Nevada Natural Heritage Program (NNHP) and California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB). If plants are found to be present and potentially affected 
by Project activities, the following mitigation measures will be implemented to 
ensure less-than-significant impacts to this species: 1) to restrict access, sites 
will be fenced and signs posted; 2) if necessary, Project design will be 
modified to avoid disturbing established plants. 

Item IV-6 Mitigation Measure:  Construction documents shall include an 
Invasive Weed Management Plan which includes best management practices 
regarding the use of equipment to insure control of invasive species. In 
addition, seed mixes and mulch shall be certified as weed-free (including cheat 
grass, mullein and bull thistle), and mycorrhizae shall be used to enhance the 
establishment of native plants. The LTBMU botanist shall also survey the 
Project every year during Project construction and for three years following 
completion to insure the Invasive Weed Management Plan is being carried out 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW 

Prior to and 
During   

Construction 
by the Contractor. See also the mitigation measures outlined in the Noxious 
Weed Risk Assessment prepared for this Project [see Appendix B of Appendix 
D (BA/BE)]. Occurrences of bull thistle must be reported to Placer County 
Department of Agriculture. 

Item IV-7 Mitigation Measure:  Prior to finalization of Project designs, the 
potential wetland habitats in the Griff Creek SEZ will be surveyed in 
accordance with agency guidance, and the Project design will be modified as 
needed to avoid construction within delineated wetland areas or other direct 
impacts to wetlands (i.e., increased discharge of sediments). Temporary fence 
will also be erected as appropriate to avoid disturbance of any wetland habitat 
during Project construction.  

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW Prior to 

Construction 

November 2008 141 



 

     

  

  

     

 

   

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

  

Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Final Environmental Compliance Document 

MITIGATION MEASURE 
IMPLEMENTING 

RESPONSIBILITY1,3 
MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY2,3 
TIMING AND 
FREQUENCY 

VERIFICATION 
OF COMPLIANCE 
(INITIALS/DATE) 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (CONT.) 
Item IV-8 Mitigation Measure:  Any vegetation disturbed, or removed, will be 
re-seeded, re-planted and/or restored to the pre-project condition through the 
revegetation plan associated with the Project design plans. Vegetation within 
the creek, and adjacent areas, will be salvaged as much as possible 
(dependent on its condition) and will additionally be restored to SEZ conditions 
through the vegetation plan, during the design process. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Item V-1 Mitigation Measure: Prior to construction, a 10-meter (33-foot) 
buffer surrounding site CA-PLA-1258 will be delineated with temporary 
“environmentally sensitive area” (ESA) fencing to protect the resource. The 
fencing will remain until completion of construction activities in the area.  

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW Prior to 

Construction 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Item VI-1 Mitigation Measure: The contract specifications shall require the 
contractor to prepare and implement an Excavation Safety Plan. The Plan 
shall identify the methods for excavation stabilization (e.g., trench shoring) for 
all excavations and demonstrate compliance with all federal, state, and local 
regulations. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW 

Prior to and 
During   

Construction 

Item VI-2 Mitigation Measure: The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) required for the Project shall include, at a minimum, description of 
best management practices ensure the following: 
� Prevention of debris, soil, organic material, or other foreign materials 

entering water courses or stream environment zone (SEZs); 
� Prevention of erosion of construction areas by runoff and runon (i.e., direct 

surface drainage away from excavations and construction areas); 
� Minimization of areas of disturbance of soil; 
� Location of stockpiled soil/sediment away from water courses or SEZs; 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW 

Prior to 
and During 

Construction 
� Stabilization of potentially unstable slopes; 
� Revegetation of exposed soils as early as feasible; 
� Prevention of long-term exposure of disturbed soils to wind or water erosion; 

and 
� Retention of existing vegetation to the extent feasible to minimize exposed 

soil. 
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MITIGATION MEASURE 
IMPLEMENTING 

RESPONSIBILITY1,3 
MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY2,3 
TIMING AND 
FREQUENCY 

VERIFICATION 
OF COMPLIANCE 
(INITIALS/DATE) 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS (CONT.) 
Item VI-3 Mitigation Measure: All groundwater removed from excavations 
(i.e., dewatering effluent) shall be managed according to TRPA Code of 
Ordinances Chapter 64 and Lahontan RWQCB “Project Guidelines for Erosion 
Control” and applicable Waste Discharge Requirements. All dewatering 
effluent shall be applied to the ground surface under controlled management to 
permit infiltration into the subsurface and prevent runoff of effluent to storm 
drains or stream channels. The SWPPP required for the Project shall, at a 
minimum, include the following best management practices: 
� Provisions for the storage of pumped groundwater; 
� Methods for sampling and testing of water quality prior to discharge 

conforming to Lahontan RWQCB permitting requirements (including but not 
limited to Board Order R6T-2004-2005); 
� Methods for off-site disposal (including identification of disposal site), if 

applicable; and 
� Conformance with excavation requirements of the Uniform Building Code 

and Chapter 64 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Item VII-1 Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 Contract 
specifications for the Project require the contractors performing excavation 
work within or adjacent to known sites of hazardous materials releases to 
conform with all federal and state requirements for protection of worker health 
and safety and environmental protection during management of construction 
activities at hazardous materials sites. The Contractor shall be required to 
prepare a Health and Safety Plan (HASP) for all site personnel in accordance 
with the 29 CFR 1910.120, the DTSC, and Cal-OSHA regulations. Additionally, 
the HASP shall include a Project-specific Lead Compliance Plan approved by 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW 

Prior to and 
During  

Construction 

an industrial hygienist certified in comprehensive practice by the American 
Board of Industrial Hygiene will be implemented in accordance with CCR Title 
8, Section 1532.1 (Title 8, “Lead”). 

(continued on next page) 
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MITIGATION MEASURE 
IMPLEMENTING 

RESPONSIBILITY1,3 
MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY2,3 
TIMING AND 
FREQUENCY 

VERIFICATION 
OF COMPLIANCE 
(INITIALS/DATE) 

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (CONT.) 
Item VII-1 Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 (Cont.): 
The HASP will include a plot plan depicting exclusion zones and clear zones 
as defined by CCR, Title 26, a schedule of procedures, sampling and testing 
procedures, and physical barrier requirements. The plan will be approved by a 
civil engineer registered in the State of California and by an industrial hygienist 
certified by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists 
(ACGIH) and will then be submitted for review and acceptance by the Project 
Engineer at least 10 working days prior to beginning any excavation. Upon 
approval by the Project Engineer, the Contractor shall be required to comply 

(see previous 
page) 

(see previous 
page) 

(see 
previous 

page) 

(see previous 
page) 

with the provisions of the approved HASP. All personnel working within areas 
of confirmed or potential contamination will complete a safety training program 
that meets the requirements of the Contractor’s HASP. The Contractor will 
provide the training and a certification of the safety training program to all 
personnel.  
Item VII-2 Mitigation Measure: Contract specifications require that the 
contractor(s) obtain an EPA hazardous waste generator identifier number 
(EPA ID#) for this Project. The EPA ID# shall be displayed on all containers 
holding hazardous waste. The waste will be stored within the Project limits and 
in a secure enclosure for no more than 90 days prior to disposal. Containers 
will conform to the requirements of the U.S. Department of Transportation for 
the transportation and temporary storage of the materials contained within and 
will be handled such that no spillage occurs. Labels will conform to the 
requirements of CCR Title 22. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW 

Prior to and 
During   

Construction 

Item VII-3 Mitigation Measure: Contract specifications require that the 
contractor(s) to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as 
required by Mitigation Measure WQ-1. The SWPPP shall identify methods of 
the safe storage, use, and transport of any hazardous materials associated 
with construction activities. The information shall include, but not be limited to, 
the following: 
� Identification of designated areas for storage of hazardous substances; 
� Expected inventory of all hazardous substances transported to and used or 

stored at the site; 
� Description of “good housekeeping” best management practices for the 

storage and use of hazardous substances; 
� Description of hazardous substance spill response. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW Prior to 

Construction 
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MITIGATION MEASURE 
IMPLEMENTING 

RESPONSIBILITY1,3 
MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY2,3 
TIMING AND 
FREQUENCY 

VERIFICATION 
OF COMPLIANCE 
(INITIALS/DATE) 

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (CONT.) 
Item VII-4 Mitigation Measure: During excavation activities in areas within 
500 feet of known hazardous materials release sites, monitoring will be 
conducted for petroleum hydrocarbon contamination with a photo ionization 
detector (PID), combustible gas meter, or similar equipment as approved by 
Placer County. Work will stop immediately if suspected contamination is 
encountered, and the Project Engineer shall be notified immediately. Upon 
confirmation of contamination, the Project Engineer will assess the Project 
design and obtain the required approvals to modify the design to avoid 
conflicts with the contaminated material and/or any on-going or future 
remediation projects. All encountered contamination will be addressed and 
handled appropriately, as described herein. Placer County will provide records 
regarding any contamination encountered during this Project to any 
appropriate requesting party. Appropriate requesting parties include, but are 
not limited to, the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, Placer 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 

County Health and Human Services – Environmental Health, any responsible 
party or potentially responsible party, or the designated environmental 
consultant to any responsible party or potentially responsible party. All soil and 
groundwater materials removed during construction activities that have been 
deemed hazardous in accordance with the testing and sampling procedures 
shall be placed in labeled containers and disposed of appropriately in a 
manner following the procedures outlined in the HASP (see Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-2). Excavated soils that have been deemed hazardous will not 
be used as backfill material, and a water truck or other approved water 
spraying device will be on site at all times during excavation of hazardous or 
potentially hazardous materials to prevent particles from becoming airborne.  
Item VII-5 Mitigation Measure: All construction equipment that normally 
contains a spark arrester will be fitted with an arrester in good working order as 
required by Placer County in order to minimize this construction-related fire 
ignition source. Equipment to be fitted with spark arresters will include, but not 
be limited to, heavy equipment and chainsaws. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 

Item VII-6 Mitigation Measure: Dry vegetation and other potential fire fuels 
located within construction area limits and near where any equipment will be 
operated will be cleared by the construction contractor as required by Placer 
County and to the extent feasible. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 
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MITIGATION MEASURE 
IMPLEMENTING 

RESPONSIBILITY1,3 
MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY2,3 
TIMING AND 
FREQUENCY 

VERIFICATION 
OF COMPLIANCE 
(INITIALS/DATE) 

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
� Item VIII-1 Mitigation Measure: Placer County shall prepare a Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for construction BMPs and drainage 
plans for the Project in accordance with Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
(TRPA) and Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB) 
requirements for storm water pollution prevention. The Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will include a Dust Suppression Plan, 
and Dewatering Plan to be submitted to TRPA and LRWQCB for review and 
approval. The SWWPP shall include, at a minimum, the following 
information: 
� Identification of potential sources of pollutants (including known areas of 

known past releases of contaminants; 
� Identification of existing drainage patterns and slopes; 
� Method of protection for all storm water inlet points and/or discharge points 

to receiving waters; 
DPW 

or its Contractor DPW Prior to 
Construction 

� Identification of areas of soil or solid waste storage, construction vehicle 
storage, construction material loading/unloading, and equipment 
maintenance (if any); 
� Description of BMPs for control of discharges related to waste handling and 

disposal; 
� Description (including mapping of) of post-construction BMPs and 

identification of agency or party responsible for long-term maintenance of 
these BMPs; 
� Inventory of all materials used with the potential to contribute to the 

discharge of pollutants; 

(continued on next page) 
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MITIGATION MEASURE 
IMPLEMENTING 

RESPONSIBILITY1,3 
MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY2,3 
TIMING AND 
FREQUENCY 

VERIFICATION 
OF COMPLIANCE 
(INITIALS/DATE) 

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (CONT.) 
� Item VIII-1 Mitigation Measure (Cont.): 
� Identification of all BMPs to protect against discharges to Griff Creek or other 

stream environment zones. The alternatives for BMPs shall: 
1. Prevent silt, eroded materials, construction debris, concrete or 

washings thereof, or hazardous substances from being introduced into 
any watercourse, stream, or storm drain system; 

2. Provide for diversion of stream flows around construction areas within 
stream channels (e.g. temporary upstream diversion to pipeline with 
energy dissipation at flow return point); 

3. Ensure that storm water runoff does not cause erosion of exposed soil 
within stream environment (e.g., covering of exposed soil with mulch, 
fiber matting, or vegetation, stabilization of soil, and/or diversion of 
surface flow away from and around exposed areas near streams); 

(see previous 
page) 

(see previous 
page) 

(see 
previous 

page) 

(see previous 
page) 

4. Provide for monitoring of Griff Creek flows; in-stream (and diversion) 
activities shall take place when the creek is at base flow; 

5. Prohibit the stockpiling of soil, storage of hazardous materials, and 
stockpiling of construction materials in flood zones or SEZs during the 
rainy periods or during spring runoff; and 

6. Minimize the potential for any other discharge of soil or other material 
does not have an adverse effect on receiving waters or cause or 
contribute to a violation of water quality standards. 

Item VIII-2 Mitigation Measure: Daily inspections will be conducted during 
construction on all existing BMPs in the Project area. Should any deficiencies 
be noted on an inspection log. Remedial actions by Placer County staff and/or 
the contractor shall be initiated immediately and also recorded on the 
inspection log. The inspection log shall be kept on-site and made available to 
inspection staff of permitting agencies, including TRPA and RWQCB. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 

Item VIII-3 Mitigation Measure: Placer County staff shall monitor weather 
reports on a daily basis during the construction period to notify the contractor 
of any forecasted adverse weather conditions and ensure the implementation 
of measures to prevent erosion and transport of sediment away from 
construction areas during storm events. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 
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MITIGATION MEASURE 
IMPLEMENTING 

RESPONSIBILITY1,3 
MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY2,3 
TIMING AND 
FREQUENCY 

VERIFICATION 
OF COMPLIANCE 
(INITIALS/DATE) 

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (CONT.) 
Item VIII-4 Mitigation Measure: As necessary and not less than three times 
per week, all dirt and mud that has been generated from or deposited by 
construction activities will be removed from all adjacent streets by street 
sweeping.  

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 

Item VIII-5 Mitigation Measure: Placer County will prepare a Sampling and 
Analysis Plan (SAP) to be included as part of the SWPPP. The SAP will 
identify water quality sampling locations and procedures to identify threats to 
water quality during storm events. The SAP shall include sampling and testing 
procedures for sediment and siltation as prescribed by the General Permit for 
Storm Water Discharges Related to Construction Activities (or as modified by 
the RWQCB). 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW Prior to 

Construction 

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING 
No mitigation measures required. 
X. MINERAL RESOURCES 
No mitigation measures required. 
XI. NOISE 
Item XI-1 Mitigation Measure: The construction contractor shall employ 
noise-reducing construction practices to reduce impacts to sensitive uses 
during daytime hours. Measures that can be used to reduce noise may 
include, but are not limited to the following: 
� Locating equipment as far as practical from noise sensitive uses. 
� Using sound control devices such as mufflers on equipment.  
� Turning off idling equipment. 
� Using equipment that is quieter than standard equipment. 
� Selecting construction access routes that affect the fewest number of 

people. 
� Using noise reducing enclosures around noise generating equipment. 
� Constructing barriers between noise sources and noise sensitive uses or by 

taking advantage of existing barrier features such (terrain, structures) to 
block sound transmission. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 
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MITIGATION MEASURE 
IMPLEMENTING 

RESPONSIBILITY1,3 
MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY2,3 
TIMING AND 
FREQUENCY 

VERIFICATION 
OF COMPLIANCE 
(INITIALS/DATE) 

XI. NOISE (CONT.) 
Item XI-2 Mitigation Measure: Prior to construction, the contractor shall notify 
all residences in writing within 300 feet of construction areas. The contractor 
shall make available construction scheduling and assign a noise disturbance 
coordinator to be in charge of responding to complaints. The coordinators 
contact information will be clearly displayed on construction fencing. The 
coordinator will determine causes of complaints and ensure reasonable 
corrective actions are taken to solve the problem. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW 

Prior to and 
During   

Construction 

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
No mitigation measures required. 
XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES 
No mitigation measures required. 
XIV. RECREATION 
Item XIV-1 Mitigation Measure: Prior to construction activities at Kings Beach 
SRA and Kings Beach Elementary School, Placer County will coordinate with 
the agencies with authority over these facilities to provide advanced notice of 
construction activities. Construction in these areas will be limited to off peak 
times (May 1 – Memorial day or Labor day to October 15) in order to minimize 
the impact to the recreating public. During construction, unauthorized persons 
shall be restricted from the construction areas. Additionally, the County shall 
ensure that the construction footprint is kept to a minimum and that all 
disturbed areas are restored to their pre-construction condition. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW 

Prior to and 
During   

Construction 

November 2008 149 



 

     

    

 

 

 

 

 
 

  

   

 

  

 

Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Final Environmental Compliance Document 

MITIGATION MEASURE 
IMPLEMENTING 

RESPONSIBILITY1,3 
MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY2,3 
TIMING AND 
FREQUENCY 

VERIFICATION 
OF COMPLIANCE 
(INITIALS/DATE) 

XV. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 
Item XV-1 Mitigation Measure: During the final stage of Project design, 
Placer County will require its Contractor to prepare a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan (TMP) in accordance with the Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices, California Supplement 2003, Part 6 Temporary Traffic Control 
(or current version) (American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials 2003) and Caltrans draft Guidelines for Projects 
Located on the California State Highways in the Lake Tahoe Basin (California 
Department of Transportation n.d.). This plan will ensure that local traffic is 
accommodated and that access to businesses and residences is maintained 
during construction activities.  
Furthermore, the TMP will promote driver and road safety, ensure safety for 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW 

Prior to and 
During   

Construction 
bicyclists and pedestrians within the construction area, and allow adequate 
emergency access for police, fire, ambulance, and other emergency vehicles. 
The TMP will also require the construction contractor to notify law 
enforcement, fire protection, and emergency medical services at least 1 week 
prior to implementation of detours or lane closures so that these entities may 
plan accordingly. These notifications will include the location and duration of 
closures. Additionally, emergency vehicles will be allowed access to any 
sections of roadway that have been closed for construction. 
Item XV-2 Mitigation Measure: Construction workers will be encouraged to 
carpool to the work site to reduce traffic to and within the Project area. 
Additionally, the contractor would provide parking in staging areas where 
feasible. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
Item XVI-1 Mitigation Measure: Prior to commencement of excavation and 
grading activities, the contractor shall be required to notify USA Alert to 
establish the location of all know utility facilities. For excavation within the area 
of know utility lines, the contractor shall 1) notify the appropriate utility and 2) 
“pothole” (i.e., probe the ground to the suspected depth of utility features) to 
verify the presence or absence of suspected facilities prior to commencing 
excavation activities. 

DPW 
or its Contractor DPW During 

Construction 
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7.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 
Placer County consulted the following individuals, agencies and tribes during the development of 
this environmental document: 
Table 5. Agencies and Individuals Consulted 

NAME AGENCY/AFFILIATION 

Aaron Bennett California Department of Transportation 

Rich Williams California Department of Transportation 

Sean Penders California Department of Transportation -Environmental 

Cameron Knudson California Department of Transportation -Hydraulics 

Dennis Jagoda California Department of Transportation -Hydraulics 

Joe Pepi California Tahoe Conservancy  

Mark Sedlock California Tahoe Conservancy  

Peter Mullholland California Tahoe Conservancy  

Scott Cecchi California Tahoe Conservancy 

Shawn Miller Charter Communications 

Robert Erlich Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (formerly) 

Robert Larsen Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Coral Taylor North Tahoe Public Utility District 

Dan LaPlante Placer County Department of Public Works 

Jon Mitchell Placer County Department of Public Works 

Phil Carrillo Sierra Pacific Power Company 

Jeff Matthews Sierra Pacific Power Company 

Ken Schroeder South Tahoe Public Utility District 

Matthew Helmers Southwest Gas 

Carol Prince Southwestern Bell Corporation 

Audrey McCombs Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

Jon-Paul Harries Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (formerly) 

Myrnie Mayville United States Bureau of Reclamation 

Barbara Shanley United States Forest Service 

Catherine Schoen United States Forest Service 

Theresa Loupe United States Forest Service 

Daryl Cruz Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California 

7.1.1 Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
The Kings Beach Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is comprised of representatives from 
agencies that own public lands or infrastructure within the Project area, agencies that provide 
funding for planning and construction, and responsible agencies (agencies that have discretionary 
approval power over the Project). 

TAC members each have a responsibility, interest, and/or stake in activities related to the Project. 
They possess technical expertise, experience, and perspective that is of value to the development and 
implementation of the Project. The primary role of TAC members is to provide perspective, 
technical information, guidance, and recommendations relative to resources, features, projects, 
permits, and regulations that will influence or may be influenced by the Project. The duration of 
TAC service correlates with the duration of the Project planning, design, and environmental review. 
Members are asked to serve on the TAC without specific compensation. 

Project TAC members and their respective agencies are listed below: 
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Table 6. Project Technical Advisory Committee members 
REPRESENTATIVE(S) AGENCY 

Scott Cecchi California Tahoe Conservancy 

Cameron Knudson California Department of Transportation 

Robert Erlich (through Oct. 2007) Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Robert Larsen (Nov. 2007- Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Coral Taylor, P.E. North Tahoe Public Utility District 

Audrey McCombs Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

Myrnie Mayville United States Bureau of Reclamation 

Barbara Shanley United States Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit 

7.1.2 Meetings 
Placer County facilitated several TAC and public meetings during the Project planning process. The 
public meetings were advertised in the Sierra Sun and Tahoe World, and flyers were handed out 
door to door to residents along Griff Creek. In addition, all Kings Beach residents on the tax roll 
were notified of the public meetings via mail. The meetings are summarized in the table below; 
documentation from the public meetings (e.g., public notices, meeting minutes and printed copies of 
slide shows) can be found in Appendix H of this environmental document. 
Table 7. Meeting Record 

WHEN WHO WHERE PURPOSE OF MEETING REFERENCE 

Oct. 18, 2005 TAC Placer County 
Conference Room 

Discuss existing stream zone conditions and 
improvement alternatives. 

Placer County 2006a, 
Appendix 19 

Dec. 1, 2005 Public North Tahoe 
Conference Center 

Present existing conditions report and watershed 
improvement alternatives for Griff Creek, and 
solicit input from the community prior to selecting 
the preferred alternative and initiating the design 
process. See Appendix H of this environmental 
document for full meeting notes. 

Placer County 2006a, 
Appendix 19 

Feb. 23, 2006 TAC North Tahoe 
Conference Center 

Present the evaluation of the three proposed 
alternatives, as well as the formulation of the 
recommended alternative. 

Placer County 2006c, 
Appendix C 

Mar. 21, 2006 Public North Tahoe 
Conference Center 

Discuss twenty enhancement sites, present the 
recommended alternative, and respond to 
questions and concerns. See Appendix H of this 
environmental document for full meeting notes. 

Placer County 2006c, 
Appendix C 

Apr. 11, 2006 TAC Project area / 
North Tahoe 
Conference Center 

A site visit with Placer County, ENTRIX, and CTC to 
discuss the recommended alternative and possible 
property ownership constraints. ENTRIX and Placer 
County met with CTC at the Conference Center to 
discuss CTC’s comments on the draft report. 

Placer County 2006c, 
Appendix C 

Jun. 23, 2006 TAC Project area A site visit with the TAC to view the Project area 
and discuss elements of the Project alternatives. 
The input provided was used in evaluating 
alternatives. 

Placer County 2006f 

Oct. 2, 2006 TAC North Tahoe 
Conference Center 

Review of the Draft Evaluating Alternatives 
Memorandum and gather technical input/agency 
comments. Input from the TAC included 
information on related data resources, project 
approach and evaluation methods.  

Placer County 2006e, 
Appendix C. 

May 9, 2007 TAC ENTRIX, Inc.  
(South Lake Tahoe) 

Project status update; review of proposed 
alternative; re-gather TAC to discuss next steps 

NA 

Oct. 4, 2007 TAC ENTRIX, Inc.  
(South Lake Tahoe) 

Review of 25% Design Plans NA 

Sep. 17, 2008 Public North Tahoe 
Conference Center 

Present the findings contained in this 
environmental report, and solicit input from the 
public. See Appendix H of this environmental 
document for meeting materials. 

NA 
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8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 
NAME AFFILIATION AREA OF EXPERTISE ROLE 

Jon Mitchell Placer County Dept. 
of Public Works 

Civil Engineer Project Manager 

Kansas McGahan Placer County Dept. 
of Public Works 

Civil Engineer Senior Civil Engineer; Technical 
Review 

Dan LaPlante Placer County Dept. 
of Public Works 

Civil Engineer Associate Civil Engineer; Technical 
Review 

Stephen Peck ENTRIX Civil Engineering; Construction Project Manager; Technical review; 
Transportation & Traffic 

Kevin O’Dea ENTRIX Geology; Geomorphology; 
Environmental Compliance Lead 

Environmental Review oversight; 
Technical review; Project Description; 
Consistency with State, Regional and 
Local Plans; Growth Inducing Effects; 
Cumulative Impacts/Effects; 
Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Robert Wurgler ENTRIX Project Coordination; Environmental 
Compliance assist; Document 
Management; Communication Design 

Environmental Review coordination; 
Document management; Project Need 
and Purpose; Project Background; 
Environmental Setting; Project 
Description; Alternatives Considered; 
Environmental Justice; Indian Trust 
Assets; Consultation & Coordination 
Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Darcy Kremin ENTRIX Planning; Environmental Compliance Technical review 

Meghan Cauzillo ENTRIX Civil Engineering; Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency 

Aesthetics 

Loren Roach ENTRIX Utilities; Civil Engineering; 
Construction 

Utilities & Service Systems 

Julie Etra Western Botanical 
Services, Inc. 

Botany; Erosion Control Biological Resources (vegetation) 

Justin Tortosa ENTRIX Terrestrial Biology Biological Resources (wildlife) 

Donald Craig ENTRIX Cultural Resources Cultural Resources 

Noel Liner ENTRIX Geology Geology & Soils; Mineral Resources 

Chad Krofta ENTRIX Civil Engineering; Hazardous Materials Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

Monica Grammenos ENTRIX Civil Engineering; Water Quality Hydrology & Water Quality 

Paul Wisheropp ENTRIX Civil Engineering; Water Quality; 
Hydrology; 

Hydrology & Water Quality technical 
review 

Chelsea Murphy ENTRIX Terrestrial/Population Biology; 
Technical Writing/Editing 

Agricultural Resources; Land Use & 
Planning; Population & Housing; 
Public Services; Recreation 

Adam Kierzek ENTRIX Environmental Noise/Air Quality Noise; Air Quality and Climate Change 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USFS). 
1988 Land and Resource Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit.  
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2007b Species occurrence data provided by Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU). 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
1980 	 Soil and Candidate Listing for Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide 

Importance. July. 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/pubs/soils/Documents/PLACER_ss 
urgo.pdf January 18, 2008 

2008 	 Soil Map- Tahoe Basin Area, California and Nevada, and Tahoe National Forest 
Area, California. http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx 
January 18, 2008 

U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOI) 
2000 	 Secretarial Order No. 3215 – Principles for the Discharge of the Secretary’s Trust 

Responsibility. 

2008 	 Truckee River Operating Agreement Revised EIS/EIR. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
2001 	 Residential Lead Hazard Standards - TSCA Section 403. 


http://www.epa.gov/lead/pubs/leadhaz.htm April 14, 2008 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
2007 List of Federal Endangered and Threatened Species. 

Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California (WTNC) 
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Murphy (ENTRIX) and Daryl Cruz (Washoe Tribal Historic Preservation Officer). 
April 10, 2008. 
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Print Form 

128 Market St. Stateline, PO Box 5310 Stateline, NV Mon-Fri 9:00 Accepting Applications 
NV 89449-5310 am-5:00 pm 9:00 am-4:00 pm 

Phone: (775) 588-4547 Fax: (775) 588-4527 www.trpa.org trpa@trpa.org 

INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
FOR DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

I. Assessor's Parcel Number (APN)/Project Location Various 

Kings Beach WQ and SEZ Improvement Project Name County/City PlacerP j t  

Brief Description of Project:
 

Placer County Department of Public Works proposes to reduce fine sediment and nutrients in 
stormwater reaching Lake Tahoe throughout the entire Kings Beach grid, decrease stream velocities and 
channel erosion in the Griff Creek and Coon Street stream environment zones (SEZs), and improve fish 
passage and habitat in Griff Creek. The Project proposes to accomplish its purpose by stabilizing exposed 
soils with vegetation and/or mulch; improving the existing drainage system with new curbs, gutters, earthen 
berms and underground pipes; and treating runoff with a variety of methods including fill removal, 
sediment traps and vaults, swales, infiltration and/or detention basins, and media filters. In addition, the 
Project proposes to improve fish passage and habitat in Griff Creek by replacing culverts, constructing in-
channel habitat features, excavating portions of channel, constructing new channel, and installing rock 
channel bed stabilization (grade control) structures. 
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The following questionnaire will be completed by the applicant based on evidence submitted with the 
application. All "Yes" and "No, With Mitigation" answers will require further written comments. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1. Land 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. 	Compaction or covering of the soil beyond the limits allowed in the
 
land capability or Individual Parcel Evaluation System (IPES)?
 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

b. 	 A change in the topography or ground surface relief features of site
 
inconsistent with the natural surrounding conditions?
 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

c.	 Unstable soil conditions during or after completion of the proposal?
 

Yes
 No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

d. Changes in the undisturbed soil or native geologic substructures or 
grading in excess of 5 feet? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

e. 	The continuation of or increase in wind or water erosion of soils, 
either on or off the site? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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f.	 Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sand, or changes in 
siltation, deposition or erosion, including natural littoral processes, 
which may modify the channel of a river or stream or the bed of a 
lake? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

g. 	Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as 
earthquakes, landslides, backshore erosion, avalanches, mud slides, 
ground failure, or similar hazards? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

2. Air Quality 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Substantial air pollutant emissions? 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

b. Deterioration of ambient (existing) air quality? 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

c. The creation of objectionable odors? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

d. 	Alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any change 
in climate, either locally or regionally? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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e. 	Increased use of diesel fuel? 

3. Water Quality 

Will the proposal result in: 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

a. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of water movements? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

b. 	Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and 
amount of surface water runoff so that a 20 yr. 1 hr. storm runoff 
(approximately 1 inch per hour) cannot be contained on the site? 

c. Alterations to the course or flow of 100-yearflood waters? 

d. Change in the amount of surface water in any water body? 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Yes No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Yes No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Yes No 

Data 
Insufficient 

e. 	Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water 
quality, including but not limited to temperature, dissolved oxygen or 
turbidity? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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f. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground water?
 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

g. 	Change in the quantity of groundwater, either through direct 
additions or withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by cuts 
or excavations? 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

h. Substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise available for 
public water supplies? 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

i.	 Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as 
flooding and/or wave action from 100-year storm occurrence or 
seiches? 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

j.	 The potential discharge of contaminants to the groundwater or any 
alteration of groundwater quality? 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

k. Is the project located within 600 feet of a drining water source? 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 
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4. Vegetation
 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. 	Removal of native vegetation in excess of the area utilized for the 
actual development permitted by the land capability/IPES system? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

b. 	Removal of riparian vegetation or other vegetation associated with 
critical wildlife habitat, either through direct removal or indirect 
lowering of the groundwater table?
 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

c.	 Introduction of new vegetation that will require excessive fertilizer or 
water, or will provide a barrier to the normal replenishment of existing 
species? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

d. 	Change in the diversity or distribution of species, or number of any 
species of plants (including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, micro flora 
and aquatic plants)? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

e. 	Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered species 
of plants? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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f.	 Removal of stream bank and/or backshore vegetation, including
 
woody vegetation such as willows?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

g. 	Removal of any native live, dead or dying trees30 inches or greater
 
in diameter at breast height (dbh) within TRPA's Conservation or
 
Recreation land use classifications?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

h. A change in the natural functioning of an old growth ecosystem? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

5. Wildlife 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. 	Change in the diversity or distribution of species, or numbers of any

species of animals (birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and
 
shellfish, benthic organisms, insects, mammals, amphibians or
 
microfauna)?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

b. 	Reduction of the number of any unique, rare or endangered species
 
of animals?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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c.	 Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result in a
 
barrier to the migration or movement of animals?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

d. Deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat quantity or quality? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

6. Noise 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Increases in existing Community Noise Equivalency Levels (CNEL)
 
beyond those permitted in the applicable Plan Area Statement,
 
Community Plan or Master Plan?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

c.	 Single event noise levels greater than those set forth in the TRPA
 
Noise Environmental Threshold?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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7. Light and Glare 

Will the proposal: 

a. Include new or modified sources of exterior lighting? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

b. Create new illumination which is more substantial than other lighting,

if any, within the surrounding area?
 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

c.	 Cause light from exterior sources to be cast off -site or onto public
 
lands?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

d. Create new sources of glare through the siting of the improvements
 
or through the use of reflective materials?
 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

8. Land Use 

Will the proposal: 

a. Include uses which are not listed as permissible uses in the 
applicable Plan Area Statement, adopted Community Plan, or Master 
Plan? 

Yes No 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Data 
Insufficient 
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b. Expand or intensify an existing non-conforming use?
 

9. Natural Resources 

Will the proposal result in: 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

a. A substantial increase in the rate of use of any natural resources? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

b. Substantial depletion of any non-renewable natural resource? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

10. Risk of Upset 

Will the proposal: 

a. 	Involve a risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous
 
substances including, but not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or
 
radiation in the event of an accident or upset conditions?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

b. Involve possible interference with an emergency evacuation plan? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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11. Population
 

Will the proposal: 

a. 	Alter the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the human 
population planned for the Region? 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

b. 	Include or result in the temporary or permanent displacement of 
residents? 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

12. Housing 

Will the proposal: 

a. 	 Affect existing housing, or create a demand for additional housing? 

To determine if the proposal will affect existing housing or create a 
demand for additional housing, please answer the following 
questions: 

(1) 	Will the proposal decrease the amount of housing in the Tahoe 
Region?

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

(2) Will the proposal decrease the amount of housing in the Tahoe 
Region historically or currently being rented at rates affordable by 
lower and very-low-income households?

Yes

No, With 
Mitigation 

Number of Existing Dwelling Units: 

Number of Proposed Dwelling Units:0 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 
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 b. 	 Will the proposal result in the loss of housing for lower-income and
 
very-low-income households?
 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

13. Transportation/Circulation 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Generation of 100 or more new Daily Vehicle Trip Ends (DVTE)? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

b. Changes to existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

c.	 Substantial impact upon existing transportation systems, including
 
highway, transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

d. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people 
and/or goods? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

e. Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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f.	 Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or
 
pedestrians?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

14. Public Services 

Will the proposal have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for
new or altered governmental services in any of the following areas?
 

a. Fire protection? 

b. Police protection? 

c. Schools? 

d. Parks or other recreational facilities? 

e. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 
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f. Other governmental services?
 

15. Energy 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

b. Substantial increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or

require the development of new sources of energy?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

16. Utilities 

Except for planned improvements, will the proposal result in a need for
 
new systems, or substantial alterations to the following utilities:
 

a. Power or natural gas? Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

b. Communication systems? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

c. Utilize additional water which amount will exceed the maximum 
permitted capacity of the service provider? 

Yes No 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Data 
Insufficient 
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d. Utilize additional sewage treatment capacity which amount will 
exceed the maximum permitted capacity of the sewage treatment 
provider?
 

e. Storm water drainage?
 

f. Solid waste and disposal? 

17. Human Health 

Will the proposal result in: 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

a. Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard (excluding
 
mental health)? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

b. Exposure of people to potential health hazards? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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18. Scenic Resources/Community Design 

Will the proposal: 

a. 	Be visible from any state or federal highway, Pioneer Trail or from 
Lake Tahoe? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

b. 	Be visible from any public recreation area or TRPA designated 
bicycle trail? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

c.	 Block or modify an existing view of Lake Tahoe or other scenic vista 
seen from a public road or other public area? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

d. 	Be inconsistent with the height and design standards required by the 
applicable ordinance or Community Plan? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

e. 	Be inconsistent with the TRPA Scenic Quality Improvement Program 
(SQIP) or Design Review Guidelines? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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19. Recreation 

Does the proposal: 

a. Create additional demand for recreation facilities? 

b. Create additional recreation capacity? 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Yes 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Yes 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

c. Have the potential to create conflicts between recreation uses, either 
existing or proposed? 

Yes No 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Data 
Insufficient 

d. Result in a decrease or loss of public access to any lake, waterway, 
or public lands? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

20. Archaeological/Historical 

a. Will the proposal result in an alteration of or adverse physical or 
aesthetic effect to a significant archaeological or historical site, 
structure, object or building? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

TRPA--IEC 17 of 25 4/9/02 



b. Is the proposed project located on a property with any known

cultural, historical, and/or archaeological resources, including
 
resources on TRPA or other regulatory official maps or records?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

c.	 Is the property associated with any historically significant events
 
and/or sites or persons?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

d. 	Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change
 
which would affect unique ethnic cultural values?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

e. 	Will the proposal restrict historic or pre-historic religious or sacred
 
uses within the potential impact area?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

21. Findings of Significance. 

a. 	Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish population to
 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
 
major periods of California or Nevada history or prehistory?
 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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b. 	Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the 
disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals? (A short-term 
impact on the environment is one which occurs in a relatively brief, 
definitive period of time, while long-term impacts will endure well into 
the future.) 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

c.	 Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (A project may impact on two or more 
separate resources where the impact on each resource is relatively 
small, but where the effect of the total of those impacts on the
environmental is significant?) 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

d. 	Does the project have environmental impacts which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human being, either directly or 
indirectly? 

Yes 

No, With 
Mitigation 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 

No 

Data 
Insufficient 
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DECLARATION: 
I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits present the data and information required for this initial 
evaluation to the best ofmy ability, and that the facts, statements, and information presented are true and correct to the best of my knowledge 
and belief. 

Signature:  (Original signature required.) 

Date:At
Person Preparing Application County

Applicant Written Comments: (Attach additional sheets if necessary)


See attached sheets for Environmental Impacts
 

Print Form 

TRPA--IEC 20 of 25 4/9/02 



FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
 

Date Received:  By: 

Determination: 

On the basis of this evaluation: 

a. The proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment 
and a finding of no significant effect shall be prepared in accordance with
TRPA's Rules of Procedure. 

Yes No 

b. The proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, but 
due to the listed mitigation measures which have been added to the project, 
could have no significant effect on the environment and a mitigated finding
of no significant effect shall be prepared in accordance with TRPA's Rules 
and Procedures. 

Yes No 

c. The proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment and 
an environmental impact statement shall be prepared in accordance with
this chapter and TRPA's Rules of Procedure 

Yes No 

Date: 
Signature of Evaluator
 

Title of Evaluator
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ADDENDUM FOR TRANSFERS/CONVERSIONS OF USE
 

The following is to be used as a supplemental checklist for the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Initial 
Environmental Checklist (IEC). It is to be used when reviewing any transfer pursuant to Chapter 34 of the 
Code of Ordinances or Conversion of Use pursuant to Chapter 33 of the Code of Ordinances. Any question 
answered in the affirmative will require written documentation showing that the impacts will be mitigated to 
a less than significant level. Otherwise, an environmental impact statement will be required. 

The asterisk (*) notes threshold subjects. 

a) Land * 
Does the proposal result in any additional land coverage? 

Yes No 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Data 
Insufficient 

b) Air Quality * 
Does the proposal result in any additional emission? 

Yes No 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Data 
Insufficient 

c) Water * 
Does the proposal result in any additional discharge that is in 
violation of TRPA discharge standards? 

Yes No 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Data 
Insufficient 

d) Does the proposal result in an increase in the volume of discharge?
 

e)	 Noise * 
Does the proposal result in an increase in Community Noise 
Equivalency Level (CNEL)? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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f) Aesthetics * 
Does the proposal result in blockage of significant views to Lake 
Tahoe or an identified visual resource? 

Yes No 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Data 
Insufficient 

g) Recreation * 
Does the proposal result in a reduction of public access to public 
recreation areas or public recreation opportunities? 

Yes No 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Data 
Insufficient 

h) Land Use 
Does the converted or transferred use result in a use that is not 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Community Plan or Plan 
Area Statement? 

Yes No 

No, With 
Mitigation 

Data 
Insufficient 

i) Population 
Does the proposal result in an increase in the existing or planned 
population of the Region? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

j) Housing 
Does the proposal result in the loss of affordable housing? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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k)	 Transportation 
Does the proposal result in the increase of100 Daily Vehicle Trip 
Ends (DVTE)? 

NoYes 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

standards? 

m) Utilities 
Does the proposal result in additional water use? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

n) Does the proposal result in the need for additional sewer treatment?
 

o)	 Historical 
Does the proposal result in the modification or elimination of a 
historic structure or site? 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 

Yes No 

No, With Data 
Mitigation Insufficient 
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DECLARATION: 
I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits present the data and information required for this initial 
evaluation to the best of my ability, and that the facts, statements, and information presented are true and correct to the best of my knowledge 
and belief. 
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Environmental Impacts 
Herewith are written comments supporting the “Yes” and “No, with Mitigation” responses found 
on the TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist for the Kings Beach Water Quality and Stream 
Environment Zone Improvement Project. 

1. Land 
1.c. Will the proposal result in unstable soil conditions during or after completion of the 
proposal? No, with Mitigation. Geologic impacts are analyzed in the Kings Beach Water Quality and 
Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance Document, incorporated herein by 
reference. Following implementation of the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
prescribed in that document, the Project would not result in unstable soil conditions during or after 
completion of the project. 

1.d. Will the proposal result in changes in the undisturbed soil or native geologic 
substructures or grading in excess of 5 feet? Yes, but no adverse impact will occur. Changes in 
undisturbed soil will occur where improvements are proposed on California Tahoe Conservancy 
(CTC) or US Forest Service land. Erosion control features that are proposed on these lands include 
basins, rock lined channels, swales, sediment traps, rock bowls, earthen berms and storm drain 
pipes. Basins, rock bowls, sediment traps, and storm drain pipes may require grading in excess of 5 
feet. Areas that are disturbed will be revegetated with native vegetation and will increase the ability 
of the land to infiltrate storm water. All excavations will be completed in a manner that abides by 
TRPA Code of Ordinances 64.7 for interception of groundwater and depth. Since the project is 
installing necessary measures to improve water quality, findings (64.7A(2)(e)) can be made to allow 
interception of groundwater if a dewatering plan is in place. Excavations for basins will be 
performed when the groundwater table is seasonally low, however, a dewatering plan will be part of 
the SWPPP. The overall goal of the project is to decrease erosion and increase soil stability and the 
proposed improvements are necessary to achieve this. 

2. Air Quality 
2.e. Will the proposal result in increased use of diesel fuel? Yes. The construction of the project 
will require the use of construction equipment, which will require the use of diesel fuel. While the 
project will not result in any long-term demand for diesel fuel, the construction activities will require 
a temporary increase of diesel fuel use. 

3. Water Quality 
3.a. Will the proposal result in changes in currents, or the course or direction of water 
movements? Yes, but no adverse impact will occur. Impacts to hydrology and water quality are 
analyzed in the Kings Beach Water Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental 
Compliance Document, incorporated herein by reference. Following implementation of the Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures prescribed in that document, the Project would not result 
in adverse changes in currents, or the course or direction of water movements. 

3.c. Will the proposal result in alterations to the course or flow of 100-year flood waters? No, 
with Mitigation. Impacts to hydrology and water quality are analyzed in the Kings Beach Water Quality 
and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance Document, incorporated herein 
by reference. Following implementation of the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation 
Measures prescribed in that document, the Project would not result in permanent alterations to the 
course or flow of 100-year flood waters. 

3.e. Will the proposal result in discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface 
water quality, including but not limited to temperature, dissolved oxygen or turbidity? No, 
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with Mitigation. The purpose of Project improvements is to improve the quality of stormwater and 
snowmelt runoff from County roads through the use of infiltration, detention, and settling basins. 
Over the long term, water quality will improve. Construction activities however, have the potential 
of impacting water quality in the short-term during storm events or accidental fuel spills from 
construction equipment. Also, construction-related activities for the creek enhancement work 
include diverting Griff Creek in two places, installing bypass pipe, removing existing culverts, and 
installing new open-arch culverts. These activities could potentially cause erosion and impact water 
quality. 

Placer County will require the contractor to implement BMPs that specifically address threats to 
water quality. Temporary erosion control measures will be implemented based on TRPA 
requirements. 

Placer County staff and/or contractor will have access to a turbidity meter at all times. Turbidity 
readings will be conducted as often as necessary to ensure compliance with all applicable water 
quality standards. Should turbidity data indicate non-compliance, Placer county staff and/or 
contractor will initiate remedial action to address the threat to water quality. Griff Creek flows will 
be monitored and diversion activities will take place when the creek is at base flow. 

3.f. Will the proposal result in alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground water? Yes, 
but no adverse impact will occur. Groundwater elevations range from approximately 2.5-feet below 
ground surface (BGS) to 9-feet BGS with elevations fluctuating from highs in the late winter and 
spring to lows in the summer and fall. The project includes basins, rock bowls, swales, and rock 
lined channels to treat and infiltrate surface water. These improvements will likely intercept some 
ground water when the water table is high and possibly convey or temporarily hold it. Installation of 
storm drains, infiltration trenches, and other Project appurtenances may affect groundwater flow in 
the Project Area or create preferential groundwater flow pathways.  

Proposed improvements will not adversely affect or interfere with groundwater recharge or cause a 
net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. Some of the 
proposed improvements will spread flow to increase infiltration to the groundwater. The proposed 
improvements would increase the local water table elevation. However, no adverse effects on the 
surrounding water table or water quality are anticipated. 

3.j. Will the proposal result in the potential discharge of contaminants to the groundwater or 
any alteration of groundwater quality? No, with Mitigation. Hazard impacts are analyzed in the 
Kings Beach Water Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance 
Document, incorporated herein by reference. Following implementation of the Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures prescribed in that document, the Project would not result 
in the potential discharge of contaminants to the groundwater or any alteration of groundwater 
quality. 

4. Vegetation 
4.b. Will the proposal result in removal of riparian vegetation or other vegetation associated 
with critical wildlife habitat, either through direct removal or indirect lowering of the 
groundwater table? No, with Mitigation. Impacts to biological resources are analyzed in the Kings 
Beach Water Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance Document, 
incorporated herein by reference. Following implementation of the Avoidance, Minimization and/or 
Mitigation Measures prescribed in that document, the Project would not result in permanent 
removal of riparian vegetation or other vegetation associated with critical wildlife habitat. The result 
of the restoration will be improved riparian vegetation and wildlife habitat. 
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4.d. Will the proposal result in change in the diversity or distribution of species, or number 
of any species of plants (including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, micro flora and aquatic 
plants)? No, with Mitigation. Impacts to biological resources are analyzed in the Kings Beach Water 
Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance Document, incorporated 
herein by reference. Following implementation of the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation 
Measures prescribed in that document, the Project would not result in adverse change in the 
diversity or distribution of species, or number of any species of plants. 

4.e. Will the proposal result in reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered 
species of plants? No, with Mitigation. Impacts to biological resources are analyzed in the Kings 
Beach Water Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance Document, 
incorporated herein by reference. Following implementation of the Avoidance, Minimization and/or 
Mitigation Measures prescribed in that document, the Project would not result in permanent 
reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered species of plants. 

4.f. Will the proposal result in removal of stream bank and/or backshore vegetation, 
including woody vegetation such as willows? No, with Mitigation. See 4.b. 

6. Noise 
6.a. Will the proposal result in increases in existing Community Noise Equivalency Levels 
(CNEL) beyond those permitted in the applicable Plan Area Statement, Community Plan or 
Master Plan? No, with Mitigation. Noise impacts to are analyzed in the Kings Beach Water Quality and 
Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance Document, incorporated herein by 
reference. Following implementation of the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
prescribed in that document, the Project would not result in increases in existing Community Noise 
Equivalency Levels (CNEL) beyond those permitted in the applicable Plan Area Statement, 
Community Plan or Master Plan. 

10. Risk of Upset 
10.a. Will the proposal involve a risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances 
including, but not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or radiation in the event of an 
accident or upset conditions? No, with Mitigation. Hazard impacts to are analyzed in the Kings 
Beach Water Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance Document, 
incorporated herein by reference. Following implementation of the Avoidance, Minimization and/or 
Mitigation Measures prescribed in that document, the Project would not result in a risk of an 
explosion or the release of hazardous substances. 

13. Transportation/Circulation 
13.b. Will the proposal result in changes to existing parking facilities, or demand for new 
parking? No, with Mitigation. Transportation impacts to are analyzed in the Kings Beach Water 
Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance Document, incorporated 
herein by reference. Following implementation of the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation 
Measures prescribed in that document, the Project would not result in permanent changes to 
existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking. 

18. Scenic Resources/ Community Design 
18.a. Will the proposal be visible from any state or federal highway, Pioneer Trail or from 
Lake Tahoe? Yes, but no adverse impact will occur. Features of the project will be visible from 
both State Route (SR) 28 and SR 267. Outfall structures will be visible from Lake Tahoe. Some of 
the existing outfalls would be upgraded for increased volume, but the locations and overall aesthetic 
appearance of the outfall structures would remain the same. No additional outfalls to Lake Tahoe 
would be constructed. None of the other facilities, such as detention basins and rock bowls, would 
be visible from Lake Tahoe. 
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All of these proposed structures will meet the design guidelines set forth in the TRPA Code of 
Ordinances and are permissible uses according to the Kings Beach Community Plans and the 
applicable Plan Area Statements. Furthermore, many of the improvements will be below ground. In 
addition, several Project features, including detention basins and earthen berms, would be 
constructed in areas where existing conditions are disturbed and where existing views consist of 
weedy vegetation, rubble piles, and fill. All above ground improvements will be less than two feet 
high and would be painted or formed to match surrounding structures, vegetation or natural 
features. Therefore, addition of Project features would result in a net long-term aesthetic 
improvement over existing conditions when constructed and maintained in conformance with the 
design of the proposed Project. 

18.b. Will the proposal be visible from any public recreation area or TRPA designated 
bicycle trail? Yes, but no adverse impact will occur. Some of the proposed improvements (outfalls) 
will be visible from the Kings Beach State Recreation Area (KBSRA). As stated in 18.a, Some of the 
existing outfalls would be upgraded for increased volume, but the locations and overall aesthetic 
appearance of the outfall structures would remain the same. No additional outfalls to Lake Tahoe 
would be constructed. None of the other facilities, such as detention basins and rock bowls, would 
be visible from the KBSRA. All of these proposed structures will meet the design guidelines set 
forth in the TRPA Code of Ordinances and are permissible uses according to the Kings Beach 
Community Plans and the applicable Plan Area Statements.  

19. Recreation 
19.c. Does the proposal have the potential to create conflicts between recreation uses, either 
existing or proposed? Yes, but no long-term adverse impact will occur. The project construction 
will include construction with the Kings Beach recreational area, including the boat launch and state 
park/beach area. The construction will be limited to the installation of storm drainage pipe, 
manholes, filtration systems and upgrading the outfalls to the Lake. These installations will require 
temporary closures of the facilities (each area closed for up to 3 weeks total for the construction of 
the project) and will be during off peak times (May 1 – Memorial day or Labor day to October 15) in 
order to minimize the impact to the recreating public. 

19.d. Does the proposal result in a decrease or loss of public access to any lake, waterway, or 
public lands? Yes. See response to 19.c above. 

20. Archeological/Historical 
20.b. Is the proposed project located on a property with any known cultural, historical, 
and/or archaeological resources, including resources on TRPA or other regulatory official 
maps or records? Yes, but no adverse impact will occur. Impacts to cultural resources are analyzed 
in the Kings Beach Water Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance 
Document, incorporated herein by reference. Following implementation of the Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures prescribed in that document, the Project would not result 
in adverse impacts to cultural, historical, and/or archaeological resources. 

21. Findings of Significance 
21.a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range 
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California or Nevada history or prehistory? No, with Mitigation. Impacts to biological 
and cultural resources are analyzed in Sections 4.5 and 4.6, respectively, of the Kings Beach Water 
Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance Document, incorporated 
herein by reference. Following implementation of the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation 

IEC-4 November 2008 



  

 

 

Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project Final Environmental Compliance Document 

Measures prescribed in that document, the Project would not degrade the biological or cultural 
resources in the Project area. The Project would in fact result in environmental benefits to biological 
resources, hydrology and water quality. 

21.c. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (A project may impact on two or more separate resources where the impact 
on each resource is relatively small, but where the effect of the total of those impacts on the 
environmental is significant?) No, with Mitigation. Cumulative impacts are evaluated in Section 
4.21 of the Kings Beach Water Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental 
Compliance Document, incorporated herein by reference. Following implementation of the Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures prescribed in that document, the Project would not result 
in cumulatively considerable impacts. 

21.d. Does the project have environmental impacts which will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? No, with Mitigation. Following 
implementation of the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures prescribed in the Kings 
Beach Water Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project Environmental Compliance Document 
(incorporated herein by reference), the Project would not result in substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly. Project impacts to people in the area, including but not 
limited to those related to aesthetics, air quality, climate change, environmental justice, hazardous 
materials, noise, population, housing, public services, traffic, utilities and service systems, will be less 
than significant or nonexistent. 
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APPENDIX B: 

KINGS BEACH W.I.P. REPORTS (SUMMARIZED) 

This environmental document frequently refers to information found in several technical hydrology 
reports that were developed specifically for the Project. Summaries of those documents are provided 
here. Complete copies are available from Placer County. 

NOTE: the references cited in these summaries do not correspond to the references listed in 
Section 9 of this environmental document. To see correct lists of the references cited in these 
summaries, please refer back to the complete copies available from Placer County. 
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Appendix B-1 
Summary of Final SEZ Existing Conditions and 

Alternatives Report 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report focuses on analyses and alternatives development for the Griff Creek and Coon Street 
SEZs within and up-gradient of the Kings Beach commercial and residential areas.  

An SEZ is a natural stream and its drainage, including associated marshes and meadows. SEZs 
comprise only about 11% of the total land area of the Tahoe Basin. Preservation of the natural 
pollutant treatment and runoff conveyance provided by SEZs are considered essential to Lake 
Tahoe’s water clarity, as these areas remove sediment and adsorbed contaminants from upland 
runoff before it reaches sensitive lentic environments. Besides providing water quality benefits, 
SEZs have important wildlife, scenic, and recreational values. 

Detailed assessments of the sediment production, and ecological and pollutant filtering attributes 
of two SEZs mapped by the TRPA were analyzed as part of this project. These include: 

1.	 The lower west fork of Griff Creek from its mouth at Lake Tahoe upstream to the southern 
boundary of the CTC-owned parcel (approximately 8,500 ft), and 

2.	 The Coon Street SEZ within the Kings Beach subdivision that roughly parallels Coon Street 
and crosses Speckled Avenue near Fox Street (approximately 3,500 ft). 

The SEZ assessments included analyses required to gather the information necessary to identify 
alternatives and develop a recommended SEZ improvement plan that could: 

1.	 Improve lake and stream water quality benefits, 

2.	 Increase channel stability and natural stream geomorphic processes, 

3.	 Improve riparian and fish habitat, including removal of barriers to fish migration, 

4.	 Restore wet meadows/wetlands, 

5.	 Protect sensitive species, 

6.	 Provide cost benefits in consideration of all applicable TRPA threshold benefits, 

7.	 Enable compatibility with the recommended project for improvement of subdivision runoff 
prior to discharge to Lake Tahoe, and 

8.	 Generate cooperation of stakeholders, including local residents. 

During the course of development of this report, several existing literature sources related to 
Griff Creek SEZ restoration were reviewed to understand the extent of available information and 
its relevance to the project: 

• TRPA Kings Beach Community Plan 

• TRPA Griff Creek Environmental Improvement Plan Assessment – Project 410 
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•	 Griff Creek Erosion Control Project – Water Quality Monitoring Report: Water Years 
1985-1993 

•	 Brockway Salvage Timber Sale – Water Quality Monitoring Report: Water Years 1991-
1998 

•	 Wolf Street Stream Zone Restoration Project 

•	 Griff Creek Dam Removal and Channel Reconstruction – 199 

•	 Task 8 Draft Report: Griff Creek Permitting Consultation and Hydraulic Analysis – March 
2003 

•	 Forest Habitat Enhancement Program – Environmental Documentation and Related 
Studies Being Prepared by EDAW, Inc. for the California Tahoe Conservancy 

•	 Mainstream Restoration – Preliminary Griff Creek SEZ Restoration Work: 2004-2005 

Each of the literature sources listed above is summarized in this report. ENTRIX also 
coordinated with other groups currently working on, or have recently worked on, restoration 
projects in the Griff Creek watershed. 

GRIFF CREEK SEZ 

This report describes the Griff Creek environmental setting, including watershed area, elevation, 
soils, historic disturbance, geology, geomorphology and riparian vegetation.  

Griff Creek is a steep mountain stream that flows from its headwaters at over 9,600 ft 
downstream through mostly forested terrain before passing through urbanized Kings Beach and 
out into Lake Tahoe (median lake elevation of 6225.6 NGVD29 ft). Griff Creek’s relief is nearly 
3,400 ft in approximately 4.2 miles, with an average valley slope of 15%. The majority of the 
watershed is USFS land, with some large forested parcels that are owned by the CTC. 
Development is minimal in the USFS and CTC land, and is primarily limited to old logging and 
fire access roads. 

The Griff Creek channel has been subjected to relocation, straightening, widening, deepening, 
and rip-rapping (i.e., channelization). Past and ongoing watershed disturbances have altered the 
flow and sediment balance of Griff Creek, resulting in degraded channel form and lost ecological 
integrity within the SEZ. Almost all development is within the lower one-third of the Griff Creek 
watershed. The development includes the Kings Beach commercial and residential areas that 
extend north up Highway 267 to the Canterbury Drive crossing with Griff Creek. Urban 
encroachment has caused the most obvious degradation of the SEZ ecosystem in the lower third 
of the watershed. Most of Griff Creek downstream of Speckled Avenue, particularly the right 
bank (direction looking downstream), has infrastructure, such as homes, businesses, backyards, 
and parking lots, very near or directly against the channel. Most of this infrastructure has been 
constructed on imported fill that eliminated SEZ areas and laterally confined the channel. In 
addition, five road crossings have contributed to the channel and floodplain degradation. All of 
these road crossings have eliminated or reduced floodplain connectivity, and many have 
undersized, failing culverts that degrade the channel and negatively affect fish passage. Riparian 
vegetation in the existing SEZ consists primarily of willows and alders (with cottonwoods, 
aspens, pines, firs, and/or incense cedar interspersed) of varying densities and widths, depending 
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on the extent of development adjacent to the channel, valley width, slope, and channel form 
(single or multi-channeled). 

Analyses of channel bed slope, channel morphology, riparian vegetation, floodplain connectivity, 
and urban encroachment were all utilized to develop the project channel reaches. A total of 15 
Griff Creek reaches have been designated between Lake Tahoe and Canterbury Drive (Table 
ES-1). The objective of creating the reach breaks is to organize the creek into areas operating 
under similar processes and exhibiting similar channel and floodplain conditions. Organization 
of the channel into reaches is intended to facilitate the identification of opportunities and 
constraints to developing restoration alternatives. 

A hydraulic model of Griff Creek was created (using HEC-RAS) to determine the average flow 
at which overbanking occurs, and estimate the shear stress for incipient bed sediment motion. 
The conclusions from the overbank analysis are: 

1.	 There is effectively no potential for overbanking (except for the in-channel sediment basin) 
in the channel constructed as part of Placer County’s 1984 Phase I Erosion Control Project 
(Lake Tahoe to RS 9+95), 

2.	 Channel incision is most severe from upstream of the constructed channel (RS 9+95) to 
around RS 14+00. Overbanking into the left floodplain is estimated to occur once every 6 to 
8 years. 

3.	 Although the channel is degraded between RS 14+00 and RS 19+50, it is less incised than 
immediately downstream and likely floods once every 4 to 5 years. Flood channels in the left 
floodplain have eliminated some of the potential for erosion in the primary channel. 

4.	 Urban encroachment and fill on the right bank for most of Griff Creek downstream of Dolly 
Varden Avenue has eliminated almost all potential for floodplain connectivity. 

5.	 A rock-lined channel and urban encroachment along the right bank upstream of Dolly 
Varden Avenue have reduced overbanking frequency and floodplain area. The greatest 
potential for improving floodplain connectivity in this area is on the left bank near the Wolf 
Street fill removal area. 

6.	 Incision of the flood channels in the meadow upstream of Speckled Avenue has reduced the 
potential for flooding of this area. 

7.	 The primary channel upstream of Speckled Avenue exhibits little evidence of recent 
degradation. 
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Table ES-1. Griff Creek Geomorphic Reach Breaks 

Reach # DS RS US RS Length (ft) 
Channel 
Planform 

Reach 
Bed 

Slope 

Geomorphic 
Channel 

Type 

Average 
Overbank 

Flow 
Estimate 

(cfs) 

Estimated Overbank 
Frequency 

(years) 
Reach Characteristics 

1 

2 

0 

2+17 

2+17 

5+20 

217 

303 

Primary 

Primary 

0.03 

0.01 

Riffle-step 

Plane-bed 

2,000 

1,000 to 1,200 

> 100 

45 

A steep channelized reach constructed in 1984 as part of the Placer County Phase I Erosion Control Project. Rip-rapped banks in 
trapezoidal channel with very high conveyance capacity. 
A channelized reach immediately DS of the Hwy 28 bridge constructed in 1984 as part of the Placer County Phase I Erosion 
Control Project . Rip-rapped banks in trapezoidal channel with very high conveyance capacity. A lower bed slope than DS reach 
enables minor incipient floodplain formation. Poor aquatic habitat value because of the high volume of silt/clay material 
overlying very coarse bed material throughout reach. 

3 5+20 7+88 268 Primary 0.01 Riffle-step 400 to 500 9 to 10 A channelized reach immediately US of the Hwy 28 bridge constructed in 1984 as part of the Placer County Phase I Erosion 
Control Project . Rip-rapped banks in trapezoidal channel with very high conveyance capacity. Reach contains the in-channel 
sediment retention basin also constructed as part of the 1984 project. 

4 7+88 9+95 207 Primary 0.034 Riffle-step 500 9 to 10 The US reach boundary at RS 995 marks the most upstream extent of the channelized reach constructed in 1984 as part of the 
Placer County Phase I Erosion Control Project. Rip-rapped banks in trapezoidal channel with very high conveyance capacity. 

5 9+95 14+85 490 Primary 0.024 Riffle-step 125 to 300 4 to 8 The DS reach boundary at RS 995 marks the end of the rip-rapped, trapezoidal channel constructed in the 1984 Placer County 
Phase I Erosion Control Project. This is the most incised reach in the project area. Overbank discharges in the lower half of the 
reach are about 250 to 300 cfs, which only occur about ever 7 to 8 years. This is also the first reach from the lake that is a source 
of fine grained sediment. Channel banks are not protected continuously with rip-rap, and show evidence of undercutting and 
bank collapse. Cut tree stumps in the channel indicate the channel may have recently occupied this location, or has widened 
substantially. Remnant channels in the abandoned floodplain left of the channel further suggest the channel has been relocated, 
or because of incision and increased flow conveyance capacity of the active channel, the remnant channels are very infrequently 
flooded. The parcels left of XS 16 and XS 17 cut-off a potential flooplain connection with the active flooplain US of this reach. 

6 14+85 21+80 695 Primary, Flood 0.024 Riffle-step (Cascade DS 
of Dolly Varden 

Avenue) 

100 to 150 4 to 5 The first area of active floodplain from the lake is located left of the channel between RS 1485 and Dolly Varden Avenue. 
During annual high flow the left culvert outlet at Dolly Varden Avenue diverts approximately 20% of the total Griff Creek flow 
into a flood channel and down into the left active floodplain. Since the floodplain conveys a portion of the high flow, the 
primary channel is less incised in this reach than in the reach downstream with no floodplain connection. Inundation of the 
floodplain is primarily from the flood channels, since the primary channel is still incised and infrequently overbanks. Some 
sections of the primary channel's banks are undercut with exposed tree roots, while other sections have been protected by rip-rap 
placed along banks near homes. 

7 21+80 23+20 140 Primary, Secondary 0.024 Riffle-step 150 to 175 4 to 5 Immediately upstream of Dolly Varden Avenue, at RS 2275, the primary channel splits around a residential driveway into 2 
perennial channel branches. The primary channel stays to the left, and the secondary rock-lined channel heads to the right under 
a separate culvert at Dolly Varden Avenue. All throughout this reach, the channel is heavily encroached upon along the right 
bank by residences and rip-rap. The Wolf Street fill removal project created the opportunity for relatively frequent overbanking 
into the left floodplain on CTC property near RS 2300. As a result, the channel is less incised where high flows can spill out 
onto the floodplain. Upstream of RS 2300 the creek's left bank is located on private property and away from the fill removal 
project, resulting in less opportunity for overbanking onto the left floodplain and a more incised channel than downstream. 

8 23+20 27+40 420 Primary 0.024 Riffle-step 100 4 Homes are much further set back from the channel's right bank than in the reach downstream. Lots of woody debris is scattered 
throughout the channel. Channel banks are natural and exhibit some evidence or prior instability, but are not a substantial 
sediment source. Water velocities slow in this reach as some of the flow spreads out and floods small floodplain benches 
adjacent to the channel. However, the larger floodplain surface to the left between the channel and Wolf Street is flooded less 
infrequently than in the reach downstream. 

9 27+40 28+15 75 Primary 0.085 Cascade > 1000 > 50 A steep reach with flow from Speckled Avenue culverts cascading over large bed material. No floodplain because of the 
confining left and right bank fill associated with the Speckled Avenue road crossing. 
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Table ES-1. Griff Creek Geomorphic Reach Breaks (continued) 

Reach # DS RS US RS 
Length (ft) Channel 

Planform 

Reach 
Bed 

Slope 

Geomorphic 
Channel 

Type 

Average 
Overbank 

Flow 
Estimate 

(cfs) 

Estimated 
Frequency 

(years) Reach Characteristics 

10 28+15 32+00 385 Primary, Flood 0.035 Riffle-step 90 to 150 4 to 5 Urban encroachment along Griff Creek upstream of Speckled Avenue is minimal compared to reaches downstream. Most homes 
near the creek are located up on hillslopes away from the banks and out of any potential floodplain. During annual high flows at 
RS 3200, about 25% of Griff Creek's total flow is diverted by large wood in the channel down a flood channel to the right. The 
flood channel flows to the right and into a meadow where it splits into two flood channels. The two flood channels eventually 
join together again before flowing into a small culvert at Speckled Avenue. The flood channels are incised and infrequently 
overbank onto the meadow (about once every 3 to 4 years). Incision of the flood channels may be related to an undersized 
culvert at Speckled Avenue. Rock grade control constructed in the flood channel in the past appears to have halted continued 
upstream advancing channel incision. The primary channel is largely laterally confined by the left valley wall and an upland 
island that separates the channel from the flood channels in the meadow to the right. 

11 

12 

32+00 

41+55 

41+55 

50+80 

955 

925 

Primary, Flood 

Primary 

0.035 

0.05 

Step-pool 

Riffle-step 

40 to 100 

40 to 100 

3 to 4 

3 to 4 

The East Fork Griff Creek confluences with Griff Creek in this reach. At RS 4155 (XS 40), a low-water bridge spanning the 
West Fork Griff Creek backs up water and diverts a portion of the annual high flow left into a flood channel. The primary 
channel has locally widened around the bridge since the very low capacity bridge lying directly on the bed forces a portion of the 
flow around the bridge. The West Fork Griff Creek flood channel traverses to the left until confluencing with the East Fork Griff 
Creek. The East Fork Griff Creek captures the flood water and conveys it downsteam until confluencing with the West Fork 
Griff Creek at RS 3450. Downstream of the confluence, Griff Creek is single thread. Some evidence of bank undercutting 
suggests the channel may have downcut somewhat in the past. Yet, overall the channel banks in this reach are well vegetated 
and are not a significant sediment source. Although much of the valley floor vegetation in this reach is composed of riparian 
species, it appears that they are hydrologically supported by groundwater instead of frequent channel overbanking. Several large 
channel steps are located throughout the reach, some of which appear to be artifically constructed (near XS 36). Many of the tall 
natural steps are composed of, or were augmented by large wood in the channel. 
The West Fork Griff Creek is single thread throughout the entire reach. Urban encroachment is mostly limited to two homes on 
the creek's right bank near cross-sections 41 and 42. A culvert is positioned longitudinally in the chanel along the right bank at 
XS 41. This culvert may have been placed for bank protection, or could be a remnant of the road that used to cross the channel at 
this location to access the former dump site on the left side of the valley. Fill used to construct the old road disrupts the 
hydrologic connection between left floodplain up and downstream of the road. The channel is more steep and laterally confined 
by valley walls in this reach compared to reaches downstream. Opportunities for overbanking onto floodplain are limited to 
small pockets along the creek. There is a lot of wood in the channel, and little evidence of channel instability.  

13 50+80 54+00 320 Primary, Secondary 0.05 Cascade, Step-pool 30 to > 1,000 2 to > 50 The channel immediately downstream of Cambridge Drive is steep with cascading flow over large bed material. Near RS 5280, 
the channel slope decreases substantially and the flow splits into two channels in an open grassy area with large cut tree stumps. 
The majority of the water flows down a steep channel along the base of the left valley wall. The rest of the water continues down 
a less steep channel along the base of the right valley wall. These two heavily wooded channels confluence at RS 5080. The 
nature of the land use disturbance at the head of these two split channels, and its role in the dynamics of the split channels is not 
clear. Since the left primary channel has a much steeper slope, it has the potential to capture all of the flow in the future. 

14 54+00 64+25 1025 Primary, Secondary, 
Flood 

0.07 Step-pool 40 to 100 3 to 4 The West Fork Griff Creek continues to steepen upstream in this reach. During annual high flow at RS 6425, a portion of the 
total channel flow is diverted into a flood channel. This flood channel traverses to the right, splits into two channels for a 
distance, and remains along the base of the right valley wall before confluencing with the primary channel just upstream of the 
culverts at Cambridge Drive. Evidence of channel instability is minimal in this reach. The apartment complex located along the 
entire right valley is elevated far enough up the hillslope that it does not directly impact the channel or floodplain. The primary 
channel that flows along the base of the left valley wall has large steps composed mainly of large cobbles and small boulders, as 
well as large wood. Overbanking does not appear to occur very frequently. Instead, high flows are routed down secondary of 
flood channels. 

15 64+25 73+50 925 Primary 0.068 Step-pool 40 to 100 3 to 4 The entire channel in this reach is single thread. Urban encroachment is limited to an apartment complex located away from the 
channel and floodplain on the right valley hillslope, and a water tower on the right bank at RS 6765 (XS 66). The water tower 
cuts into the small riparian corridor along the right bank. The channel has downcut near the water tower, likely because of the 
tower's constriction of flood flows. The right hillslope upstream of RS 6700 has large unvegetated sections near the channel that 
could deliver fine sediment to the channel from hillslope runoff. 
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In addition to the detailed SEZ assessments, a stream reconnaissance of the West and East Forks 
of Griff Creek up to their headwaters was conducted to better understand watershed processes 
that may ultimately impact lower Griff Creek SEZ conditions. The overall conclusion of the 
upper watershed assessment is that nothing observed in Griff Creek’s East Fork and West Fork 
(upstream of the project boundary at Lake Vista Road) watersheds should affect the SEZ 
restoration planning downstream in the project area. Very few raw sediment sources resulting 
from human disturbance were observed. The channel morphology does not indicate that the 
upper Griff Creek system is transporting a large slug of sediment downstream. It is expected that 
under the prevailing conditions, the sediment supply delivered to Griff Creek from higher up in 
the watersheds should not radically deviate from the existing condition. 

COON STREET SEZ 

This report also describes the Coon Street SEZ environmental setting. The Coon Street 
watershed is located east of Griff Creek in Kings Beach. The watershed drains about 287 acres of 
land and empties into Lake Tahoe. Most of the upper Coon Street watershed is forested land 
owned by the USFS. Approximately the lower third of the watershed is in heavily urbanized 
Kings Beach. The Coon Street drainage is seasonal; water only flows through the drainage 
during spring snowmelt runoff and after large rainstorms. 

Opportunities for restoration of the Coon Street SEZ are largely limited to highly fragmented 
open fields along the drainage’s course in parcels that have not been developed. For much of the 
drainage, water is conveyed through rock lined ditches along the side of the road, in backyards, 
in-between homes and businesses, and through culverts under roads. At the intersection of Brook 
Avenue and Coon Street, the drainage goes subsurface and does not reemerge until the south side 
of Highway 28 on a beach at Lake Tahoe. 

The overall conclusions of the Coon Street SEZ assessment are: 

1.	 Little potential exists for sediment and pollutant storage within the SEZ from Rainbow Ave 
to the outflow at Lake Tahoe as the flow is subsurface. 

2.	 The ecology, hydrology, and geomorphology of the Coon Street SEZ is adversely affected by 
culverts, rip-rap, drainage ditches, and development that confine the flow to the channel and 
constrict the floodplain to relatively small areas or no floodplains through most of the reach. 
Floodplain connectivity is minimal. 

3.	 A few open lots (fields) occur which support some riparian species that could potentially be 
restored to support native riparian species and to facilitate sediment and pollutant storage. 

RESTORATION ALTERNATIVES 

This report concludes with identification of Griff Creek and Coon Street SEZ restoration 
alternatives. Twenty priority areas (“enhancement sites”) have been identified for Griff Creek in 
which improvements could be implemented to improve water quality, geomorphic channel 
stability, floodplain connectivity, riparian habitats, and fish passage.  

GRIFF CREEK SEZ RESTORATION ALTERNATIVES 

Table ES-2 presents the Griff Creek SEZ restoration alternatives. 
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COON STREET RESTORATION ALTERNATIVES 

Three alternatives are presented for improving the water pollutant filtering capabilities and 
habitat value of the Coon Street SEZ. The potential for restoring SEZ along the Coon Street 
drainage is much more limited than along Griff Creek. Much of the Coon Street SEZ is very 
highly encroached upon by urban development. Existing parcels that are not developed and have 
the potential to provide water pollutant filtering and riparian habitat are very fragmented. On 
Griff Creek, many of the homes and businesses are located on hillslopes away from the channel. 
This is largely not the case on Coon Street. Most of the infrastructure is directly adjacent to and 
at the same elevation as the ditches and channels. The very close proximity of the infrastructure 
to the channel is a major constraint on proposing alternatives that would increase the amount of 
overbanking in the open fields and elevate flooding risks. 

Alternative 1 

Many of the culverts along the Coon Street drainage are in poor condition. They are either 
blocked with debris or are undersized and do not provide the level of flow conveyance necessary. 
Natural channels in open fields along the drainage are typically incised up and downstream of 
culverts. Replacing the culverts with larger capacity, bottomless culverts would enable a better 
hydrologic transition up and downstream of culvert crossings. An increase in conveyance 
capacity may prevent further degradation of the channels.  

Alternative 2 

Similar to Alternative 1, replace the culverts with larger capacity, bottomless culverts that would 
enable a better hydrologic transition up and downstream of culvert crossings. In addition, add 
roughness elements (e.g., large wood, rock) to the channels to promote more frequent 
overbanking. This option would likely require flood protection measures, such as constructing 
levees, to protect adjacent properties from flooding. 

Alternative 3 

Replace culvert crossings with bridges to provide a floodplain connection beneath road 
crossings. This alternative would be most effective if strategic parcels that are currently 
developed could be acquired and converted into new SEZ habitat. The new SEZ habitat could be 
linked with existing open fields to create a more contiguous SEZ with much greater potential for 
pollutant filtering and ecological value. 
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Table ES-2. Griff Creek SEZ Alternatives Descriptions 
Enhancement 

Site ID Enhancement Opportunity Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
1 Griff Creek downstream of Highway 28 is a trapezoidal, rip-

rapped channel constructed in 1984 as part of Placer County’s 
Phase I Erosion Control Project. Because of the channel’s high 
conveyance capacity, a 50 to 100 year flow event is needed for 
overbanking to occur, limiting any SEZ connection. The high 
terrace east of the channel has little ecological value and no Griff 
Creek pollutant filtering potential. 

Excavate a portion of the left bank fill on the large Placer County 
owned parcel east of the channel to create a new floodplain 
surface. Construct a levee around the perimeter of the new inset 
floodplain to provide flood protection for adjacent properties and 
infrastructure. Remove the left bank rip-rap to enhance fish habitat 
and enable lateral channel movement. 

Excavate a portion of the left bank fill on both the Placer County 
and CTC parcels east of the channel to create a new floodplain 
surface. Construct a levee around the perimeter of the new inset 
floodplain to provide flood protection for adjacent properties and 
infrastructure. Remove left bank rip-rap to enhance fish habitat 
and enable lateral channel movement. Construct a flood channel to 
divert some of Griff Creek’s high flow into a wet meadow where 
pollutants could be filtered. Provide a water treatment area in the 
new floodplain for Secline Street runoff. 

2 Highway 28 culverts do not meet conveyance requirements of 
CALTRANS and the Placer County SWMM (Mactec, 2003). 
Furthermore, they prevent any potential floodplain connectivity up 
and downstream of Highway 28. 

Replace the two 30-inch circular culverts with an additional arch 
culvert to enhance flow conveyance capacity. 

Replace the arch and circular culverts with channel spanning, 
natural bottom culverts to enhance fish passage and improve 
conveyance capacity. 

Replace all culverts with a bridge that would enable floodplain 
connectivity up and downstream of Highway 28. This alternative 
is contingent on removing the fill east of the channel at Site 3 and 
creating a new floodplain. 

3 The function of the in-channel sediment basin upstream of 
Highway 28 has the potential to be enhanced. The trapezoidal, rip-
rapped channel constructed 1984 as part of Placer County’s Phase 
I Erosion Control Project upstream of Highway 28 has high flow 
conveyance capacity and only overbanks approximately every 9 to 
10 years. 

Develop a management plan for the in-channel sediment basin. 
The USFS (1995) water quality study indicated that the ability of 
the basin to trap sediments diminished rather quickly after filling 
up with sediment. Periodic dredging of the basin could enable 
increased sediment deposition and pollutant filtering.  

Excavate a portion of the large Placer County parcel east of the 
channel to create a new floodplain surface. Remove the left bank 
rip-rap to enhance fish habitat and enable lateral channel 
movement. Construct a flood channel that would divert some of 
the high flow into the new floodplain where sediment and 
pollutants could be deposited and stored.  

Excavate a substantial portion of the large Placer County parcel 
east of the channel to create a new floodplain surface. Construct a 
levee around the perimeter of the new inset floodplain to provide 
flood protection to adjacent properties. Reconfigure the existing 
channel by constructing a new primary and flood channel(s) in the 
new floodplain. This alternative is contingent on constructing a 
bridge at Highway 28 to enable floodplain connectivity up and 
downstream of the bridge. 

4 This is the most incised Griff Creek reach and the largest channel 
source of fine-grained sediment from bank failure. Parcels on both 
sides of the channel are privately-owned. The land east of the 
channel is largely an undeveloped, abandoned floodplain with 
remnant channels. The primary channel overbanks into the 
abandoned floodplain about once every 4 to 8 years. 

Construct in-channel grade control features (e.g., check dams, 
rock weirs, large wood) to prevent additional potential incision. 
Structures would also add channel roughness that would decrease 
channel capacity and enable overbanking to occur at a lower 
discharge. Construct bank stabilization along sections of the 
eroding banks (e.g., rock wall, large wood, and bioengineering).  

Obtain a drainage easement along the left bank and excavate a 
portion of the left bank to create a new inset floodplain re
connected to the existing primary channel. Possibly divert some of 
the high flow in the primary channel upstream into the remnant 
channels. Construct bank stabilization along sections of the 
eroding banks (e.g., rock wall, large wood, and bioengineering). 

Purchase all of the parcels east of the channel. Lower the surface 
of these parcels through excavation, fill the existing primary 
channel, and constructed a new primary channel and flood 
channel(s) through the inset floodplain. 

5 Two parcels between cross-sections 16 and 17 disconnect the 
longitudinal connectivity of the left floodplain. Upstream of these 
parcels, the floodplain is active, with fairly regular overbanking 
events. The abandoned floodplain downstream of these parcels is 
not inundated as frequently. Griff Creek is incised in this reach 
and has sections of unstable banks. 

Construct in-channel grade control features (e.g., check dams, 
rock weirs, large wood) to prevent additional potential incision. 
Structures would also add channel roughness that would decrease 
channel capacity and enable overbanking to occur at a lower 
discharge. Construct bank stabilization along sections of the 
eroding banks (e.g., rock wall, large wood, and bioengineering). 

Obtain a drainage easement along the left bank and excavate a 
portion of the left bank to create a new inset floodplain re
connected to the existing primary channel. The new floodplain 
would provide a link with the active floodplain upstream and the 
abandoned floodplain downstream. Construct bank stabilization 
along sections of the eroding banks (e.g., rock wall, large wood, 
and bioengineering). 

Purchase the two parcels east of the main channel. Remove the fill 
at these parcels, fill the existing primary channel, and construct a 
new primary channel and flood channel(s) through the inset 
floodplain. This would enable connection of the existing flood 
channels in the active floodplain upstream and remnant channels 
in the abandoned floodplain downstream. 

6 The land east of the channel is active floodplain. Griff Creek 
channel incision is less in this reach than downstream. The 
channel overbanks into the floodplain about once every 4 to 5 
years. The floodplain is actively supported by diversion of some of 
the high flow at Dolly Varden Avenue into a flood channel that 
traverses through the floodplain. Overbanking of the flood 
channel(s) currently provides the best pollutant filtering 
opportunity on lower Griff Creek. 

Construct in-channel grade control features (e.g., check dams, 
rock weirs, large wood) to prevent additional potential incision. 
Structures would also add channel roughness that would decrease 
channel capacity and enable overbanking to occur at a lower 
discharge. 

Reconfigure the connection between the flood channel and left 
culvert outlet at Dolly Varden Avenue to activate the flood 
channels at lower magnitude flows, and divert a higher percentage 
of high flows into the flood channel. May require flood protection 
measures for property located adjacent to the flood channels. 

This alternative is contingent upon replacing the culverts at Dolly 
Varden Avenue with a bridge, and removal of the parcels east of 
the channel at cross-sections 16 and 17. A new bridge at Dolly 
Varden Avenue would enable a better hydrologic connection up 
and downstream of the road. Similar to Alternative 2, modify the 
head of the flood channels so they receive flow more often. In 
addition, reconstruct the downstream end of the flood channels so 
they would continue to flow through the excavated parcels at 
cross-sections 16 and 17 and into the re-activated floodplain 
downstream. 

7 These culverts are a barrier to floodplain flow. The right culvert 
outlet at Dolly Varden Avenue is suspended about 1 ft above the 
channel bed, and is a barrier to fish passage. 

Reconstruct the left culvert to enhance fish passage and improve 
conveyance capacity. 

Replace the culverts with channel spanning, natural bottom 
culverts to enhance fish passage and improve conveyance 
capacity. 

Replace the culverts with a bridge. This option would expand the 
active floodplain downstream of Dolly Varden Avenue to 
upstream of the road, and enhance fish passage and conveyance 
capacity. 
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Table ES-2. Griff Creek SEZ Alternatives Descriptions (continued) 
Enhancement 

Site ID Enhancement Opportunity Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
8 Urban encroachment along Griff Creek’s right bank is dramatic in 

this reach. Although Griff Creek is less incised upstream of Dolly 
Varden Avenue compared to reaches downstream, existing 
overbank opportunities are still limited, and only occur about once 
every 4 to 5 years. A great opportunity is available to enhance the 
hydrologic connectivity between the channel and the undeveloped 
CTC land east of the channel. 

Construct in-channel structures (e.g., check dams, rock weirs, 
large wood) to prevent additional potential incision. Structures 
would also add channel roughness that would decrease channel 
capacity and enable overbanking onto the CTC property east of 
the channel to occur at a lower discharge. May require flood 
protection measures for property located very close to the right 
channel bank. 

Near XS 25, where Griff Creek’s left bank is adjacent to the CTC 
property east of the channel (Wolf Street fill removal site), 
overbanking occurs relatively frequently (about every 2 to 3 
years). Upstream of XS 25, the channel is disconnected from the 
fill removal site, and becomes more incised. Obtain a drainage 
easement to excavate a portion of the left bank on private property 
to create a new floodplain surface. 

Similar to Alternative 2, obtain a drainage easement to excavate a 
portion of the left bank on private property to create a new 
floodplain surface. In addition, construct a flood channel through 
the land east of the channel that would connect with the active 
floodplain east of the channel downstream of Dolly Varden 
Avenue. This alternative is contingent upon replacing the Dolly 
Varden Avenue culverts with a bridge. 

9 The culverts at Speckled Avenue are in poor condition. The small 
circular culvert right of the main channel that conveys water from 
the meadow flood channels is undersized. Incision of the meadow 
flood channels may be related to the configuration of this culvert. 
The flood channel culvert outlet is submerged under high flow and 
provides poor fish passage. The right culvert of the two twin main 
channel culverts is blocked and does not convey any flow. 

Reconfigure the flood channel culvert so it is no longer submerged 
during high flow. Also, clean out the blocked main channel culvert 
so it conveys flow. 

Replace the culverts with channel spanning, natural bottom 
culverts to enhance fish passage and improve conveyance 
capacity. 

Replace the culverts with a bridge. This option would expand the 
active floodplain downstream of Speckled Avenue to upstream of 
the road, and enhance fish passage and conveyance capacity. 

10 The flood channels in the meadow upstream of Speckled Avenue 
exhibit evidence of prior channel incision, possibly related to 
constriction at the road culverts. This incision appears to have 
been halted by constructed rock grade control. The existing flood 
channels overbank about every 3 to 4 years. An opportunity exists 
to increase the frequency of overbanking into the large grassy 
meadow with high pollutant filtering potential. 

Construct in-channel structures (e.g., check dams, rock weirs, 
large wood) to add channel roughness that would decrease channel 
capacity and enable more frequent flood channel overbanking onto 
the grassy meadow. 

Obtain a drainage easement to excavate a portion of left and right 
banks in the private property to create an inset floodplain and 
increase overbanking onto the meadow. 

Purchase the private parcel and excavate a substantial portion to 
increase overbanking onto the meadow. In conjunction with 
replacing the Specled Avenue culverts, reconfigure the flood 
channel connection with the primary channel. 

11 Although a flood channel diverts a portion of Griff Creek’s high 
flow at XS 40, overbanking of water into low velocity areas that 
would enable settling of pollutants occurs rather infrequently in 
this area. The flood channel may have been the historic primary 
channel. 

Construct in-channel structures (e.g., check dams, rock weirs, 
large wood) to add channel roughness that would decrease channel 
capacity and enable more frequent overbanking of the primary and 
flood channel. 

Most of the land in this area is owned by the Sierra Pacific Power 
Company. The rest is owned by the CTC and a private individual. 
An opportunity exists to excavate a portion of the land between 
the primary channel and flood channel to increase the frequency of 
overbanking. 

Make the existing flood channel the primary channel. The new 
primary channel would potentially have to be enlarged to provide 
channel stability. This would enable more frequent overbanking 
since the flood channel has a lower capacity than the primary 
channel. Maintain the existing primary channel as the new flood 
channel. 

12 A large step in the channel near XS 39 is a potential fish passage 
barrier. 

Reduce the step height by placing rock or large wood in the 
channel downstream of the step. 

13 A low-water crossing at XS 40 that diverts a portion of the high 
flow into a flood channel is a barrier to fish passage. 

Reconfigure the low-water crossing by elevating the bridge higher 
over the channel bed to enable fish passage. 

Remove the bridge and replace with a natural bottom low-water 
crossing. 

Remove the bridge entirely and restore channel morphology. 

14 A culvert is lying longitudinally on the channel bed against the 
right bank at this location. The purpose of the culvert’s placement 
is not certain. It may have been placed in the channel to provide 
bank protection, or could be a remnant from the historic road that 
used to cross Griff Creek here. Fill used to construct the old road 
east of the channel is a hydrologic barrier to floodplain flow. 

Remove the culvert and, if necessary, provide bank stabilization 
(e.g., rock, large wood, bioengineering). 

Remove the culvert and, if necessary, provide bank stabilization 
(e.g., rock, large wood, bioengineering). In addition, remove the 
old road fill that is a barrier to floodplain flow. 

15 The channel splits at this location. Most of the flow is diverted 
into the steeper channel at the base of the east valley wall. An 
existing grassy meadow located at the channel split is an 
opportunity to increase pollutant filtering. 

Reconfigure the channel split to enable more of the flow to be 
diverted down the west channel. This would increase overbanking 
into the grassy meadow. 

Excavate a shallow depression near the channel split to allow 
more overbank water to pond into a wet meadow and settle out 
pollutants. 

16 The twin circular culverts at Cambridge Drive could be a fish 
passage barrier. 

Reconfigure the channel downstream of the culverts to increase 
flow depths at the culverts outlets. 

Replace the culverts with channel spanning, natural bottom 
culverts to enhance fish passage and improve conveyance 
capacity. 

Replace the culverts with a bridge. This option would expand the 
active floodplain downstream of Cambridge Drive to upstream of 
the road, and enhance fish passage and conveyance capacity. 

17 A large step in the channel near XS 56 is a potential fish passage 
barrier. 

Reduce the step height by placing rock or large wood in the 
channel downstream of the step. 

18 A roadside drainage problem was observed during spring 
snowmelt flows on the road west of the low-water crossing. 

Fill in the road gully and prevent Griff Creek water from flowing 
down the road. 

19 The NTPUD water tower east of the channel that cuts into the 
floodplain and constricts flood flow conveyance has resulted in 
some local channel incision. 

Construct in-channel structures (e.g., check dams, rock weirs, 
large wood) to prevent additional potential incision. 

20 The single circular culvert at Canterbury Drive constricts Griff 
Creek floodplain and is a potential fish passage barrier at high 
flows. 

Replace the culvert with a channel spanning, natural bottom 
culvert to enhance fish passage and improve conveyance capacity. 

Replace the culvert with a bridge. This option would expand the 
active floodplain downstream of Canterbury Drive to upstream of 
the road, and enhance fish passage and conveyance capacity. 
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 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report describes the existing hydrologic conditions in the Kings Beach Watershed 
Improvement Program (WIP) area.  The WIP is a component of the Kings Beach Commercial 
Core Improvement Project (CCIP) which is focused on improving transportation facilities, 
aesthetics, and storm water quality within the Kings Beach Commercial Core area.  Reducing 
erosion and runoff from the WIP area and providing more opportunities for infiltration and 
treatment will improve stormwater runoff to Lake Tahoe. 

This report describes the estimated annual runoff from the Kings Beach area and also the runoff 
from specific storm events at various locations in the watersheds.  Furthermore, the report 
summarizes field observations of pollutant sources. 

Data sources used in the analysis include the Tahoe Basin soil survey, estimates of impervious 
surface developed by Desert Research Institute, the Placer County Stormwater Management 
Manual, field observations of runoff patterns and characteristics, and runoff estimation tools such 
as HEC-HMS and the SWQIC spreadsheet models. 

The WIP area is comprised of two main watersheds: Griff Creek and Kings Beach.  The Kings 
Beach is further subdivided into the Deer, Bear, Coon, Fox, Beaver, and Park subbasins.  The 
annual runoff characteristics were assessed using these subbasins. 

ANNUAL RUNOFF 

Using the SWQIC runoff spreadsheet (SWQIC 2004), the annual runoff characteristics of the 
basins were estimated.  The model uses historic rainfall and generalized watershed conditions. 
Data for the model were developed from the GIS database of land use, impervious surfaces, and 
soils in the area. 

The statistical results of the hydrology spreadsheet model are summarized below. 

Mean Annual Precipitation = 26 inches1 

Average Event Volume = 0.29 inches 
Average Event Duration = 6.08 hours 
Average Inter-Event Duration = 74.25 hours 
Average Number of Events per Year = 74.2 

(1 – Source: Oregon State University, 2002) 

Exceedance Probability 

Intensity, in/hr 
Volume, in 

5% 10% 50% 
0.26 
1.24 

0.18 
0.81 

0.09 
0.18 
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EVENT-BASED RUNOFF 

The response of the WIP area to specific rainfall events was estimated with the model HEC-
HMS. Model parameters were estimated from field observations and the Placer County 
Stormwater Management Manual.  The seven subbasins in the Kings Beach watershed were 
further subdivided to reflect specific hydrologic controls. 

Simulations were performed for the following events: 

• 2-year, 1-hour storm 

• 2-year, 72-hour storm 

• 25-year, 1-hour storm 

• 25-year, 72-hour storm 

Model results indicate that runoff from the Griff Creek watershed had the largest runoff peak and 
volume for the specific events (Table ES-1 and Table ES-2). 

Table ES-1. Total Runoff Volume for Simulated Storms (acre-feet). 

Sub-Basin1 2-Year / 1-Hour 2-Year / 72-Hour 25-Year / 1-Hour 25 Year / 72-Hour 

Griff Creek Outlet 2.0 513.4 4.4 1770.4 
Deer Outlet 1.0 13.8 2.4 36.2 
Bear Outlet 0.5 26.0 2.1 73.0 
Coon Outlet 1.0 62.7 3.6 171.8 
Fox Outlet 0.9 13.5 2.6 39.9 
Beaver Outlet 0.4 19.2 1.2 54.4 
Lakefront Basins 
Secline 1 Outlet 0.1 4.4 0.2 9.5 
Brockway 1 Outlet 0.0 2.1 0.1 4.7 
Brockway 2 Outlet 0.1 4.4 0.3 9.6 
Fox 3b Outlet 0.0 1.7 0.1 3.8 
Park 1 Outlet 0.7 48.0 3.0 108.8 
Park 2 Outlet 0.2 6.8 0.5 14.5 
1 – Outlet refers to the total watershed contributing to Lake Tahoe.  For example, Griff Outlet is the contribution of the entire Griff Creek 
watershed to the lake. 
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Table ES-2. Peak Discharge for the Simulated Storms. 

Sub-Basin1 

2-Year / 
Peak 

Flow (cfs) 

1-Hour 
Time to 

Peak 
(min) 

2-Year / 72-Hour 
Peak 

Flow (cfs) 
Time to 

Peak 
(min) 

25-Year / 1-Hour 
Peak 

Flow (cfs) 
Time to 

Peak 
(min) 

25 Year / 
Peak 

Flow (cfs) 

72-Hour 
Time to 

Peak 
(min) 

Griff Outlet 18.4 68 329.1 810 53.8 50 1199.6 805 
Deer Outlet 18.8 48 18.3 720 50.4 44 41.0 720 
Bear Outlet 13.2 78 30.0 720 48.0 54 76.8 720 
Coon Outlet 27.4 92 69.5 750 125.4 68 169.5 745 
Fox Outlet 21.2 54 22.1 725 62.2 44 50.4 720 
Beaver Outlet 10.8 64 22.9 720 28.7 44 60.1 720 
Lakefront 
Basins 
Secline 1 
Outlet 

1.0 60 4.4 720 5.2 34 9.1 720 

Brockway 1 
Outlet 

0.4 60 2.2 720 2.1 36 4.5 720 

Brockway 2 
Outlet 

1.4 32 4.4 720 5.7 36 9.1 720 

Fox 3b Outlet 0.4 30 1.8 720 2.2 32 3.6 720 
Park 1 
Park 2 

13.5 
3.2 

60 
32 

46.2 
6.7 

720 
720 

74.7 
10.5 

32 
34 

96.9 
13.7 

720 
720 

1 – Outlet refers to the total watershed contributing to Lake Tahoe.  For example, Griff Outlet is the contribution of the entire Griff Creek 
watershed to the lake. 

Land use conditions for the WIP area data were estimated from the GIS database and field 
observations. The land use conditions and the results of the annual hydrograph spreadsheet 
model were utilized in the SWQIC water quality spreadsheet.  The spreadsheet model estimated 
pollutant loading based on land use, runoff conditions, and the connection between land areas 
and discharge points (Table ES-3). The results indicate that while the Griff Creek watershed 
produces the largest volume of sediment and other pollutants, the pollutant loading as a function 
of contributing area is the smallest.  The Coon subbasin produces the highest suspended 
sediment load per acre.  The Bear and Park subbasins also produce significant sediment loads 
relative to contributing area. 

Potential sources of sediment and other pollutants were identified through extensive field 
analysis of the WIP area. 
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Table ES-3. Results of the Water Quality Loading Analysis. 

Water Quality Parameter Griff Deer 

Pollutant Load (tons/year) 
Bear Coon Fox Beaver Park 

NO3 0.006 0.002 0.002 0.006 0.003 0.002 0.003 

TKN 0.155 0.017 0.018 0.051 0.022 0.016 0.021 

SRP 0.020 0.002 0.002 0.007 0.002 0.002 0.003 

TP 0.052 0.011 0.009 0.027 0.014 0.010 0.010 

TSS 6.889 3.804 2.733 7.666 4.670 3.006 3.136 

Watershed Area (acres) 2815.29 61.09 133.15 355.79 82.61 94.10 125.29 

TSS Loading (lbs/acre) 4.9 124.5 41.1 43.1 113.1 63.9 50.1 
Source: SWQIC 2004. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of this report is to evaluate and identify a recommended restoration alternative for 
the Griff Creek SEZ within the Kings Beach WIP.  

The SEZ Existing Conditions and Alternatives Report (Placer County, 2006) identified 
opportunities and constraints for enhancing the Griff Creek SEZ. Twenty priority areas were 
identified in which water quality, geomorphic channel stability, floodplain connectivity, riparian 
habitats, and fish passage could be improved. These priority areas are referred to as enhancement 
sites. Each enhancement site has up to three alternatives that could be implemented (at some 
locations where fewer enhancement options are available, only one or two alternatives were 
developed). 

This report includes a series of planview figures depicting each alternative in groups of 3 to 4 
enhancement sites. The figures show general parcel ownership, existing and proposed stream 
channels, proposed road crossing modifications, constructed habitat, bank stabilization, grade 
control features, and proposed floodplain excavation. A series of cross-section drawings are also 
presented to illustrate the concepts of the alternatives at representative enhancement sites. The 
drawings are intended to show the major topographic changes that would occur between existing 
and proposed ground surfaces, and how these changes alter the relationship of typical annual 
snowmelt runoff with potential overbank areas.  

Each alternative was evaluated as Good, Better, or Best based on five criteria (Water Quality, 
Fish Passage and Habitat, Cost, Operation and Maintenance, and Feasibility). From the 
evaluation, a recommended alternative for each enhancement site was chosen. Table ES-1 
presents the recommended alternative for each enhancement site in the Griff Creek SEZ. 

EXCAVATION AND EASEMENTS FOR THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 

A concept-level hydraulic analysis was conducted to assess the viability of the recommended 
alternative, the size of needed channel and floodplain modifications, and the extent of easements 
needed to move the project forward. Easements will be needed whenever modifications are 
proposed for a parcel or access is required. It is assumed that easements for public land will be 
addressed through license agreements. Easements on private land will have to be negotiated with 
the property owner(s) and purchased at fair market value. 33 private parcels have been identified 
that will require easements. 

FUNDING AND PERMITTING 

Funding for design and construction will come from several sources. Potential funding sources 
are identified in Section 6.0. Permits necessary for this project are also listed in Section 6.0.  
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Table ES-1. Recommended Alternatives for Griff Creek Enhancement Sites 

Enhancement 
Site Number 

Enhancement Site Opportunity Recommended 
Alternative 

Recommended Alternative Description 

1 Griff Creek downstream of Highway 28 is a trapezoidal, rip-rapped channel 
constructed in 1984 as part of Placer County’s Phase I Erosion Control Project. 
Because of the channel’s high conveyance capacity, a 50 to 100 year flow event is 
needed for overbanking to occur, limiting any SEZ connection. The high terrace 
east of the channel has little ecological value and no Griff Creek pollutant filtering 
potential. Furthermore the uniform channel bed has little hydraulic diversity to 
support aquatic habitat and offers little fish refuge from high velocity streamflows. 

2 Excavate a portion of the left bank fill on the Placer County owned parcel east of the channel to 
create a new floodplain surface. Remove the left bank rip-rap to enhance fish habitat and enable 
lateral channel movement. Leave a buffer of existing high ground at the boundary with CTC land to 
provide flood protection for adjacent properties and infrastructure. 

While Alternative 3 would create a larger floodplain area, the added cost would not provide equally 
added water quality benefits. The CTC parcel is located relatively far from the primary channel and is 
located in the hydraulic shadow downstream of the gas station at the corner of Highway 28 and 
Secline Street. In addition, Alternative 2 would maintain the existing ground surface of the CTC 
parcel for potential future application in treating Secline Street runoff (e.g., sediment basin), which 
will be determined in the water quality alternatives component.  

Total estimated cost $63,750. 

2 Highway 28 culverts do not meet conveyance requirements of CALTRANS and the 
Placer County SWMM (MACTEC, 2003). Furthermore, they are a temporal barrier 
to fish passage and prevent any potential floodplain connectivity up and 
downstream of Highway 28. 

2 Replace the triple arch CMP culverts and twin circular CMP culverts with channel spanning, natural 
bottom culverts, such as a triple barrel concrete arch structure, to enhance fish passage and improve 
channel and floodplain conveyance capacity. 

The added cost of constructing a bridge (Alternative 3) would not provide equally added water 
quality benefits. Hydraulic connectivity between the proposed new floodplain excavations up and 
downstream of Highway 28 could be achieved by constructing multi-barrel natural bottom culverts. 
A bridge may be warranted if the gas station at the corner of Highway 28 and Secline Street were 
removed and a wider floodplain could be created 

Total estimated cost $746,250. 

3 The function of the in-channel sediment basin upstream of Highway 28 has the 2 Excavate a substantial portion of the large Placer County parcel east of the channel to create a new 
potential to be enhanced. The trapezoidal, rip-rapped channel constructed in 1984 floodplain surface. Remove the left bank rip-rap to enhance fish habitat and enable lateral channel 
as part of Placer County’s Phase I Erosion Control Project upstream of Highway 28 movement. Construct a floodplain swale that would divert some of the high flow into the new 
has high flow conveyance capacity and only overbanks approximately every 9 to floodplain where sediment and nutrients could be deposited and stored. Maintain and periodically 
10 years. dredge the in-channel sediment basin.  

Since Placer County owns this land, it is a great opportunity to create new floodplain. The option to 
maintain the existing in-channel sediment basin was chosen (as opposed to Alternative 3) because it 
has the potential to trap pollutants at low and high flows. Development of a management plan to 
periodically dredge the basin could enhance its effectiveness. The existing primary channel would be 
retained to make this alternative compatible with the recommended alternative upstream at 
enhancement site 4. 

Total estimated cost $52,500. 
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Table ES-1. Recommended Alternatives for Griff Creek Enhancement Sites (continued) 

Enhancement 
Site Number 

Enhancement Site Opportunity Recommended 
Alternative 

Recommended Alternative Description 

4 This is the most incised Griff Creek reach and the largest channel source of fine-
grained sediment from bank failure. Parcels on both sides of the channel are 
privately owned. The land east of the channel is largely an undeveloped, abandoned 
floodplain with remnant channels. The primary channel overbanks into the 
abandoned floodplain about once every 4 to 8 years. 

2 Obtain a drainage easement along the left bank and excavate a portion of the left bank to create a new 
inset floodplain re-connected to the existing primary channel. Possibly divert some of the high flow 
in the primary channel upstream into the remnant channels located in the northern half of the site. 
Construct bank stabilization along sections of the eroding banks (e.g., rock wall, large wood, and bio
engineering). 

While Alternative 3 would create a larger floodplain area, the added cost and lower feasibility would 
not provide equally added water quality benefits. The two downstream-most parcels in this 
enhancement site have existing homes. This property would likely have to be purchased if Alternative 
3 were implemented. By maintaining the primary channel in its current location and excavating a 
floodplain strip, this alternative has a greater feasibility of being accomplished through a drainage 
easement than Alternative 3. Much of the land in the enhancement site has healthy riparian 
vegetation, and excavating an extensive floodplain would remove this vegetation 

Total estimated cost $168,750. 

5 The two parcels in this area disrupt the longitudinal connectivity of the left 
floodplain. Upstream of these parcels, the floodplain is active, with fairly regular 
overbanking events. The abandoned floodplain downstream of these parcels is not 
inundated as frequently. Griff Creek is also incised in this reach and has sections of 
unstable banks. 

2 Excavate a portion of the left bank to create a new inset floodplain re-connected to the existing 
primary channel. The new floodplain would provide a link with the active floodplain upstream and 
the abandoned floodplain downstream. Construct bank stabilization along sections of the eroding 
banks (e.g., rock wall, large wood, and bio-engineering). 

This recommended alternative is compatible with the recommended alternatives up and downstream 
at enhancement sites 4 and 6. This alternative could be accomplished through a drainage easement, 
while Alternative 3 would likely require an entire private property purchase since there is a home on 
the downstream-most parcel. 

Total estimated cost $168.750. 

6 The land east of the channel is active floodplain. Griff Creek is less incised in this 
reach than downstream. The channel overbanks into the floodplain about once 
every 4 to 5 years. The floodplain is actively supported by diversion of some of the 
high flow at Dolly Varden Avenue into a flood channel that traverses through the 
floodplain. Overbanking of the flood channel(s) currently provides the best 
pollutant filtering opportunity on lower Griff Creek. 

2 In a slight modification of Alternative 2, construct a new floodplain swale just downstream of the 
Dolly Varden Avenue road crossing that would connect with the new floodplain swale proposed 
upstream at enhancement sites 7 and 8 (as originally proposed in Alternative 3). The new swale 
would divert a higher percentage of Griff Creek’s flow into the existing active floodplain. Also, 
construct in-channel grade control features (e.g., check dams, rock weirs, large wood) to prevent 
additional potential incision of the primary channel and downstream end of the floodplain swale. 
Structures would also add channel roughness that would decrease channel capacity and enable 
overbanking to occur at a somewhat lower discharge. 

This alternative is recommended because it would not only add bank stabilization and grade control 
features to arrest future primary channel incision, but it would also enhance flooding of the active 
floodplain without disturbing the existing healthy riparian vegetation community. 

Total estimated cost $112,500. 
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Table ES-1. Recommended Alternatives for Griff Creek Enhancement Sites (continued) 

Enhancement 
Site Number 

Enhancement Site Opportunity Recommended 
Alternative 

Recommended Alternative Description 

7 The culverts at Dolly Varden Avenue are a barrier to floodplain flow and provide 
poor fish passage and high flow conveyance. The right circular CMP culvert outlet 
at Dolly Varden Avenue is suspended about 1 foot above the low-flow water 
surface and is a barrier to fish passage. 

2 Make no modifications to the west secondary channel (enhancement site 8) and the right circular 
CMP culvert. Replace the left arch CMP culvert on the primary channel with a channel spanning, 
natural bottom culvert, such as a single or double barrel concrete arch structure, to enhance fish 
passage and improve channel and floodplain conveyance capacity. Install a separate box culvert for 
the new proposed floodplain swale upstream of Dolly Varden Avenue (enhancement site 8) to 
connect with the existing floodplain downstream. 

Total estimated cost $227,500. 

8 Urban encroachment along Griff Creek’s right bank and modification of the 
channel is extensive in this reach. Although Griff Creek is less incised upstream of 
Dolly Varden Avenue compared to reaches downstream, existing overbank 
opportunities are still limited, and only occur about once every 4 to 5 years. A great 
opportunity is available to enhance the hydrologic connectivity between the 
channel and the undeveloped CTC land east of the channel. 

3 Excavate a floodplain and new floodplain swale through the CTC’s property east of the main 
channel, including removal of a portion of the berm paralleling the upstream side of Dolly Varden 
Avenue. The existing ground on private property would remain as a vegetated island between the 
new floodplain and existing primary channel.  

The CTC-owned parcels east of Griff Creek at this site are a great opportunity for enhanced water 
quality. This alternative is recommended over Alternative 2 because it would not require purchasing 
easements of private property, and would cause minimal disturbance of the existing riparian 
vegetation. 

Total estimated cost $176,250. 

9 The culverts at Speckled Avenue are in poor condition. The small circular CMP 
culvert right of the main channel that conveys water from the meadow flood 
channels is undersized, its outlet is submerged, and provides poor fish passage. 
Incision of the meadow flood channels upstream of the culvert may be related to 
the configuration of this culvert. The right culvert of the two twin arch CMP main 
channel culverts is blocked and does not convey any flow. 

2 Replace the left twin arch CMP culverts with a channel spanning, natural bottom culvert, such as a 
concrete arch structure, to enhance fish passage and improve channel and floodplain conveyance 
capacity. Replace the right meadow circular culvert with a new box culvert. 

Total estimated cost $227,500. 

10 The flood channels in the meadow upstream of Speckled Avenue exhibit evidence 
of prior channel incision, possibly related to poor alignment with the road culverts. 
This incision appears to have been arrested by constructed rock grade control. The 
existing flood channels overbank about every 3 to 4 years. An opportunity exists to 
increase the frequency of overbanking into the large grassy meadow with high 
pollutant filtering potential. 

3 Construct an in-channel structure (e.g., check dams, rock weirs, large wood) to prevent additional 
future incision of the meadow channels. Also, excavate a relatively large floodplain in the area of 
meadow channels to increase overbanking onto the meadow. 

This alternative is recommended over Alternative 1 because excavating floodplain would be more 
effective at increasing overbanking frequency than construction of in-channel structures. The larger 
excavation area is recommended over the smaller area of Alternative 2 since it would create a 
continuous floodplain surface by connecting with the existing active floodplain upstream of the site. 

Total estimated cost $178,750. 
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Table ES-1. Recommended Alternatives for Griff Creek Enhancement Sites (continued) 

Enhancement 
Site Number 

Enhancement Site Opportunity Recommended 
Alternative 

Recommended Alternative Description 

11 Although a flood channel diverts a portion of Griff Creek’s high flow at upstream 
at enhancement site 14, overbanking of water into low velocity areas that would 
enable settling of pollutants occurs somewhat infrequently in this area. The existing 
flood channel may have been the historic primary channel. 

1 Construct in-channel structures (e.g., check dams, rock weirs, large wood) to add channel roughness 
that would decrease channel capacity and enable more frequent overbanking of the primary channel. 

The area between the existing primary and flood channels is healthy riparian vegetation. This 
alternative is recommended over Alternative 2 because it would not excavate floodplain and disturb 
the existing riparian vegetation for relatively small water quality gain. 

Total estimated cost $50,000. 

12 A large step in the channel is a potential fish passage barrier. 1 Reduce the step height by placing rock or large wood in the channel downstream of the step. 

Total estimated cost $18,750. 

13 A low-water bridge that diverts a portion of the high flow into a flood channel is a 
barrier to fish passage. 

3 Remove the bridge entirely and restore channel morphology. 

Unless this bridge is legal and access across it is required, it should be removed and not replaced. 

Total estimated cost $10,000. 

14 An old culvert is lying longitudinally on the channel bed against the right bank at 
this location. The purpose of the culvert’s placement is not certain. It may have 
been placed in the channel to provide bank protection, or could be a remnant from 
the historic road that used to cross Griff Creek. Fill used to construct the old road 
east of the channel is a hydrologic barrier to floodplain flow. 

2 Remove the culvert and, if necessary, provide bank stabilization (e.g., rock, large wood, bio
engineering). In addition, remove the old road fill east of the channel that is a barrier to floodplain 
flow. 

The historic road crossing of Griff Creek at this location no longer exists. It appears that the original 
function of this fill as an approach to the crossing is no longer necessary, and should be removed. 

Total estimated cost $12,500. 

15 The channel splits at this location. Most of the flow is diverted into the steeper 
channel at the base of the east valley wall. An existing grassy meadow located at 
the channel split is an opportunity to increase pollutant filtering. 

1 Reconfigure the channel split to enable more of the flow to be diverted down the west channel. This 
would increase overbanking into the grassy meadow. 

This alternative is the least costly, requires minimal engineering, and provides water quality benefit. 

Total estimated cost $5,000. 

16 The twin circular CMP culverts at Cambridge Drive are a fish passage barrier 
during high and low flows since the outlets are not at grade with the channel bed, 
and are a hydrologic barrier to floodplain connectivity. 

2 Replace the twin circular CMP culverts with a channel spanning, natural bottom culvert, such as a 
single or double barrel concrete arch structure, to enhance fish passage and improve channel and 
floodplain conveyance capacity. 

Total estimated cost $227,500. 

17 A large step in the channel is a potential fish passage barrier. 1 Reduce the step height by placing rock or large wood in the channel downstream of the step. 

Total estimated cost $10,000. 
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Table ES-1. Recommended Alternatives for Griff Creek Enhancement Sites (continued) 

Enhancement 
Site Number 

Enhancement Site Opportunity Recommended 
Alternative 

Recommended Alternative Description 

18 A roadside drainage problem was observed during spring snowmelt flows on the 
road west of the low-water crossing. 

1 Fill in the road gully and prevent Griff Creek water from flowing down the road and re-forming a 
gully. 

Total estimated cost $5,000. 

19 The North Tahoe Public Utility District (NTPUD) water tower east of the channel 
that cuts into the floodplain and constricts flood flow conveyance has resulted in 
some local channel incision. 

1 Construct in-channel structures (e.g., check dams, rock weirs, large wood) to prevent additional 
potential incision. 

Total estimated cost $15,000. 

20 The single circular CMP culvert at Canterbury Drive constricts Griff Creek 
floodplain and is a potential fish passage barrier at high flows. 

None Maintain existing culvert. 

The valley floor up and downstream of Canterbury Drive is steep and confined with little opportunity 
for flooding. Furthermore, Canterbury Drive is elevated on approximately 30 feet of road fill over 
Griff Creek. The cost of replacing the existing culvert would not provide equally added water quality 
benefits. 

Total estimated cost $0. 

Total estimated cost for recommended enhancement opportunities: $1,476,250 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Review Alternatives Memorandum evaluates the alternatives previously developed by 
Placer County for the Kings Beach Watershed Improvement Project (WIP).  These alternatives 
represent approaches to reducing the loading of sediment and nutrients originating in the WIP 
area that flow to Lake Tahoe. 

Additional data were collected that identified the sources of pollutants and the transport 
mechanisms in the WIP area.  As part of this Project, the initial alternatives were enhanced with 
the new data collected in 2005. From this effort, three enhanced alternatives emerged for the 
WIP.  This report presents the enhanced alternatives. 

The WIP area contains extensive undeveloped forestland to the north and east of the developed 
urban core. The urban core included homes, offices, stores, parks, and a major highway.  There 
is also undeveloped land in the urban core. Pollutants are generated in the urban core through 
soil erosion, road-sanding operations, application of fertilizer, and other urban uses (vehicle 
travel, pets, litter, garbage).  There are two approaches proposed in this report for controlling the 
pollutant loading: source control and treatment. 

This report lists the top 75 water quality problems in the WIP area that were identified in 
summer 2005, and proposes four methods of controlling the pollutants at the source.  These 
methods are: 

•	 Revegetate eroding areas in the right-of-way; 

•	 Prevent parking or vehicular travel off of paved surfaces; 

•	 Pave areas that are used for vehicular travel; and 

•	 Work with landowners to implement backyard Best Management Practices to control 
pollutants that originate from private parcels. 

Controlling pollutants at the source does not completely eliminate pollutant loading to the lake. 
Additional measures are proposed to convey, collect, and treat runoff.  Three alternatives are 
presented to collect and treat runoff.  They include: 

•	 Collect and treat runoff within small areas of each hydrologic sub-basin (localized approach); 

•	 Collect and treat runoff at the subbasin level (basin-wide approach); and 

•	 Use curb and gutter to direct runoff to several sand filters and settling basins to treat runoff 
from the WIP area (regional approach). 

Each of the three alternatives is combined with the source control solution to address the water 
quality issues in the WIP area.   

The next step is to develop and evaluate a final set of alternatives and select a preferred 
alternative. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Kings Beach Watershed Improvement Project (WIP) seeks to improve the quality of runoff 
that is generated in the Kings Beach watershed and flows to Lake Tahoe. Three alternatives to 
improve water quality in the Project area were developed and described in the Final Review 
Alternatives Memorandum (ENTRIX 2006a). The next step in development of the WIP is to 
select a Preferred Alternative by evaluating each alternative using a common set of criteria based 
on the goals of the WIP to determine which alternative best meets these goals. This document is 
a report on the results of the evaluation process. 

NOTE: Griff Creek and the Griff Creek sub-basin are located within the Kings Beach WIP; 
however, any proposed improvements to Griff Creek are described in the Final SEZ 
Improvement Plan, June 2006 (ENTRIX 2006b). 

The water quality alternatives consist of three urban approaches to address urban runoff volume 
and improve water quality based on land area. They are scaled from the smallest to the largest as 
follows:  

Alternative A: Localized approach; 

Alternative B: Basin-wide approach; and 

Alternative C: Regional approach. 

Briefly, the localized approach collects and treats urban runoff for areas smaller than the 
delineated sub-basins by promoting localized infiltration and treatment. These areas are 
approximately the size of a street block. The basin-wide approach collects and treats urban 
runoff at the sub-basin scale. The regional approach collects and treats urban runoff from the 
entire Project area and is treated by several sand filters, media filters, and holding tanks before 
discharging to the lake. 

SUMMARY OF EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The existing conditions in the Project area have been described in previous documents prepared 
for this Project. The data presented in the documents were used to initially develop the three 
Project alternatives and were additionally used in the evaluation of the alternatives. The primary 
data used in the evaluation are summarized below. 

• Surface Hydrology 

• Water Quality Pollutants 

• Land Use 

EVALUATION METHOD AND RANKING CRITERION 

The three alternatives were evaluated based on five ranking criteria that include water quality, 
capital cost, feasibility, operations and maintenance cost, and land acquisition. The criteria were 
then ranked using a one to five scale, with a five as the optimum rank and 1 as the least 
Kings Beach Watershed Improvement Project i November 2006 
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favorable. The evaluation methodology was described in a memorandum prepared by ENTRIX 
and reviewed by the Kings Beach TAC (ENTRIX 2006d). This methodology was used to 
evaluate and rank the three alternatives using existing conditions within the Project area as a 
basis for the qualitative and quantitative assessments relating to each alternative. 

A matrix approach was used to determine a numerical ranking for each of the five criteria. 
Quantitative measures used in the analysis include estimations of the percent reduction in 
pollutant loading, the total cost of construction, equipment, operation and maintenance, and the 
cost of land acquisition. Qualitative measures involving knowledge about the Project area, 
professional judgment as to the feasibility of BMPs, and applying agency and public comments 
received during Project coordination meetings were used in the evaluation. 

Additionally, a weighting factor based on TAC discussion and agreement, was integrated into the 
evaluation score. 

EVALUATION RESULTS AND THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The information, assumptions, and professional judgment included in this report were used to 
rank the three alternatives based on the five ranking criteria. A summary of the results is shown 
in Table ES-1. The rankings for each criterion were multiplied by the corresponding weighting 
value, then summed for an overall ranking. 

Table ES-1. Summary of Alternative Rankings. 

Evaluation Criteria Weighting Value Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C 

Water Quality 40% 1 3 2 

Capital Cost 20% 3 2 1 

Feasibility 10% 3.5 3.0 2.7 

Operations and 
Maintenance 20% 4 4 3 

Land Acquisition 10% 3 3 5 

Final Rank 2.45 3.0 2.37 

The final rankings indicate that Alternative B has the highest ranking, although all three 
alternatives rank similar in several criteria. Due to the similar rankings of all three alternatives, 
individual criteria such as water quality, cost, and cost benefit ratios are compared against the 
alternatives to develop the best alternative that represents the goals of Placer County and the 
TAC. The water quality simulations discussed in this report indicate that Alternatives A and B 
provide a means of reducing and treating the flow to the commercial core and Alternative C 
provides the best treatment opportunity within the commercial core. The water quality 
assessment also suggests that Alternative B provides the greatest reduction in fine sediment of 
the three alternatives, overall, and in the individual sub-basins. Alternative A and B are similar 
under several of the evaluation criteria such as O&M and Land Acquisition, but differ the most 
with the percent reduction in sediment loading. The unit cost per water quality benefit also shows 
that while Alternative B is more expensive than Alternative A, the benefits for improvement in 
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water quality are greater. The largest limitation to water quality improvement with Alternative C 
is that the localized water treatment facilities are limited by a 1 cfs capacity. 

The best approach to achieve water quality benefits may be separation and treatment of runoff 
within the primary land use categories (forest, residential, and commercial core). The reason is, 
even though treatment in the commercial core provides the best opportunity for water quality 
improvement, the commercial core system can be overwhelmed with the volume of runoff from 
the forest and the residential areas under Alternatives A and B. This suggests that a preferred 
strategy should be to remove the forest runoff from the residential and commercial treatment 
train, treat the residential area with Alternative B, and treat the commercial core with a 
combination of sand filters and media filters. The separation of runoff between the residential 
area and the commercial core reduces the volume of runoff treated by the sand and media filters, 
thereby reducing the volume of runoff that has to be bypassed due to the limited capacity of the 
sand and media filters.  

Therefore, the Preferred Project Alternative is Alternative B, the basin wide approach, with some 
additional media filters which are proposed in Alternative C. Alternative B would reduce fine 
sediment loads by 51 percent, and the addition of media filters at the bottom of the watershed 
would further reduce fine sediment loads to the lake.  

Elements of the Preferred Alternative would include: 

•	 Encouraging homeowner’s to install BMPs (source control); 

•	 Collecting forest runoff and conveyance to Griff Creek or Lake Tahoe; 

•	 Constructing grass-lined swales where they can be supported to convey runoff along the 
right-of-way and promote infiltration; 

•	 Constructing rock-lined channels to convey water along the right-of-way and promote 
infiltration; 

•	 Installing basins to collect and retain runoff; 

•	 Constructing infiltration galleries to retain runoff; and 

•	 Installing media filters to treat runoff from the commercial core and Brockway Vista 
Avenue. 

Kings Beach Watershed Improvement Project iii November 2006 
Final Evaluating Alternatives Technical Memorandum 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USFS) Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit 
(LTBMU) receives Erosion Control Grants money that provides Federal Assistance to local Tahoe Basin 
governments for erosion and sediment control projects that are located on non-Federal lands and that 
provide benefit to Federal land. This grant program is authorized under Section 7 of the Lake Tahoe 
Restoration Act (LTRA) (Public Law 106-506) and administered by the LTBMU using the Catalog of 
Federal Domestic Assistance number 10.672. These funds are available to the governing bodies of 
political subdivisions within the Lake Tahoe Basin for the purpose of planning, designing,  implementing, 
and monitoring urban erosion control water quality treatment projects. 

Accordingly, the LTBMU is providing funding for the water quality component of the Kings Beach 
Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project (Project); therefore, the Project is to comply with USFS 
funding regulations and obtain a Special Use Permit (SUP) from the LTBMU. Issuance of the SUP 
authorizes construction of erosion control measures on two USFS-LTBMU parcels, APN 090-030-033 
and APN 090-030-005. 

This Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation (BA/BE) analyzes potential effects of the Project in 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the requirements for interagency 
cooperation identified under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), as amended (16 U.S. 
Government Code [USC] 1536[a]). Additionally, this document is compliant with the Forest Service 
Manual 2672.42, which requires the consideration of impacts to federal species of concern, state 
candidate or listed threatened and endangered species, state species of special concern, and special 
interest plant species that have been identified by the LTBMU. The BA is concerned with species and 
critical habitat listed under the federal ESA as threatened or endangered, and species proposed for such 
listing, while the BE caters to USFS forest sensitive species. Together, the combined BA/BE provides a 
process through which ESA-listed, forest sensitive, and other special status species receive full 
consideration in the Project’s decision-making process.  

The following will be addressed via this document: 

o	 Species listed as threatened or endangered and critical habitat under the federal ESA, species 
proposed or a candidate for such listing, and designated critical habitat 

o	 USFS LTBMU sensitive species 
o	 Species listed as rare, threatened, or endangered under the California Endangered Species Act 

(CESA) 
o	 California species of special concern 
o	 California fully protected species 
o	 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) special interest species 

This document also contains a Management Indicator Species report, a Noxious Weed Risk Assessment, 
and a Willow Flycatcher Survey report. They are included as appendices at the end of this BA/BE. 

The Project is located in the Lake Tahoe Basin within the community of Kings Beach, Placer County, 
California (T16N, R17E, portions of the SE¼ of Section 12, portions of the NE¼ of Section 13; T16N, 
R18E, portions of the SW ¼ of Section 18, the NW ¼ of Section 19, portions of the NE ¼ section 19, 
portions of SW ¼ of section 19 and portions of the SE¼ of section 19). See Figures 1 and 2 below.  
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II. CONSULTATION TO DATE 

Pre-field Review of Existing Information 
Prior to implementation of field surveys of the LTBMU parcels and the entire Project area, a desktop 
review of existing information was performed for special status species. ENTRIX requested an official 
list of federally protected species for the Kings Beach (538A) and Martis Peak (554d) USGS 7 1/2’ 
quadrangles from the Sacramento Office of the USFWS. The USFWS provided the list on July 15, 2008, 
via the agency’s website: www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/. The results of this request are provided as 
Appendix D of this BA/BE. ENTRIX also requested and received a list of sensitive species from the 
USFS-LTBMU. The Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin: Goals and Policies (1986) and Code of 
Ordinances (1987), was consulted to analyze TRPA species in the Project area. A list of resources 
consulted is provided below: 

o	 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) List of Federal Endangered and Threatened Species 
(USFWS 2007); 

o	 LTBMU Lists of Sensitive and Management Indicator Species  (USFS 2006) 

(http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/ltbmu); 


o	 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) 2001 Thresholds Evaluations Report (TRPA 2002); 
o	 Occurrence data provided by Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USFS 2007a, 2007b). 
o	 California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) California Natural Diversity Database 


(CNDDB; CDFG 2007); 

o	 CDFG Special Animals List – February 2008 
o	 CDFG Special Plants List – April 2008 

Field Review 
Sara Ebrahim, an ENTRIX terrestrial biologist, conducted reconnaissance surveys on August 30 and 31, 
2006 and September 26 and 29, 2006 to assess habitat and potential occurrences of special-status species 
within the Project area.  The reconnaissance surveys involved walking the Griff Creek corridor, driving 
the Kings Beach neighborhood, and visually surveying accessible segments of the Coon Creek corridor. 
Observations of specific feature were noted, and locations of specific features were recorded with a GPS 
unit or on Project area aerial photos. Habitat suitability was assessed for special-status wildlife identified 
during the literature review as having potential to occur within the Project area. Habitat was assessed for 
cover, forage, breeding habitat suitability, disturbance, and other features and characteristics. In June and 
July of 2007, Ms. Ebrahim performed USFS protocol-level surveys (Bombay et al. 2000) in Project areas 
likely to possess willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii) habitat. Tom Taylor, an ENTRIX fisheries 
biologist, conducted a fish access and habitat survey of Griff Creek on July 9, 2007. 

Julie Etra, a botanist from Western Botanical Services Inc. (WBS), conducted vegetation surveys on July 
11, 2007, August 6, 2007, and July 8, 2008. Public properties were surveyed on foot, while private 
properties, due to access restrictions, were surveyed from a slowly moving automobile (stopping to enable 
extended observation when deemed necessary). Although a small fraction of the Griff Creek SEZ is part 
of the Project, the entire SEZ upstream to Griff Lane was carefully surveyed by following transects 
roughly 10 feet apart, meandering where needed to cover all habitat. The commercial corridor was not 
surveyed where hard cover precluded plant establishment. All species were identified to the lowest 
taxonomic level possible. Noxious weed locations were recorded with a GPS unit, or by direct mapping 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/ltbmu
www.fws.gov/sacramento/es
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where conditions such as dense vegetation stymied the GPS unit. General community structure and 
condition was noted. The lower drainage of Griff Creek was not surveyed since private property limited 
access, and the Kings Beach shore zone was not surveyed for Tahoe Yellow Cress. These surveys will be 
conducted before Project designs are finalized, and designs will be modified if necessary to avoid 
sensitive species. 

III. CURRENT MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 
Current management direction on desired future conditions for Threatened, Endangered, Sensitive and 
Management Indicator Species on the LTBMU can be found in the following documents, filed at the 
Supervisor’s Office: 

o Forest Service Manual and Handbooks (FSM/H 2670) 
o National Forest Management Act (NFMA) 
o Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
o National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
o Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) 
o Species-specific Recovery Plans which establish population goals for recovery of those species 
o Sensitive species list, accounts, and life history (Wildlife Department Files) 
o Species management plans 
o Species management guides or Conservation Strategies 
o Regional Forester policy and management direction 
o Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (2004) 
o TRPA Code of Ordinances 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF ACTION AREA AND PROPOSED PROJECT 
The Project is located in Kings Beach, California (Figure 1). The Project’s southern border is Lake Tahoe 
while the western, northern, and eastern boundaries of the Project are generally defined respectively by 
State Route 267, the northernmost lots along Speckled Avenue, and the easternmost lots along Park Lane 
(Figure 2). The Griff Creek stream environment zone (SEZ) is located along the west edge of Kings 
Beach; proposed work within the Griff Creek SEZ would occur at two small locations: 1) on the north 
side of the Speckled Avenue crossing, and 2) at the west end of Cutthroat Avenue (Figure 2). No work 
will occur in the waters of Griff Creek nor Lake Tahoe. 

The Project would occur primarily on Placer County and California State Conservancy (CTC) land, but 
would also require use of a portion of two USFS parcels for implementation of erosion control measures. 
These USFS parcels are located at the northern boundary of the Project area. One, APN 090-030-033, is 
located north of Speckled Ave (Figure 3). The other, APN 090-030-005, is located east of Beaver Street 
(Figure 4). Erosion control facilities are proposed in both parcels, although disturbance to these parcels 
will be minimal. Both of these USFS parcels, as well as the entire Project area (for funding purposes), 
will be analyzed for potential Project level effects on species listed in this document. 

Placer County Department of Public Works proposes to improve the quality of stormwater discharging 
into Lake Tahoe from the Kings Beach community by stabilizing exposed soils with vegetation and/or 
mulch; improving the existing drainage system with new curbs, gutters and underground pipes; and 
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treating runoff with a variety of methods including sediment traps and vaults, swales, infiltration and/or 
detention basins, and media filters. Improving the quality of runoff from the proposed Project area into 
Lake Tahoe is important to the basin-wide effort to protect the lake’s water clarity. Construction activities 
will include the use of heavy equipment such as front loaders, backhoes, dump trucks, concrete mixers, 
pumps, generators, compressors, rock drills, jackhammers, saws and vibrators. Construction is expected 
to start May 2009. Construction duration is expected to be 10 years. The proposed Project actions are 
described in more detail in the Draft Environmental Compliance Document prepared for the Project, from 
which this document is tiered. 

Figure 1. Project location 
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Figure 2. Project area map (Sources: USGS 1992 and Placer County 2007-2008) 
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Existing Environment 
The majority of the Project area subject to proposed improvements is heavily developed as residential 
area. As a result, limited wildlife habitat is present except on the margins of the Project site. The northern 
and western margins of the site are adjacent to forested montane environments; these areas support 
Jeffrey pine and mountain alder habitat and associated wildlife species. The remaining dominant native 
vegetation communities in the Project area are mountain alder/mixed willow and Jeffrey pine. These 
vegetation types roughly correspond to the communities described in A Manual of California Vegetation 
(Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995). However, neither fits neatly into the communities as field-verified in the 
Project area. 

Mountain alder/mixed willow 
The Griff Creek vegetation community roughly corresponds to the typical mountain alder series described 
in Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995). However, several species of willows located in the Project area differ 
from typical series, and big-leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum) does not occur in the Project area. Conifers, 
particularly Jeffrey pine and white fir, form a significant part of the overstory. Therefore, there is a Jeffrey 
pine series component to this drainage. Creeping snowberry (Symphoricarpos mollis) is a dominant 
understory species along with thimbleberry (Rubus parviflorus). Species of willow include Lemmon’s 
willow (Salix lemmonii), Scouler’s willow (S. scouleriana), and shining willow (S. lucida. var. 
lasiandra). Red osier dogwood (Cornus sericea) is also a common shrub along the creek.  

Jeffrey pine 
The Jeffrey pine series is the dominant vegetation type throughout the Kings Beach area. Much of this 
area has been altered as the result of residential and commercial development, including landscaped 
residences. The surrounding overstory vegetation is dominated by Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi) with 
occasional white fir (Abies concolor) and incense cedar (Calocedrus decurrens). Although the understory 
is poorly vegetated, common shrub species identified in the area included greenleaf manzanita 
(Arctostaphylos patula) and bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata). 

Wetlands 
Small potential wetlands associated with the Griff Creek drainage were identified by Sara Ebrahim 
(ENTRIX biologist) during the 2006 habitat surveys (Figure 5). The potential wetlands were informally 
delineated in the field based on hydrology and vegetation characteristics, but soils were not analyzed 
pursuant to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers guidance. A formal wetland delineation will be performed 
before Project designs are finalized. 

Aquatic habitat 
A 2007 survey by ENTRIX fisheries biologist Tom Taylor determined that during high flows, medium to 
large lake-run fish can access Griff Creek at least up to Cutthroat Avenue, and possibly up to Griff Lane. 
Cambridge Drive represents the upstream limit of fish migration, as the culverts there are impassable for 
fish at all flows (ENTRIX 2007).  
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Figure 5. Locations of potential wetlands identified during 2006 habitat surveys. All are in the Griff Creek SEZ. 
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Young-of-the-year rainbow trout (Onchorhynchus mykiss) and brook trout (Salvilinus fontinalis) fry were 
observed in the channel upstream to Griff Lane, and there is reasonably good rearing habitat for trout fry 
up to that point. Juvenile brook trout (6-8 inches) were observed in several small pools up to Cutthroat 
Avenue. Lahontan speckled dace (Rhynichthys osculus robustus), a small (3-4 inches) native minnow, 
was only found in the lower cobble-dominated section of Griff Creek between Lake Tahoe and State 
Route (SR) 28. Conditions upstream from SR28 prevent these small fish from migrating further upstream, 
and upstream habitat for speckled dace is poor, lacking large substrate elements preferred by this species. 

Lake-run rainbow trout spawn in the spring, and evidence exists that large (16-18 inches) adult rainbow 
trout have migrated up Griff Creek to a large pool just upstream from Dolly Varden Avenue. The 
occurrence of rainbow trout fry throughout the surveyed reach is an indication of successful spawning 
from lake-run rainbow trout, even with Griff Creek’s substantial deficiencies in regard to fish passage. 
For brown trout (Salmo trutta), however, low flows during the fall create impassable conditions which 
limit their migration (brown trout spawn in the fall). 

No other fish were observed during the survey, and it is unlikely that a stream as small as Griff Creek 
would support a year-round population of adult rainbow or brown trout. 

V.	 POTENTIALLY AFFECTED SPECIES, EFFECTS OF THE 
PROPOSED PROJECT, AND DETERMINATIONS (VEGETATION) 

The Project assessment considered special-status plant species, which included: 

o USFWS listed endangered, threatened, and candidate species (USFWS 2006) 
o USFWS species of concern (SC); receives no legal protection (USFWS 2006) 
o California endangered, threatened, rare and candidate species (CNPS 2001) 
o LTBMU sensitive species (FSS) (USFS 2006) 
o TRPA special interest species (TRPA-SI) (TRPA 1982). 

Twenty-four (24) special-status botanical species were initially identified as potentially occurring in the 
Kings Beach Project area. Of these, thirteen (13) species are not expected to occur within the Project area 
due to range, elevation, and habitat limits. 

Species not expected to occur in the Project area will not be discussed further in this assessment. These 
species include: Galena Creek rock cress (Arabis rigidissima var. demota), Tiehm’s rockcress (Arabis 
tiehmii), Tahoe draba (Draba asterophora var. asterophera), Cup Lake draba (Draba asterophora var. 
macrocarpa), Starved daisy (Erigeron miser), Donner Pass buckwheat (Eriogonum umbellatum var. 
torreyanum), Subalpine fireweed (Epilobium howellii), Hutchinson’s lewisia (Lewisia kelloggii ssp. 
Hutchinsonii), Kellogg’s lewisia (Lewisia. kelloggii ssp. kelloggii), Long-petaled lewisia (Lewisia 
longipetala), Blandow’s bog-moss (Helodium blandowii), Three-ranked hump-moss (Meesia triquetra), 
and Broad-nerved hump-moss (Meesia uliginosa). 

The following tables provide plant species information specific to the Project. 
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Table 1. Listing status of special status plant species potentially occurring in the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

Scientific Name Common Name LTBMU 
FED 
List 

CA State 
List CNPS TRPA 

Found 
on 

LTBMU 
Arabis rigidissima var demota Galena Creek rock cress FSS SC 1B.2 Yes 
Arabis tiehmii Tiehm’s rock cress FSS 1B.3 No 
Botrychium ascendens Upswept moonwort FSS SC 2.3 No 
Botrychium crenulatum Scalloped moonwort FSS SC 2.2 Yes 
Botrychium lineare Slender moonwort FSS 1B.3 No 
Botrychium lunaria Common moonwort FSS SC 2.3 No 
Botrychium minganense Mingan moonwort FSS 2.2 Yes 
Botrychium montanum Western goblin FSS 2.1 Yes 
Bruchia bolanderi Bolander’s candle moss FSS 2.2 Yes 
Dendrocollybia racemosa Branched collybia FSS Yes 
Draba asterophora var 
asterophora 

Tahoe draba FSS SC 1B.3 SI Yes 

Draba asterophora var 
macrocarpa 

Cup Lake draba FSS 1B.3 SI Yes 

Epilobium howellii Subalpine fireweed FSS 1B.3 Yes 
Erigeron miser Starved daisy FSS 1B.3 No 
Eriogonum umbellatum var. 
torreyanum 

Torrey’s or Donner Pass 
buckwheat 

FSS SC 1B.2 No 

Helodium blandowii Blandow’s bog moss FSS 2.3 No 
Hulsea brevifolia Short-leaved hulsea FSS SC 1B.2 No 
Lewisia kelloggii ssp kelloggii Kellogg’s lewisia FSS No 
Lewisia kelloggii ssp.hutchisonii Kellogg’s lewisia FSS 3.3 No 
Lewisia longipetala Long-petaled lewisia FSS 1B.3 SI Yes 
Meesia triquetra Three-ranked hump-moss FSS SC 2.2 Yes 
Meesia uliginosa Broad-nerved hump-moss FSS 2.2 Yes 
Peltigera hydrothyria Veined water lichen FSS No 
Rorippa subumbellata Tahoe yellow cress FSS FC CE 1B.1 SI Yes 

FSS = USFS LTBMU Sensitive Species, Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species List, Region 5, Amended 2006 
SI = TRPA Special Interest Species, Regional Plan for the LTBMU: Goals and Policies (1986) and Code of Ordinances (1987) 
CA STATE LIST: CR = rare  CT = threatened  CE = endangered 
FED LIST: FC = Candidate for Endangered  SC = Species of concern 

CNPS LIST 
1A = presumed extinct in CA, 1B = Rare or Endangered in CA and elsewhere 
2 = Rare or Endangered in CA but more common elsewhere 
3 = Plants need more information - Review list 
4 = Plants of limited distribution - Watch List 
CNPS Threat Code extensions 
.1 - Seriously endangered in CA (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy of threat) 
.2 - Fairly endangered in CA (20-80% occurrences threatened) 
.3 - Not very endangered in CA (<20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats known) 

Source: USFS, 2006 
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Table 2. Habitat characteristics of special-status plant species potentially occurring in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin, and occurrence of habitat in Project area. 

SPECIES 

SUITABLE 
HABITAT IN 

PROJECT AREA HABITAT CHARACTERISTICS 
Arabis rigidissima var demota 
Galena rock cress 

No Species is found in open rocky areas along forest edges of conifer and/or 
aspen stands. Usually found on northerly aspects above 7,500 feet (ft). 
Regional endemic, known to occur only in the Carson Range of the Sierra 
Nevada in southern Washoe County. The Project area contains no habitat 
meeting the required specifications. 

Arabis tiehmii 
Tiehm’s rock cress 

No Steep outcrops, talus, and scree of weathering volcanic deposits, on ridge 
tops or on steep, mostly west to north aspects, frequently in dry drainages, 
with sparse cover. Species is known from open rocky soils in the Mt. Rose 
Wilderness. The Project area contains no habitat meeting the required 
specifications. 

Botrychium ascendens 
Upswept moonwort 

Potential Botrychium species share similar preferences in habitat, i.e. wet or moist 
soils such as marshes, meadows, and along the edges of lakes and streams at 
elevations between 4,700 and 9,000 ft. They generally occur with mosses, 
grasses, sedges, rushes, and other riparian vegetation. 

Botrychium crenulatum 
Scalloped moonwort 

Potential See Botrychium ascendens 

Botrychium lineare 
Slender moonwort 

Potential See Botrychium ascendens 

Botrychium lunaria 
Common moonwort 

Potential See Botrychium ascendens 

Botrychium minganense 
Mingan moonwort 

Known to occur in 
Project area 

See Botrychium ascendens 

Botrychium montanum 
Western goblin 

Potential See Botrychium ascendens 

Bruchia bolanderi 
Bolander’s candle moss 

Potential Found in lower and upper montane coniferous forest, meadows and seeps, 
and damp soil at 5,600-9,200 feet in ephemeral habitats such as the sides of 
ditches or streams in wet meadows. This moss tends to grow on bare, 
slightly eroding soil where there is little competition from other vegetation. 
It is documented from Yosemite National Park south to Sequoia National 
Forest in Tulare County and from Plumas County on Plumas National 
Forest. There is also one known location within the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

Dendrocollybia racemosa 
Branched collybia 

Potential This mushroom is a mycoparasite growing on old decayed or blackened 
mushrooms or occasionally in coniferous duff, usually within old growth 
stands. There is one known location within the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

Draba asterophora var. asterophora 
Tahoe draba 

No Species is found in rock crevices and open granite talus slopes at high 
elevations between 8,000 to 10,200 ft on north-east facing slopes. 
Populations within the Lake Tahoe basin occur on the slopes of Mt. Rose, in 
Washoe County, and on the slopes of Freel Peak and Job's sister, in El 
Dorado and Alpine Counties. The Project area contains no habitat meeting 
the required specifications. 

Draba asterophora var. macrocarpa 
Cup Lake draba 

No This species is found on steep, gravelly or rocky slopes at elevations of 
8,400 to 9,235 ft. Is known to occur in only two locations, both within 
Desolation Wilderness, El Dorado County, near Cup Lake and Saucer Lake. 
The Project area contains no habitat meeting the required specifications. 

Epilobium howellii 
Subalpine fireweed 

No Plants are known from wet meadows and mossy seeps at 6,500 to 9,000 ft in 
subalpine coniferous forest. Wet habitats in the Project area are outside the 
elevation range. 

Erigeron miser 
Starved daisy 

No Plants are known from high elevation granitic rock outcrops above 6,000 ft. 
Have been found in Nevada and Placer counties. The Project area contains 
no habitat meeting the required specifications. 

Eriogonum umbellatum var. 
torreyanum 
Torrey’s or Donner Pass buckwheat 

No This plant occurs in meadows and seeps and upper montane coniferous 
forest on volcanic rocky substrate between 5,500 to 7,800 feet and is known 
from fewer than ten occurrences. Counties of occurrence include Sierra, 
Nevada, and Placer. The Project area contains no habitat meeting the 
required specifications. 
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SPECIES 

SUITABLE 
HABITAT IN 

PROJECT AREA HABITAT CHARACTERISTICS 
Helodium blandowii 
Blandow’s bog-moss 

No Habitat for this moss is in bogs and fens, wet meadows, and along streams 
under willows. It is known from various locations in the United States, 
Canada, and Europe including California Michigan, Colorado, Wisconsin, 
New Jersey, and other states in the midwest. The Project area contains no 
habitat meeting the required specifications. 

Hulsea brevifolia 
Short-leaved hulsea 

Potential This plant occurs on rocky, granitic or volcanic soils of forest opening and 
road cuts in the upper montane coniferous forest between 4,920 to 8,860 ft. 
The plant is known to occur in Tulare, Fresno, Madera, Mariposa, 
Tuolumne and El Dorado Counties. There are no known occurrences within 
the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

Lewisia kelloggii ssp. hutchisonii 
Hutchison’s lewisia 

No Habitat for this plant occurs on ridge tops or flat open spaces with widely 
spaced trees and sandy granitic to erosive volcanic soil from about 5,000 to 
7,000 ft. Known occurrences of the plant are in Butte, Sierra, Plumas, 
Nevada, El Dorado and Amador Counties. There are no known occurrences 
within the Lake Tahoe Basin. The Project area contains no habitat meeting 
the required specifications. 

Lewisia kelloggii ssp. kelloggii 
Kellogg’s lewisia 

No See above. Known occurrences of the plant are in Plumas, Sierra, Nevada, 
Placer, El Dorado, Mariposa and Madera Counties. There are no known 
occurrences within the Lake Tahoe Basin. The Project area contains no 
habitat meeting the required specifications. 

Lewisia longipetala 
Long-petaled lewisia 

No This species occurs on the northerly exposures on slopes and ridge tops at 
elevations between 8,000 and 12,500 ft where snow banks persist 
throughout the summer. The plants are often found near the margins of the 
snow banks in wet soils. Populations that occur in the Lake Tahoe Basin are 
located in Desolation Wilderness, El Dorado County. The Project area 
contains no habitat meeting the required specifications. 

Meesia uliginosa 
Broad-nerved hump-moss 

No This species is found in bogs and fens, and meadows in upper montane 
coniferous forests at elevations between 3,900 to 7,500 feet in elevation 
(CNPS 2001). This moss seems to prefer acidic meadows with sphagnum 
moss (Sphagnum), sundew (Drosera), and huckleberry (Vaccinium) 
associates. Cold spring fed fens in the meadow also seem essential. This 
species requires permanent saturation and is not found in meadows that dry 
out. The Project area contains no habitat meeting the required specifications. 

Meesia uliginosa 
Broad-nerved hump-moss 

No This species is found in bogs and fens, and meadows and other wet ground 
at high elevations across the country. It has been found in China as well. 
The Project area contains no habitat meeting the required specifications. 

Peltigera hydrothyria 
Veined water lichen 

Potential This species grows primarily on rocks ranging from small gravel to bedrock, 
and occasionally on wood submerged in small, clear, cold mountain streams 
between 1,150-7,000 feet. It is occasionally found on exposed rocks above 
low flow levels, where hydration from splash and humidity are high. It has 
also been reported from concrete head boxes at a fish hatchery, and on the 
inside lip of a galvanized culvert.  

Potamogeton filiformis 
Slender-leaved pondweed 

No Typically found in shallow, standing, or slow moving water from 900 to 
6,500 feet elevation. Often in shallows of hard-water lakes. The Project area 
contains no habitat meeting the required specifications. 

Rorippa subumbellata 
Tahoe yellow cress 

Potential This species is endemic to the shore zone around Lake Tahoe in California 
and Nevada. The species is not limited to moist habitats and has been 
located in micro-sites that were quite dry. Typically found in back beach 
areas between elevations of 6,223 and 6,230 ft. Has the potential to occur at 
the three project outfalls, which were not surveyed prior to development of 
the 25% plans and details.

 Source: USFS 2006, TRPA 2002 
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Table 3. Plant species identified in the Project area during Project surveys. 
FAMILY SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME 
Apiaceae Osmorhiza occidentalis sweet cicily 
Asteraceae Achillea millefolium yarrow 

Artemisia sp (frigida?) arctic sagebrush 
Artemisia tridentata var. vaseyana mountain sagebrush  
Crepis (acuminata) hawksbeard 
Hieracium albiflorum white-flowered hawkweed 
Taraxacum officinale dandelion 
Tragopogon dubius oyster plant 
Wyethia mollis mule’s ears 

Boraginaceae Cryptantha affinis cryptantha 
Brassicaceae Arabis holboellii Holboell's rockcress 

Descurainia pinnata tansy mustard 
Erysimum capitatum var. perenne Sierra wallflower 
Lepidium densiflorum peppergrass 

Caprifoliacceae Symphoricarpos mollis creeping snowberry 
Chenopodiaceae Chenopodium sp. pigweed, lamb’s quarters 
Convulvulaceae Convolvulus arvensis. field bindweed 
Cupressaceae Calocedrus decurrens incense cedar 
Cyperaceae Carex brainerdii Brainerd’s sedge 
Ericaceae Arctostaphylos patula greenleaf manzanita 
 Sarcodes sanguinea snow plant 
Fabaceae Lupinus andersonii Anderson’s lupine 

Melilotus sp. sweet-blossom clover 
Vicia americana American vetch 

Fagaceae Chrysolepis sempervirens chinquapin 
Quercus vaccinifolia huckleberry oak 

Grossulariaceae Ribes nevadense  Sierra current 
Ribes roezlii Sierra gooseberry 

Hydrophyllaceae Phacelia hastata phacelia 
Lamiaceae Monardella odoratissima  penny royal 
Liliaceae Calochortus leichtlinii Mariposa lily 
Onagraceae Clarkia rhomboidea diamond clarkia 

Epilobium angustifolium fireweed  
Epilobium brachycarpum  willowherb 
Gaypophytum diffusum  spreading groundsmoke 

Pinaceae Abies concolor white fir 
Pinus jeffreyi Jeffrey pine 

Poaceae Achnatherum occidentalis Western needlegrass 
Bromus carinatus California brome 
Bromus inermis smooth brome 
Bromus tectorum  cheatgrass 
Dactylis glomerata orchardgrass 
Elymus glaucus blue wildrye 
Elytrigia intermedia var. intermedia intermediate wheatgrass 
Poa pratensis Kentucky bluegrass 
Poa secunda Sandberg bluegrass 

Polygonaceae Eriogonum umbellatum sulphur buckwheat 
Eriogonum nudum naked buckwheat 
Polygonum douglasii  Douglas’ knotweed 

Rhamnaceae Ceanothus cordulatus. whitethorn 
Ceanothus prostratus squawcarpet 
Ceanothus velutinus tobaccobrush 
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FAMILY SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME 
Thalictrum fendleri meadow rue 

Rosaceae Amelanchier utahensis serviceberry 
Potentillla glandulosa sticky cinquefoil  
Potentillla gracilis cinquefoil 
Purshia tridentanta bitterbrush 
Rosa woodsii var. ultramontana interior rose 

Rubiaceae Kelloggia galioides kelloggia 
Salicaceae Salix scouleriana Scouler’s willow 
Scrophulariaceae Castilleja applegatei Indian paintbrush 

Verbascum thapsus wooly mullein 
Source: WBS 2008 

Effects and Determinations of the Proposed Project – Vegetation 
Eleven (11) special-status plant species have potential to occur in the Project area. Occurrence and habitat 
information are discussed below. Determinations provided herein are based on the potential direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects related to the existing onsite permitted use as compared to a species’ 
ability to maintain or increase its population. 

A note about wetlands and Tahoe Yellow Cress 
As noted elsewhere in this document, during the vegetation surveys the lower drainage of Griff Creek was 
not surveyed because of limited access (private property); potential wetlands in Griff Creek were not 
formally delineated per USACE guidance; and the Lake Tahoe shore zone was not surveyed for the 
presence of Tahoe Yellow Cress. These areas and habitats will be surveyed in accordance with agency 
guidance before Project designs are finalized, and if any sensitive species or habitats are detected, the 
Project design will be modified as needed to avoid direct impacts. Temporary fence will also be erected as 
appropriate to protect any occurrences until Project activities are concluded. 

Upswept moonwort (Botrychium ascendens) 
Status: SC, FSS 

Habitat for upswept moonwort (wet or moist soils such as marshes, meadows, and along the edges of 
lakes and streams at elevations between 4,700 and 9,000 ft) is present in the Project area, particularly 
around the potential wetlands identified by ENTRIX. Habitat that does occur in the Project area is good 
but minimal (around culverts under Griff Creek street crossings). However, no plants were observed 
during the field surveys. This species is not known to occur in the Tahoe basin. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species. However, this Project may 
disturb potential habitat. If this species is encountered during Project construction, it will be protected by 
following standard management requirements (temporary fence will be erected and access will be denied 
until completion of construction). 

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
This Project is not expected to affect individual populations, and is not expected to result in a trend 
towards federal listing or loss of viability for this species. 
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Scalloped moonwort (Botrychium crenulatum) 
Status: SC, FSS 

Habitat for scalloped moonwort is present in the wet, moist soils where shading, associative species and 
mesic conditions occur. Habitat that does occur in the Project area is good but minimal (around culverts 
under Griff Creek street crossings). However, no plants were observed during the field surveys. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species. However, this Project may 
disturb potential habitat. If this species is encountered during Project construction, it will be protected by 
following standard management requirements (temporary fence will be erected and access will be denied 
until completion of construction). 

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
This Project is not expected to affect individual populations, and is not expected to result in a trend 
towards federal listing or loss of viability for this species. 

Common moonwort (Botrychium lunaria) 
Status: SC, FSS 

Habitat for Common moonwort may be present in the small potential wetlands where other Botrychium 
species can be found. Habitat that does occur in the Project area is good but minimal (around culverts 
under Griff Creek street crossings). However, no plants were observed during the field surveys. This 
species is not known to occur in the Tahoe basin. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species. However, this Project may 
disturb potential habitat. If this species is encountered during Project construction, it will be protected by 
following standard management requirements, (temporary fence will be erected and access will be denied 
until completion of construction). 

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
This Project is not expected to affect individual populations, and is not expected to result in a trend 
towards federal listing or loss of viability for this species. 

Slender moonwort (Botrychium lineare) 
Status: FC, FSS 

Botrychium species share similar preferences in habitat, therefore slender moonwort is found in moist 
soils and along the edges of lakes and streams at elevations between 4,700 and 9,000 ft. Habitat that does 
occur in the Project area is good but minimal (around culverts under Griff Creek street crossings). 
However, no plants were observed during the field surveys. This species is not known to occur in the 
Tahoe basin. 
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Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species. However, this Project may 
disturb potential habitat. If this species is encountered during Project construction, it will be protected by 
following standard management requirements, (temporary fence will be erected and access will be denied 
until completion of construction). 

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, the Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
This Project is not expected to affect individual populations, and is not expected to result in a trend 
towards federal listing or loss of viability for this species. 

Mingan moonwort (Botrychium minganense) 
Status: FSS 

Habitat for Mingan moonwort is present in the Project area in moist soils where shading, associative 
species and mesic conditions occur. LTBMU records (Reed, personal com.) indicate Mingan moonwort is 
not known from the Project area, but is rather found outside the Project area (upslope). Habitat that does 
occur in the Project area is good but minimal (around culverts under Griff Creek street crossings). 
However, no plants were observed during the field surveys. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on the occurrence upslope from the Project, 
nor on the species in general. However, this Project may disturb potential habitat. If this species is 
encountered during Project construction, it will be protected by following standard management 
requirements (temporary fence will be erected and access will be denied until completion of 
construction). 

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
This Project is not expected to affect individual populations, and is not expected to result in a trend 
towards federal listing or loss of viability for this species. 

Western goblin (Botrychium montanum) 
Status: FSS 

Habitat for Western goblin is present in the Project area in moist soils where shading and mesic 
conditions occur. Habitat that does occur in the Project area is good but minimal (around culverts under 
Griff Creek street crossings). However, no plants were observed during the field surveys. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species. However, this Project may 
disturb potential habitat. If this species is encountered during Project construction, it will be protected by 
following standard management requirements (temporary fence will be erected and access will be denied 
until completion of construction). 
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Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
This Project is not expected to affect individual populations, and is not expected to result in a trend 
towards federal listing or loss of viability for this species. 

Bolander’s candle moss (Bruchia bolanderi) 
Status: FSS 

Habitat for Bolander’s candle moss is present in the Project area (montane meadows and stream banks). It 
is known from fewer than 10 occurrences. It is documented from Yosemite National Park south to 
Sequoia National Forest in Tulare County and from Plumas County on Plumas National Forest. There is 
also one known location within the Lake Tahoe Basin. This species was not observed during the botanical 
surveys. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species. However, this Project may 
disturb potential habitat. If this species is encountered during Project construction, it will be protected by 
following standard management requirements (temporary fence will be erected and access will be denied 
until completion of construction). 

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
This Project is not expected to affect individual populations, and is not expected to result in a trend 
towards federal listing or loss of viability for this species. 

Branched collybia (Dendrocollybia racemosa) 
Status: FSS 

This mushroom is a mycoparasite growing on old decayed or blackened mushrooms or occasionally in 
coniferous duff, usually within old growth stands. The Project area was effectively stripped of timber in 
the mid- to late- 1800’s by commercial logging, making stands of old growth forest uncommon in the 
present day. Nonetheless, individual late-seral/old growth (LSOG) trees do exist in the Project area, 
although habitat conditions severely limit the potential for occurrence. There is one known location 
within the Lake Tahoe Basin. This species was not observed during the botanical surveys. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species. This species was not 
observed during field surveys. Habitat that does occur is marginal. However, this Project may disturb 
potential habitat. If this species is encountered during Project construction, it will be protected by 
following standard management requirements (temporary fence will be erected and access will be denied 
until completion of construction). 

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 
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Determination 
This Project is not expected to affect individual populations, and is not expected to result in a trend 
towards federal listing or loss of viability for this species. 

Tahoe Yellow Cress (Rorippa subumbellata) 
Status: FSS 

Marginal habitat for Tahoe Yellow Cress is present in the Project area. This species is endemic to the 
shore zone around Lake Tahoe in California and Nevada, and is typically found in back beach areas 
between elevations of 6,223 and 6,230 ft. No plants were observed during the botanical surveys, although 
the surveys did not include the shore zone; however, the Kings Beach shore zone experiences enormous 
use, and as a result, habitat may no longer be available. The Tahoe Yellow Cress Working Group 
(Stanton, et al., 2007) reported three occurrences of this species at Kings Beach in 2002; however, every 
subsequent year through 2006 (the last year for which data is available), no occurrences were found at 
Kings Beach. Nonetheless, as stated elsewhere in this document, potential Tahoe yellow cress habitat will 
be surveyed in accordance with agency protocol before Project designs are finalized. If any occurrences 
of this species are found, the Project design will be modified as needed to avoid direct impacts. 
Temporary fence will also be erected as appropriate to protect any occurrences until Project activities are 
concluded. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species. This species was not 
observed during field surveys. Habitat that does occur is marginal. However, this Project may disturb 
potential habitat. If this species is encountered during Project construction, it will be protected by 
following standard management requirements (temporary fence will be erected and access will be denied 
until completion of construction). 

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
This Project is not expected to affect individual populations, and is not expected to result in a trend 
towards federal listing or loss of viability for this species. 

Veined water lichen (Peltigera hydrothyria) 
Status: FSS 

Habitat for veined water lichen may be present within the Project area as this species inhabits cold, 
unpolluted streams. Habitat that does occur in the Project area is good but minimal (around culverts under 
Griff Creek street crossings). However, no plants were observed during field surveys.  

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species. However, this Project may 
disturb potential habitat. If this species is encountered during Project construction, it will be protected by 
following standard management requirements. 

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 
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Determination 
This Project is not expected to affect individual populations, and is not expected to result in a trend 
towards federal listing or loss of viability for this species. 

Short-leaved hulsea (Hulsea brevifolia) 
Status: FSS 

Habitat for short-leaved hulsea may be present within the Project area as this species inhabits rocky, 
granitic or volcanic soils of forest opening and road cuts in the upper montane coniferous forest between 
4,920ft to 8,860ft. However, there are no known occurrences within the Lake Tahoe Basin, and no plants 
were located during field studies.  

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species. This species was not 
observed during field surveys. However, this Project may disturb potential habitat. If this species is 
encountered during Project construction, it will be protected by following standard management 
requirements. 

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
This Project is not expected to affect individual populations, and is not expected to result in a trend 
towards federal listing or loss of viability for this species. 

Summary of Determinations for Vegetation 
Suitable habitat for the following species was identified within the Project area; however none of the 
species were located during surveys: upswept moonwort, scalloped moonwort, slender moonwort, 
common moonwort, Mingan moonwort, western goblin, Bolander’s candle moss, branched collybia, 
Tahoe yellow cress, veined water lichen, and short-leaved hulsea.  

Based on the description of the proposed Project and the evaluation contained herein, it is my 
determination that the proposed Project may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend toward 
federal listing or loss of viability for upswept moonwort, scalloped moonwort, slender moonwort, 
common moonwort, Mingan moonwort, western goblin, Bolander’s candle moss, branched collybia, 
Tahoe yellow cress, veined water lichen, and short-leaved hulsea. 

Management Recommendation 
Because of the presence of potential habitat for the above mentioned species, it is possible that isolated 
individuals may occur within the Project area.  If any observations of such species are made during 
construction, then each population will be protected in accordance with management direction from the 
LTBMU. Mitigation measures may include the following: 

o	 Prior to completion of final design for the Project, the Project biologist shall conduct a protocol-
level survey for Tahoe yellow cress, consistent with the guidelines provided in the Conservation 
Strategy for Tahoe Yellow Cress (Pavlik et al. 2002). The protocol requires annual surveys 
between June 15 and September 30. The project biologist shall also conduct a survey just prior to 
construction to insure that no plants have become established. Surveys will include beach and 
associated backshore segments that will be disturbed by Project activity. All information will be 
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recorded on Tahoe yellow cress Plant Survey Forms and provided to Nevada Natural Heritage 
Program (NNHP) and California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). If plants are found to be 
present and potentially affected by Project activities, the following mitigation measures will be 
implemented to ensure less-than-significant impacts to this species: 1) to restrict access, sites will 
be fenced and signs posted; 2) if necessary, Project design will be modified to avoid disturbing 
established plants. 

o	 Construction documents shall include an Invasive Weed Management Plan which includes best 
management practices regarding the use of equipment to insure control of invasive species.. In 
addition, seed mixes and mulch shall be certified as weed-free (including cheat grass, mullein and 
bull thistle), and mycorrhizae shall be used to enhance the establishment of native plants. The 
LTBMU botanist shall also survey the Project every year during Project construction and for three 
years following completion to insure the Invasive Weed Management Plan is being carried out by 
the Contractor. See also the mitigation measures outlined in the Noxious Weed Risk Assessment 
prepared for this Project [see Appendix B]. Occurrences of bull thistle must be reported to Placer 
County Department of Agriculture. 

VI.	 POTENTIALLY AFFECTED SPECIES, EFFECTS OF THE 
PROPOSED PROJECT, AND DETERMINATIONS (WILDLIFE) 

The Project assessment considered special-status wildlife species, which included: 

o	 Federal listed endangered, threatened, and candidate species (USFWS 2006) 
o	 California endangered, threatened, California special concern species, and California fully
 

protected species (CDFG 2007) 

o	 USFS sensitive species (FSS) (USFS 1998) 
o	 TRPA special interest species (TRPA-SI) (TRPA 1982). In addition, the TRPA Special Interest 

group “waterfowl” were also included under the term “special-status.” 
USFS management indicator species are evaluated in Appendix A, Management Indicator Species report. 

Twenty-five (25) special-status wildlife species were initially identified as potentially occurring in the 
Project area: two (2) fishes, two (2) invertebrates, three (3) amphibians, ten (10) birds, and eight (8) 
mammals. Of these, seventeen (17) species are not expected to occur within the Project area due to range, 
elevation, and habitat limits.  

Species not expected to occur in the Project area will not be discussed further in this assessment. These 
species include: northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus anatum), great grey owl (Strix nebulosa), California spotted owl (Strix occidentalis 
occidentalis), Sierra Nevada mountain beaver (Aplodontia rufa californica), Townsend’s big-eared bat 
(Corynorhinus townsendii), California wolverine (Gulo gulo luteus), Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare (Lepus 
americanus tahoensis), American marten (Martes Americana), Pacific fisher (Martes pennanti pacifica), 
Sierra Nevada red fox (Vulpes vulpes nector), Lahontan tui chub (Gilia bicolor pectinifer), Lahontan 
cutthroat trout (Onochorhynchus clarki henshawi), Mount Lyell salamander (Hydromantes 
platcyephalus), Lake Tahoe benthic stonefly (Capnia lacustra), and Great Basin rams-horn (Helisoma 
(Carninifex) newberryi). 

The following tables list the special-status wildlife species and habitats that were evaluated for this report. 
Please note, USFS management indicator species are not included here; they are evaluated in 
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Appendix A, Management Indicator Species report. Figure 6 shows special-status habitat information 
provided by USFS-LTBMU. 

Table 4. List of special-status wildlife species potentially occurring in the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Status 

LTBMU FED list CA State list TRPA 
Birds 
Accipiter gentilis northern goshawk FSS -- CSC SI 
Anas platyrhynchos mallard/waterfowl -- -- -- SI 
Aquila chrysaetos golden eagle - - CSC, CFP SI 
Dendroica petechia brewsteri yellow warbler -- -- CSC --
Empidonax traillii willow flycatcher FSS -- CE --
Falco peregrinus anatum American peregrine falcon -- -- CE, CFP SI 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus bald eagle FSS -- CE, CFP SI 
Pandion haliaetus osprey -- -- CSC SI 
Strix nebulosa great gray owl FSS -- CE --
Strix occidentalis occidentalis California spotted owl FSS -- CSC --
Mammals 
Aplodontia rufa californica Sierra Nevada mountain beaver -- -- CSC --
Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend's big-eared bat FSS -- CSC --
Gulo gulo California wolverine FSS -- CT, CFP --
Lepus americanus tahoensis Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare -- -- CSC --
Martes americana sierrae American marten FSS -- -- --
Martes pennanti (pacifica) Pacific fisher -- FC CSC --
Odocoileus hemionus mule deer -- -- -- SI 
Vulpes vulpes necator Sierra Nevada red fox FSS -- CT --
Reptiles and Amphibians 
Hydromantes platycephalus Mount Lyell salamander - - CSC --
Rana muscosa mountain yellow-legged frog FSS FC CSC --
Rana pipiens northern leopard frog FSS -- CSC --
Fishes 
Gila bicolor pectinifer Lahontan Lake tui chub FSS -- CSC --
Oncorhynchus clarkii henshawi Lahontan cutthroat trout - FT - SI 
Invertebrates 
Capnia lacustra Lake Tahoe benthic stonefly - - CSC --
Helisoma newberryi Great Basin rams-horn FSS -- -- --

FSS = USFS LTBMU Sensitive Species, Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species List, Region 5 
SI = TRPA Special Interest Species, Regional Plan for the LTBMU: Goals and Policies (1986) and Code of Ordinances (1987) 
CA STATE LIST: CSC = Special Concern; CE = Endangered; CT = Threatened; CFP = Fully Protected 
FED LIST: FC = Candidate to become Proposed species; FE = Endangered; FT = Threatened 
(NOTE: No species in the USFS Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit are currently listed as “Endangered” by USFWS under ESA) 

Sources: CDFG 2008; USFWS 2008; USFS 2006, 2007a, 2007b; TRPA 2002 
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Table 5. Habitat characteristics of special-status wildlife species potentially occurring in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin, and occurrence of habitat in Project area. 

SPECIES 

SUITABLE 
HABITAT IN  

PROJECT AREA HABITAT CHARACTERISTICS 
Birds 
Accipiter gentilis 
Northern goshawk 

No Mature coniferous forests 

Anas platyrhynchos 
Mallard/waterfowl 

Potential Shallow ponds, lakes, rivers, marshes and flooded fields. Nests in concealing 
vegetation. 

Aquila chrysaetos 
Golden eagle 

No Rolling foothills, mountain areas, sage-juniper flats, deserts. Cliff-walled 
canyons provide nesting habitat in most part of range; also, large trees in open 
areas. 

Dendroica petechia brewsteri 
Yellow warbler 

Potential Open canopy deciduous woodland with shrubs. Nesting: Riparian plant 
associations. Prefers willows, cottonwoods, aspens, sycamores, and alders for 
nesting and foraging. Also nests in montane shrubbery in open conifer forests. 

Empidonax trallii 
Willow flycatcher 

Potential Nests in extensive montane willow thickets 2,000-8,000 feet elev. 

Falco peregrinus anatum 
Peregrine falcon 

No Nests and roosts on protected ledges. 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
Bald eagle 

Potential Coniferous and conifer/hardwood forests near water. Low human disturbance. 

Pandion haliaeetus 
Osprey 

Potential Conifer and conifer/hardwood forests near water. Low human disturbance. 

Strix nebulosa 
Great grey owl 

No Breeds in old-growth red fir, mixed conifer, or lodgepole pine habitats, always 
in the vicinity of wet meadows 

Strix occidentalis occidentalis 
California spotted owl 

No Mature forests with suitable nest sites. Low human disturbance. 

Mammals 
Aplodontia rufa californica 
Sierra Nevada mountain beaver 

No Found in areas with dense growth of small deciduous trees and shrubs, wet soil, 
and abundance of forbs in the Sierra Nevada and east slope. Needs dense 
understory for food and cover. Burrows into soft soil. Needs abundant supply of 
water. 

Corynorhinus townsendii 
Townsend’s big-eared bat 

No Desert and pinyon/scrub associations. Roosts in caves, mines and buildings 

Gulo gulo luteus 
California wolverine 

No Montane conifer, subalpine conifer, alpine dwarf-shrub, wet meadow, and 
montane riparian habitats. Prefer areas with low human disturbance 

Lepus americanus tahoensis 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare 

No Boreal riparian areas in the Sierra Nevada. Thickets of deciduous trees in 
riparian areas and thickets of young conifers. 

Martes Americana 
American marten 

No Mature coniferous forests 

Martes pennanti pacifica 
Pacific fisher 

No Mature coniferous forests 

Odecoileus hermionus 
Mule deer 

Potential Forests, brushfields, and meadows statewide. 

Vulpes vulpes nector 
Sierra Nevada red fox 

No Coniferous forests above 5,000 feet, often associated with montane meadows 

Fish 
Gilia bicolor pectinifer 
Lahontan tui chub 

No Large, deep lakes of the Lahontan basin. Algal beds in shallow, inshore areas 
seem necessary for successful spawning, egg hatching, and larval survival 

Onochorhynchus clarki henshawi 
Lahontan cutthroat trout 

No Lakes and streams of the Lahontan basin. 

Amphibians 
Hydromantes platcyephalus 
Mount Lyell salamander 

No Massive rock areas in mixed conifer, red fir, lodgepole pine, and subalpine 
habitat, 4,000 to 11,600 feet. Active on the surface only when free water is 
available, in the form of seeps, drips, or spray. 

Rana muscosa 
Mountain yellow-legged frog 

Potential Inhabits ponds, tarns, lakes, and streams at moderate to high elevations. 
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SPECIES 

SUITABLE 
HABITAT IN  

PROJECT AREA HABITAT CHARACTERISTICS 
Rana pipiens 
Northern leopard frog 

Potential Quiet permanent or semi-permanent aquatic habitat with emergent and 
submergent vegetation, and vegetated habitat with moist 

Invertebrates 
Capnia lacustra 
Lake Tahoe benthic stonefly 

No Endemic to lake Tahoe. Found at depths of 95-400 ft. Associated with 
deepwater plant communities of algae, mosses, and liverworts. 

Helisoma (Carninifex) newberryi 
Great Basin rams-horn  

No Larger lakes and slow rivers, including larger spring sources and spring-fed 
creeks. Snails burrow in soft mud. 

 Sources: CDFG 2008; USFWS 2008; USFS 2006, 2007a, 2007b; TRPA 2002 
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Figure 6. Special-status habitat information in and near the Project area (Source: USFS 2007b). 
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Effects and Determinations of the Proposed Project – Wildlife 
Eight (8) special-status wildlife species have potential to occur in the Project area. Occurrence and habitat 
information are discussed below. Determinations provided herein are based on the potential direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects related to the proposed Project as compared to a species’ ability to 
maintain or increase its population. 

Waterfowl/Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos) 
Status: TRPA-SI 

Potential habitat for this species occurs in the Griff Creek SEZ. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species because of the small amount 
of suitable habitat in the Project area. 

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
The Project may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of 
viability for this species. If this species is encountered during construction of the Project, it will be 
protected by following standard management requirements. 

Yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri) 
Status: CSC 

Potential habitat for this species occurs in the Griff Creek SEZ. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species because of the small amount 
of suitable habitat in the Project area. 

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
The Project may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of 
viability for this species. If this species is encountered during construction of the Project, it will be 
protected by following standard management requirements. 

Willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii) 
Status: FSS, CE 

Habitat for willow flycatcher exists within the Griff Creek SEZ and is classified as emphasis habitat (i.e., 
meadows larger than 15 acres that have standing water on June 1 and a deciduous shrub component). In 
fall of 2006, eight locations were identified along Griff Creek as potential willow flycatcher nesting 
habitat, none of the potential nesting habitat is in the Project area (see Willow Flycatcher Survey report). 
ENTRIX biologists conducted a survey for willow flycatcher in June and July of 2007, following protocol 
from Bombay et al. (2000). This species was not observed during the site habitat assessment. However, 
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brown-headed cowbirds (Molothrus ater) (a nest parasite) were observed. Habitat quality was noted as 
marginal to poor. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species because of the small amount 
of suitable habitat in the Project area and the habitat quality is marginal to poor.  

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
The Project may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of 
viability for this species. If this species is encountered during construction of the Project, it will be 
protected by following standard management requirements. 

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 
Status: FSS, CE, TRPA-SI 


The Project area contains potential perching habitat. 


Direct and Indirect Effects
 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species because of the small amount 

of suitable habitat in the Project area, and because the existing high level of human activity in the area. 

The Project does not propose to remove any trees that would be suitable for perching.  


Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
The Project may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of 
viability for this species. The Project also includes beneficial effects to species. If this species is 
encountered during construction of the Project, it will be protected by following standard management 
requirements. 

Osprey (Pandion haliaeetus) 
Status: CSC, TRPA-SI 


The Project area contains potential perching habitat. 


Direct and Indirect Effects
 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species because of the small amount 

of suitable habitat in the Project area, and because the existing high level of human activity in the area. 

The Project does not propose to remove any trees that would be suitable for perching.  


Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
The Project may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of 
viability for this species. The Project also includes beneficial effects to species. If this species is 



   
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation Page 29 of 31 
Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project  November 11, 2008 

encountered during construction of the Project, it will be protected by following standard management 
requirements. 

Mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) 
Status: TRPA-SI 

The Project area contains potential foraging habitat for this species. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species. Proposed Project facilities 
would not permanently reduce available forage. Occasional flushing of individuals may occur, due to 
project activity. 

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
The Project may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of 
viability for this species. If this species is encountered during construction of the Project, it will be 
protected by following standard management requirements. 

Mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa) 
Status: FC, FSS, CSC 

Potential habitat for this species occurs in the Griff Creek SEZ. The site habitat assessment indicated that 
potential habitat is marginal to poor. This species was not observed during the site habitat assessment.  

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species because of the small amount 
of suitable habitat in the Project area and the habitat quality is marginal to poor.  

Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
The Project may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of 
viability for this species. The Project also includes beneficial effects to species. If this species is 
encountered during construction of the Project, it will be protected by following standard management 
requirements. 

Northern leopard frog (Rana pipiens) 
Status: FSS, CSC (native populations only) 

Potential habitat for this species occurs in the Griff Creek SEZ. The 2006 site habitat assessment 
indicated that potential habitat for northern leopard frog is marginal to poor. This species was not 
observed during the site habitat assessment. Northern leopard frog populations in the Lake Tahoe basin 
are not native (CDFG 2005). 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
This Project is not expected to have direct or indirect effects on this species because of the small amount 
of suitable habitat in the Project area and the habitat quality is marginal to poor.  
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Cumulative Effects 
Because no negative direct or indirect effects are expected, this Project is not expected to result in 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination 
The Project may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of 
viability for this species. The Project also includes beneficial effects to species. If this species is 
encountered during construction of the Project, it will be protected by following standard management 
requirements. 

Summary of Determinations for Wildlife 
Potential habitat for the following species was identified within the Project area, however none of the 
species were located during surveys: mallard/waterfowl, yellow warbler, willow flycatcher, bald eagle, 
osprey, mule deer, mountain yellow-legged frog, and northern leopard frog. 

Based on the description of the proposed Project and the evaluation contained herein, it is my 
determination that the proposed Project may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend toward 
Federal listing or loss of viability for: mallard/waterfowl, yellow warbler, willow flycatcher, bald eagle, 
osprey, mule deer, mountain yellow-legged frog, and northern leopard frog. 

Management Recommendation 
Because of the presence of potential habitat for the above mentioned species, it is possible that isolated 
individuals may occur within the Project area.  If any observations of such species are made during 
construction, then each population will be protected in accordance with management direction from the 
LTBMU. Mitigation measures may include the following: 

o	 Prior to commencement of Project activities, the Project proponent shall consult with the LTBMU 
biologist to verify that no new California spotted owl nests are present within 0.25 mile of the 
Project area. If an active nest is identified a 0.25 mile buffer shall be delineated around the nest 
site and a Limited Operating Period (LOP)  shall be instated from March 1 to August 15 to reduce 
noise impacts originating from any portion of the Project area that falls within the buffer zone.  

o	 Prior to commencement of Project activities, the Project proponent shall consult with the LTBMU 
biologist to verify that no new northern goshawk nests are present within 0.25 mile of the Project 
area. If an active nest is identified, a 0.25 mile buffer shall be delineated around the nest site and a 
Limited Operating Period (LOP) shall be instated from February 15 to September 15 to reduce 
noise impacts originating from any portion of the Project area that falls within the buffer zone.  

o	 Prior to commencement of Project activities, the Project proponent shall consult with the LTBMU 
biologist to verify the status of both Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs and northern leopard frogs 
within the Project area. A qualified biologist shall be on site during any streambed altering 
activities to monitor for the presence of frogs and shall implement standard management practices 
for the protection of individuals discovered within Project affected areas. 

o	 No willow flycatchers were detected during the 2007 protocol level surveys. Additional protocol 
level surveys for willow flycatcher shall occur between May and July of the first year of 
construction, prior to any construction activities. If an active nest is identified, a buffer zone within 
suitable habitat shall be delineated around the nest site and a Limited Operating Period (LOP) 
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shall be applied from June 1 to August 31 for any portion of the Project area that falls within the 
buffer zone. 
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Management Indicator Species Report 

Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project 

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit  

July 30, 2008 

Prepared by ENTRIX, Inc. on behalf of Placer County Department of Public Works 

Reviewed by: _____________________________ 

Stanley J. Kot 


Wildlife Biologist 

USFS Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit 


1. Introduction 
The purpose of this report is to evaluate and disclose the impacts of the Kings Beach Water 
Quality and SEZ Improvement Project (Project) on the habitat of the thirteen (13) Management 
Indicator Species (MIS) identified in the Forest (NF) Land and Resource Management Plan 
(LRMP) (USDA 1988) as amended by the Sierra Nevada Forests Management Indicator Species 
Amendment (SNF MIS Amendment) Record of Decision (USDA December 2007). This report 
documents the effects of the proposed action and alternatives on the habitat of selected Project-
level MIS. Detailed descriptions of the Project alternatives are found in the Project Draft 
Environmental Compliance Document, from which this document is tiered.  

MIS are animal species identified in the SNF MIS Amendment Record of Decision (ROD) 
signed December 14, 2007, which was developed under the 1982 National Forest System Land 
and Resource Management Planning Rule (1982 Planning Rule) (36 CFR 219). The current rule 
applicable to project decisions is the 2004 Interpretive Rule, which states “Projects implementing 
land management plans…must be developed considering the best available science in 
accordance with §219.36(a)…and must be consistent with the provisions of the governing plan.” 
(Appendix B to §219.35). Guidance regarding MIS set forth in the Lake Tahoe Basin 
Management Unit LRMP as amended by the 2007 SNF MIS Amendment ROD directs Forest 
Service resource managers to (1) at project scale, analyze the effects of proposed projects on the 
habitat of each MIS affected by such projects, and (2) at the bioregional scale, monitor 
populations and/or habitat trends of MIS, as identified in the Lake Tahoe Basin Management 
Unit LRMP as amended. 

1.a. Direction Regarding the Analysis of Project-Level Effects on MIS Habitat 

Project-level effects on MIS habitat are analyzed and disclosed as part of environmental analysis 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This involves examining the impacts of 
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the proposed project alternatives on MIS habitat by discussing how direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects will change the habitat in the analysis area.  

These project-level impacts to habitat are then related to broader scale (bioregional) population 
and/or habitat trends. The appropriate approach for relating project-level impacts to broader scale 
trends depends on the type of monitoring identified for MIS in the LRMP as amended by the 
SNF MIS Amendment ROD. Hence, where the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit LRMP as 
amended by the SNF MIS Amendment ROD identifies distribution population monitoring for an 
MIS, the project-level habitat effects analysis for that MIS is informed by available distribution 
population monitoring data, which are gathered at the bioregional scale. The bioregional scale 
monitoring identified in the Lake Tahoe Basin Management LRMP, as amended, for MIS 
analyzed for the Project is summarized in Section 3 of this report. 

Adequately analyzing project effects to MIS generally involves the following steps: 
□	 Identifying which habitat and associated MIS that would be either directly or indirectly 

affected by the project alternatives; these MIS are potentially affected by the project. 
□	 Summarizing the bioregional-level monitoring identified in the LRMP, as amended, for 

this subset of MIS. 
□	 Analyzing project-level effects on MIS habitat for this subset of MIS.  
□	 Discussing bioregional scale habitat and/or population trends for this subset of MIS.  
□	 Relating project-level impacts on MIS habitat to habitat and/or population trends at the 

bioregional scale for this subset of MIS. 

These steps are described in detail in the Pacific Southwest Region’s draft document “MIS 
Analysis and Documentation in Project-Level NEPA, R5 Environmental Coordination” (USDA 
Forest Service 2006). This Management Indicator Species (MIS) Report documents application 
of the above steps to select and analyze MIS for the Project. 

1.b. Direction Regarding Monitoring of MIS Population and Habitat Trends at the 
Bioregional Scale. 
The bioregional scale monitoring strategy for the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit MIS is 
found in the Sierra Nevada Forests Management Indicator Species Amendment (SNF MIS 
Amendment) Record of Decision (ROD) of 2007. Bioregional scale habitat monitoring is 
identified for all twelve of the terrestrial MIS. In addition, bioregional scale population 
monitoring, in the form of distribution population monitoring, is identified for all of the 
terrestrial MIS except for the greater sage-grouse. For aquatic macroinvertebrates, the 
bioregional scale monitoring identified is Index of Biological Integrity and Habitat. The current 
bioregional status and trend of populations and/or habitat for each of the MIS is discussed in the 
Sierra Nevada Forests Bioregional Management Indicator Species (SNF Bioregional MIS) 
Report (USDA Forest Service 2008). 

● MIS Habitat Status and Trend. 
All habitat monitoring data are collected and/or compiled at the bioregional scale, consistent with 
the LRMP as amended by the 2007 SNF MIS Amendment ROD (USDA Forest Service 2007). 
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Habitats are the vegetation types (for example, early seral coniferous forest) or ecosystem 
components (for example, snags in green forest) required by an MIS for breeding, cover, and/or 
feeding. MIS for the Sierra Nevada National Forests represent 10 major habitats and 2 ecosystem 
components (USDA Forest Service 2007), as listed in Table A-1. These habitats are defined 
using the California Wildlife Habitat Relationship (CWHR) System (CDFG 2005). The CWHR 
System provides the most widely used habitat relationship models for California’s terrestrial 
vertebrate species (ibid). It is described in detail in the SNF Bioregional MIS Report (USDA 
Forest Service 2008). 

Habitat status is the current amount of habitat on the Sierra Nevada Forests. Habitat trend is the 
direction of change in the amount or quality of habitat over time. The methodology for assessing 
habitat status and trend is described in detail in the SNF Bioregional MIS Report (USDA Forest 
Service 2008). 

● Population Status and Trend. 
All population monitoring data are collected and/or compiled at the bioregional scale, consistent 
with the LRMP as amended by the 2007 SNF MIS Amendment ROD (USDA Forest Service 
2007). The information is presented in detail in the 2008 SNF Bioregional MIS Report (USDA 
Forest Service 2008). 

Population monitoring strategies for MIS of the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit are 
identified in the 2007 Sierra Nevada Forests Management Indicator Species (SNF MIS) 
Amendment ROD (USDA Forest Service 2007). Population status is the current condition of the 
MIS related to the population monitoring data required in the 2007 SNF MIS Amendment ROD 
for that MIS. Population trend is the direction of change in that population measure over time. 

There are a myriad of approaches for monitoring populations of MIS, from simply detecting 
presence to detailed tracking of population structure (USDA Forest Service 2001, Appendix E, 
page E-19). A distribution population monitoring approach is identified for all 12 of the 
terrestrial MIS in the 2007 SNF MIS Amendment, except for the greater sage-grouse (USDA 
Forest Service 2007). Distribution population monitoring consists of collecting presence data for 
the MIS across a number of sample locations over time. Presence data are collected using a 
number of direct and indirect methods, such as surveys (population surveys), bird point counts, 
tracking number of hunter kills, counts of species sign (such as deer pellets), and so forth. The 
specifics regarding how these presence data are analyzed to track changes in distribution over 
time vary by species and the type of presence data collected. These are addressed for each MIS 
in the SNF Bioregional MIS Report (USDA Forest Service 2008).  

For aquatic macroinvertebrates, an Index of Biological Integrity (IBI) and habitat condition and 
trend is measured by tracking the condition and trend of a representative community of aquatic 
macroinvertebrates (aquatic insects, snails, shrimps, worms, etc.) and measurement of physical 
habitat attributes.  
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2. Selection of Project level MIS 

MIS for the LTBMU are identified in the 2007 SNF MIS Amendment (USDA Forest Service 
2007). The habitats and ecosystem components and associated MIS analyzed for the Project were 
selected from this list of MIS, as indicated in Table A-1 below. In addition to identifying the 
habitat or ecosystem components (1st column), the CWHR type(s) defining each 
habitat/ecosystem component (2nd column), and the associated MIS (3rd column), the Table 
discloses whether or not the habitat of the MIS is potentially affected by the Project (4th 
column). 

Table A-1. Management indicator species habitat analysis for the Project 
Habitat or  ecosystem 
component 

California wildlife habitat relationship (CWHR) types 
which define the habitat component1 

Sierra Nevada Forests 
management indicator species 

Analysis 
category 2 

Riverine & lacustrine Riverine, and lacustrine or lake.  Aquatic macroinvertebrates3 3 

Riparian Riparian, montane, and valley foothill, open canopy 
deciduous woodland with shrubs. 

Yellow warbler 
(Dendroica petechia) 3 

Wet meadow Wet meadow, freshwater emergent wetland. Pacific tree frog 
(Pseudacris regilla) 3 

Early seral coniferous forest Ponderosa pine, Sierran mixed conifer, white fir, red fir, 
and eastside pine. Tree sizes 1, 2, and 3. 

Mountain quail 
(Oreortyx pictus) 2 

Mid seral coniferous forest Ponderosa pine, Sierran mixed conifer, white fir, red fir, 
and eastside pine. Tree size 4.  

Mountain quail 
(Oreortyx pictus) 2 

Late seral open canopy 
coniferous forest 

Ponderosa pine, Sierran mixed conifer, white fir, red fir, 
and eastside pine. Tree size 5. Sparse to open canopy. 

Blue grouse 
(Dendragapus obscurus) 2 

Late seral closed canopy 
coniferous forest 

Ponderosa pine, Sierran mixed conifer, white fir, and red 
fir. Tree size 5 and 6. Moderate to dense canopy closures. 

California spotted owl 
(Strix occidentalis occidentalis) 

1American marten 
(Martes americana) 
Northern flying squirrel 
(Glaucomys sabrinus) 

Snags in green forest Medium and large snags in green forest.  Hairy woodpecker 
(Picoides villosus) 2 

Snags in burned forest Medium and large snags in forest burned by a stand-
replacing fire. 

Black-backed woodpecker 
(Picoides arcticus) 1 

1 All California wildlife habitat relationship size classes and canopy closures are included (Mayer and Laudenslayer, 1988). dbh = diameter at 
breast height. Tree size classes and canopy closure classifications are:  
1 = Seedling less than 1" dbh. S = Sparse cover, 10 to 24% canopy closure. 
2 = Sapling from 1" to 5.9" dbh. P = Open cover, 25 to 39% canopy closure. 
3 = Pole from 6" to 10.9" dbh. M = Moderate cover, 40 to 59% canopy closure. 
4 = Small tree from 11" to 23.9" dbh. D = Dense cover, 60 to 100% canopy closure. 
5 = Medium to large tree over 24" dbh. 
6 = Multi-layered tree in pine and Sierran mixed conifer.  

2 Category of management indicator species habitat for Project analysis:  
1 = Habitat is not in or adjacent to the Project area, and would not be affected by the Project. 
2 = Habitat is in or adjacent to Project area, but would not be directly or indirectly affected by the Project.  
3 = Habitat would be directly or indirectly affected by the Project.  

3 Aquatic macroinvertebrates include worms, clams, snails, shrimp, crayfish, caddisflies, stoneflies, diving beetles, and other invertebrates that are 
highly sensitive to changes in water quality and condition of aquatic habitat. The index of biotic integrity was last monitored at 17 sites in 
the Lake Tahoe basin from 2000-2001. The ratio of observed to expected macroinvertebrate species = 0.89, which is a very good score of 
aquatic sensitive species richness (Sierra Nevada Forests bioregional management indicator species report, January 2008).  

Category 1 MIS habitat is not in or adjacent to the Project area, and would not be directly or 
indirectly affected by the Project.  

Category 2 MIS habitat is in or adjacent to the Project area, but the habitat would not be directly 
or indirectly affected by the Project because disturbance from Project activities would primarily 
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occur in the existing residential development area; there would be no reduction in acres of forest, 
understory shrub cover, or removal of nest trees, perch trees, snags, or down woody debris.  

Category 3 management indicator species habitat would be affected by this Project, and is 
analyzed in Section 5 of this report. 

3. Bioregional Monitoring Requirements for MIS Selected for Project-Level 
Analysis 

3.a. MIS Monitoring Requirements. 

The Sierra Nevada Forests Management Indicator Species (SNF MIS) Amendment (USDA 
Forest Service 2007) identifies bioregional scale habitat and/or population monitoring for the 
Management Indicator Species for ten National Forests, including the Lake Tahoe Basin 
Management Unit (USDA Forest Service 2007). The habitat and/or population monitoring 
requirements for Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit MIS are described in the Sierra Nevada 
Forests Bioregional Management Indicator Species (SNF Bioregional MIS) Report (USDA 
Forest Service 2008) and are summarized below for the MIS being analyzed for the Project. The 
applicable habitat and/or population monitoring results are described in the SNF Bioregional 
MIS Report (USDA Forest Service 2008). 

Habitat monitoring at the bioregional scale is identified for all the habitats and ecosystem 
components, including the following analyzed for the Project: riverine/lacustrine; riparian; wet 
meadow; early seral coniferous forest; mid seral coniferous forest; late seral open canopy 
coniferous forest; snags in green forest. 

Population monitoring at the bioregional scale for aquatic macroinvertebrates: Index of 
Biological Integrity (IBI) and habitat condition and trend are measured by tracking the condition 
and trend of a representative community of aquatic macroinvertebrates (aquatic insects, snails, 
shrimps, worms, etc.) and measurement of physical habitat attributes.  

Population monitoring at the bioregional scale for yellow warbler and Pacific tree frog: 
Distribution population monitoring. Distribution population monitoring consists of collecting 
presence data for the MIS across a number of sample locations over time (also see USDA Forest 
Service 2001, Appendix E). 

3.b. How MIS Monitoring Requirements are Being Met. 
Habitat and/or distribution population monitoring for all MIS is conducted at the Sierra Nevada 
scale. Refer to the SNF Bioregional MIS Report (USDA Forest Service 2008) for details by 
habitat and MIS. 

4. Description of Proposed Project. 
Placer County Department of Public Works proposes to improve the quality of stormwater 
discharging into Lake Tahoe from the Kings Beach community by stabilizing exposed soils with 
vegetation and/or mulch; improving the existing drainage system with new curbs, gutters and 
underground pipes; and treating runoff with a variety of methods including sediment traps and 
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vaults, swales, infiltration and/or detention basins, and media filters. Improving the quality of 
runoff from the proposed Project area into Lake Tahoe is important to the basin-wide effort to 
protect the lake’s water clarity. Most Project construction will occur in the developed area of 
Kings Beach; exceptions to this would be two relatively small locations in the Griff Creek SEZ, 
and two small locations on USFS parcels at the northeast corner of Kings Beach (see Figure 
A-1). Construction activities throughout the Project area will include the use of heavy equipment 
such as front loaders, backhoes, dump trucks, concrete mixers, pumps, generators, compressors, 
rock drills, jackhammers, saws and vibrators. Construction is expected to start May 2009. 
Construction duration is expected to be 10 years. The proposed Project actions are described in 
more detail in the Draft Environmental Compliance Document for this Project, from which this 
document is tiered. 

5. Effects of Proposed Project on the Habitat for the Selected Project-Level MIS. 
The following section documents the analysis for the following ‘Category 3’ species: aquatic 
macroinvertebrates, yellow warbler, and Pacific tree frog. The analysis of the effects of the 
Project on the MIS habitat for the selected MIS is conducted at the project scale. The analysis 
used habitat information obtained from the following surveys (survey methods and results are 
described in the BA/BE): 

Dates: August 30 and 31, 2006; September 26 and 29, 2006; June and July 2007 
Surveyor: Sara Ebrahim, terrestrial biologist, ENTRIX, Inc. 

Date: July 9, 2007 
Surveyor: Tom Taylor, fisheries biologist, ENTRIX, Inc. 

Dates: July 11, 2007; August 6, 2007; July 8, 2008 
Surveyor: Julie Etra, botanist, Western Botanical Services 

Detailed information on the MIS is documented in the SNF Bioregional MIS Report (USDA 
Forest Service 2008), which is hereby incorporated by reference. Cumulative effects at the 
bioregional scale are tracked via the SNF MIS Bioregional monitoring, and detailed in the SNF 
Bioregional MIS Report. 
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Figure A-1. Project area map (Sources: USGS 1992 and Placer County 2007-2008) 



  
  

 

 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Management Indicator Species Report 
Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project  

Page 8 of 14 
July 30, 2008 

Lacustrine/Riverine Habitat (Aquatic Macroinvertebrates) 

Habitat/Species Relationship.  
Aquatic or Benthic Macroinvertebrates (BMI) have been demonstrated to be very useful as 
indicators of water quality and aquatic habitat condition (Resh and Price 1984; Karr et al. 1986; 
Hughes and Larsen 1987; Resh and Rosenberg 1989). They are sensitive to changes in water 
chemistry, temperature, and physical habitat.  

Project-level Effects Analysis – Lacustrine/Riverine Habitat 

Habitat Factor(s) for the Analysis: Flow; Sedimentation; and Water surface shade.  

Current Condition of the Habitat Factor(s) in the Project Area: Griff Creek flows 
year-round. Flows can be as high as 30.5 cfs during spring runoff, and less than 1 cfs in 
the late summer/fall. Urbanization has altered water and sediment deliveries to the 
channel by creating a peaked hydrograph (larger magnitude peak flows of a shorter 
duration) that can cause channel incision and widening.  Urban development in the 
watershed may have caused an increase in sediment delivery to the stream during 
construction phases (resulting in sedimentation), followed by a decrease in sediment 
delivery once sediment sources have been reduced by infrastructure (resulting in 
sediment evacuation and channel downcutting).  Urban development also included filling 
large portions of the floodplain that decreased channel and floodplain connectivity and 
disrupted floodplain hydrology. Rip-rapped banks prevent the channel from making 
lateral adjustments, eliminate fish cover provided by undercut banks, and limit the growth 
of overhanging vegetation that provides shade and cover.  Incision and over-widening 
have also increased Griff Creek’s flow conveyance capacity, resulting in increased 
erosive energy exerted on the bed and banks during high flows and disconnect between 
the channel and floodplain. 

Direct and Indirect Effects to Habitat. The Project will have a direct beneficial effect 
on riverine and lacustrine habitat because it will reduce erosion, sedimentation, and 
nutrient loading into those habitats. 

The Project will not have any adverse direct effect on riverine or lacustrine habitat. 
Although some Project construction will occur in the Griff Creek SEZ, such work will 
not occur in the creek itself. Similarly, the Project is near Lake Tahoe but construction 
will not occur in the lake.  

Construction could cause adverse indirect short-term effects on riverine or lacustrine 
habitat, but mitigation measures (found in the Draft Environmental Compliance 
Document prepared for the Project) will reduce or eliminate any such effects. 

Cumulative Effects to Habitat in the Project Area. Given that all other projects in the 
Tahoe Basin are subject to environmental regulation and review, and are required to 
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implement BMPs and mitigation measures, the overall cumulative effects on lacustrine 
and riverine habitat would be insignificant, or as in the case of EIP projects, beneficial. 

Cumulative Effects Conclusion: Cumulative effects to riverine habitat in Griff Creek 
would be beneficial but insignificant. Changes would be too small to measure. 
Cumulative effects to lacustrine habitat would be beneficial and could be significant, 
considering all other water-quality improvement efforts in the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

Summary of Aquatic Macroinvertebrate Status and Trend at the Bioregional Scale 
The Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit LRMP (as amended by the SNF MIS Amendment) 
requires bioregional-scale Index of Biological Integrity and Habitat monitoring for aquatic 
macroinvertebrates; hence, the lacustrine and riverine effects analysis for the Project must be 
informed by these monitoring data. The sections below summarize the Biological Integrity and 
Habitat status and trend data for aquatic macroinvertebrates. This information is drawn from the 
detailed information on habitat and population trends in the Sierra Nevada Forests Bioregional 
MIS Report (USDA Forest Service 2008), which is hereby incorporated by reference. 

Habitat and Index of Biological Integrity Status and Trend. The data collected at the 
Bioregional scale indicate that the IBI metrics for macroinvertebrates are stable.  

Relationship of Project-Level Habitat Impacts to Bioregional-Scale Aquatic 
Macroinvertebrates Habitat Trend. As the change in flow, sedimentation, and shade are too 
small to be measured the Project will not alter the existing trend in the habitat or aquatic 
macroinvertebrates across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. 

Riparian Habitat (Yellow warbler) 

Habitat/Species Relationship. 
The yellow warbler was selected as the MIS for riparian habitat in the Sierra Nevada. This 
species is usually found in riparian deciduous habitats in summer (cottonwoods, willows, alders, 
and other small trees and shrubs typical of low, open-canopy riparian woodland) (CDFG 2005). 
It also breeds in montane shrubbery in open conifer forests. During migration, it visits woodland, 
forest, and shrub habitats. 

Project-level Effects Analysis – Riparian Habitat  

Habitat Factor(s) for the Analysis: (1) Acres of riparian habitat (CWHR montane 
riparian (MRI). (2) Acres with changes in deciduous canopy cover. (3) Acres with 
changes in total canopy cover. (4) Acres with changes in CWHR size class.  

Current Condition of the Habitat Factor(s) in the Project Area: The Griff Creek SEZ 
contains the only appreciable riparian habitat in the Project area. This vegetation 
community roughly corresponds to the typical mountain alder series described in Sawyer 
and Keeler-Wolf (1995). However, several species of willows located in the Project area 
differ from typical series, and big-leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum) does not occur in the 
Project area. Conifers, particularly Jeffrey pine and white fir, form a significant part of 
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the overstory. Therefore, there is a Jeffrey pine series component to this drainage. 
Creeping snowberry (Symphoricarpos mollis) is a dominant understory species along 
with thimbleberry (Rubus parviflorus). Species of willow include Lemmon’s willow 
(Salix lemmonii), Scouler’s willow (S. scouleriana), and shining willow (S. lucida. var. 
lasiandra). Red osier dogwood (Cornus sericea) is also a common shrub along the creek. 
The total area of riparian habitat within the Project area is estimated to be 0.02 acre. 

Direct and Indirect Effects to Habitat. Although the Project occurs within riparian 
habitat, it will not result in an adverse change in any of the key habitat factors. Riparian 
habitat in the Project area would benefit, because the stormwater produced from the 
Project area would be cleaner than existing conditions allow. Additionally, the proposed 
detention basins could increase the net amount of riparian habitat in the Project area. 

Cumulative Effects to Habitat in the Project Area. Given that all other projects in the 
Tahoe Basin are subject to environmental regulation and review, and are required to 
implement BMPs and mitigation measures, the overall cumulative effects on riparian 
habitat would be insignificant, or as in the case of EIP projects, beneficial. 

Cumulative Effects Conclusion: Cumulative direct and indirect effects to 
riparian habitat in the Project area (and vicinity) would be beneficial but 
insignificant and would not alter the existing trend in the habitat. 

Summary of Yellow Warbler Status and Trend at the Bioregional Scale 
The Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit LRMP (as amended by the SNF MIS Amendment) 
requires bioregional-scale habitat and distribution population monitoring for the yellow warbler; 
hence, the riparian habitat effects analysis for the Project must be informed by both habitat and 
distribution population monitoring data. The sections below summarize the habitat and 
distribution population status and trend data for the yellow warbler. This information is drawn 
from the detailed information on habitat and population trends in the SNF Bioregional MIS 
Report (USDA Forest Service 2008), which is hereby incorporated by reference. 

Habitat Status and Trend. There are currently 29,000 acres of riparian habitat on 
National Forest System lands in the Sierra Nevada. Within the last decade, the trend is 
stable. 

Population Status and Trend. The yellow warbler has been monitored in the Sierra 
Nevada at various sample locations by avian point counts and breeding bird survey 
protocols, including Lassen NF (Burnett and Humple 2003, Burnett et al. 2005) and Inyo 
NF (Heath and Ballard 2003) point counts; California Partners in Flight monitoring and 
studies; and 1968 to present – BBS routes throughout the Sierra Nevada (Sauer et al. 
2007). Current data at the rangewide, California, and Sierra Nevada scales indicate that 
the distribution of yellow warbler populations in the Sierra Nevada is stable.  

Relationship of Project-Level Habitat Impacts to Bioregional-Scale Yellow Warbler Trend. 
Any change in deciduous canopy closure of riparian habitat in the Project area will not alter the 
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existing trend in the habitat, nor will it lead to a change in the distribution of yellow warblers 
across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. 

Wet Meadow Habitat (Pacific tree frog) 

Habitat/Species Relationship. 
The Pacific tree frog was selected as an MIS for wet meadow habitat in the Sierra Nevada. This 
broadly distributed species requires standing water for breeding; tadpoles require standing water 
for periods long enough to complete aquatic development, which can be as long as 3 or more 
months at high elevations in the Sierra Nevada (CDFG 2005). During the day during the 
breeding season, adults take cover under clumps of vegetation and surface objects near water; 
during the remainder of the year, they leave their breeding sites and seek cover in moist niches in 
buildings, wells, rotting logs or burrows (ibid). 

Project-level Effects Analysis – Wet Meadow Habitat  

Habitat Factor(s) for the Analysis: (1) Acres of wet meadow habitat [CWHR wet 
meadow (WTM) and freshwater emergent wetland (FEW)]. (2) Acres with changes in 
CWHR herbaceous height classes [short herb (<12”), tall herb (>12”)]. (3) Acres with 
changes in CWHR herbaceous ground cover classes (Sparse=2-9%; Open=10-39%; 
Moderate=40-59%; Dense=60-100%). (4) Changes in meadow hydrology. 

Current Condition of the Habitat Factor(s) in the Project Area: Small potential 
wetlands associated with the Griff Creek drainage were identified by ENTRIX biologists 
during the 2006 habitat surveys. The potential wetlands were informally delineated in the 
field based on hydrology and vegetation characteristics, but soils were not analyzed 
pursuant to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers guidance. A formal wetland delineation will 
be performed before Project designs are finalized. The total area of wet meadow habitat 
within the Project area is estimated to be 0.01 acre. 

Direct and Indirect Effects to Habitat. Although part of the Project occurs within wet 
meadow habitat, it will not result in an adverse change in any of the key habitat factors.  

The Project will have a direct beneficial effect on downstream wet meadow habitat 
because it will reduce erosion, sedimentation, and nutrient loading into those habitats. 

Construction would cause adverse indirect short-term effects on the 0.01 acre of wet 
meadow habitat, but mitigation measures (found in the Draft Environmental Compliance 
Document prepared for the Project), will reduce or eliminate any such effects. 

Cumulative Effects to Habitat in the Project Area. Given that all other projects in the 
Tahoe Basin are subject to environmental regulation and review, and are required to 
implement BMPs and mitigation measures, the overall cumulative effects on wet meadow 
habitat would be insignificant, or as in the case of EIP projects, beneficial. 



   
  

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Management Indicator Species Report Page 12 of 14 
Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project  July 30, 2008 

Cumulative Effects Conclusion: Cumulative direct and indirect effects to wet 
meadow habitat in the Project area (and vicinity) would be beneficial but 
insignificant and would not alter the existing trend in the habitat. 

Summary of Pacific Tree Frog Status and Trend at the Bioregional Scale 
The NF LRMP (as amended by the SNF MIS Amendment) requires bioregional-scale habitat and 
distribution population monitoring for the Pacific tree frog; hence, the wet meadow effects 
analysis for the Project must be informed by both habitat and distribution population monitoring 
data. The sections below summarize the habitat and distribution population status and trend data 
for the Pacific tree frog. This information is drawn from the detailed information on habitat and 
population trends in the SNF Bioregional MIS Report (USDA Forest Service 2008), which is 
hereby incorporated by reference. 

Habitat Status and Trend. There are currently 66,000 acres of wet meadow habitat on 
National Forest System lands in the Sierra Nevada. Within the last decade, the trend is 
stable. 

Population Status and Trend. Since 2002, the Pacific tree frog has been monitored on 
the Sierra Nevada forests as part of the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA) 
monitoring plan (USDA Forest Service 2006, Brown 2008). These data indicate that 
Pacific tree frog continues to be present at these sample sites, and that the distribution of 
Pacific tree frog populations in the Sierra Nevada is stable.  

Relationship of Project-Level Habitat Impacts to Bioregional-Scale Pacific Tree Frog 
Trend. The change in herbaceous CWHR height class in wet meadow habitat in the Project area 
will not alter the existing trend in the habitat, nor will it lead to a change in the distribution of 
Pacific tree frogs across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. 
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Noxious Weed Risk Assessment 

Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project 

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit 

November 11, 2008 

Prepared by ENTRIX, Inc. on behalf of Placer County Department of Public Works 

Reviewed by: _____________________________ 

Shana E. Gross 
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USFS Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit 


NOXIOUS WEED RISK ASSESSMENT DIRECTION 
The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFP) outlines the direction for completing a 
noxious weed risk assessment (SNFP Appendix L). In addition, the Forest Service Manual 2080 
Noxious Weed Management (effective 11/29/1995) includes a policy statement calling for a risk 
assessment for noxious weeds to be completed for every project. Specifically, the manual states:  

2081.03 Policy. When any ground disturbing action or activity is proposed, determine the risk of 
introducing or spreading noxious weeds associated with the proposed Project. 

For projects having moderate to high risk of introducing or spreading noxious weeds, the project 
decision document must identify noxious weed control measures that must be undertaken during 
project implementation. 

1.	 Make every effort to ensure that all seed, feed, hay, and straw used on National Forest 
System lands is free of noxious weed seeds (FSH 6309.12, sec. 42 and 42.1). 

2.	 Where States have enacted legislation and have an active program to make weed-free forage 
available, Forest Officers shall issue orders restricting the transport of feed, hay, straw, or 
mulch which is not declared as weed-free, as provided in 36 CFR 261.50(a) and 261.58(t). 

3.	 Use contract and permit clauses to prevent the introduction or spread of noxious weeds by 
contractors and permittees. For example, where determined to be appropriate, use clauses 
requiring contractors or permittees to clean their equipment prior to entering National Forest 
System lands. 

2081.2 Prevention and Control Measures. Determine the factors which favor establishment 
and spread of noxious weeds and design management practices or prescriptions to reduce risk of 
infestation or spread of noxious weeds. 

Where funds and other resources do not permit undertaking all desired measures, address and 
schedule noxious weed prevention and control in the following order: 
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1. First Priority: Prevent the introduction of new invaders, 

2. Second Priority: Conduct early treatment of new infestations, and 

3. Third Priority: Contain and control established infestations. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Project is located in the Lake Tahoe Basin within the community of Kings Beach, Placer 
County, California (T16N, R17E, portions of the SE¼ of Section 12, portions of the NE¼ of 
Section 13; T16N, R18E, portions of the SW ¼ of Section 18, the NW ¼ of Section 19, portions 
of the NE ¼ Section 19, portions of SW ¼ of Section 19 and portions of the SE¼ of Section 19).  

Placer County Department of Public Works proposes to improve the quality of stormwater 
discharging into Lake Tahoe from the Kings Beach community by stabilizing exposed soils with 
vegetation and/or mulch; improving the existing drainage system with new curbs, gutters and 
underground pipes; and treating runoff with a variety of methods including sediment traps and 
vaults, swales, infiltration and/or detention basins, and media filters. Improving the quality of 
runoff from the proposed Project area into Lake Tahoe is important to the basin-wide effort to 
protect the lake’s water clarity. Construction activities will include the use of heavy equipment 
such as front loaders, backhoes, dump trucks, concrete mixers, pumps, generators, compressors, 
rock drills, jackhammers, saws and vibrators. Construction is expected to start May 2009. 
Construction duration is expected to be 10 years. The proposed Project actions are described in 
more detail in the Draft Environmental Compliance Document for this Project, from which this 
document is tiered. 

RISK ASSESSMENT 

A. Inventory: 
A survey of the Project right-of-ways as well as public lands was conducted by Western 
Botanical Services Inc. on July 11, 2007 August 6, 2007, and July 8, 2008. All public properties 
were surveyed on foot, while private properties, due to access restrictions, were surveyed from a 
slowly moving automobile (stopping to enable extended observation when deemed necessary). 
The commercial corridor was not surveyed where hard cover precluded plant establishment. 
Cheatgrass, bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) and field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) were 
observed during these surveys (see Figure B-1, Tables B-1 and B-2). Also, woolly mullein 
(Verbascum thapsus) were found during other surveys conducted by ENTRIX, Inc. August 30 
and 31, 2006 and September 26 and 29, 2006. Stands of the invasive non-native cheatgrass 
(Bromus tectorum) covering less than one square foot were not recorded. Beach sites were not 
surveyed, but will be surveyed prior to commencement of construction activities. Beach 
infestations will be addressed according to the mitigation measures recommended on pages 7-8 
of this risk assessment. 
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Figure B-1. Identified populations of noxious and/or invasive weeds in the Project area. 
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Table B-1. Potentially occurring noxious and/or invasive weed species of concern. 

Common Name Scientific Name LTBWCG CDFA NDA SNFPA 

Species 
Present? 
Y or N 

Area of 
Infestation 

(sq. ft.) 
Cheatgrass Bromus tectorum NW Y 1,910 
Hoary cress Cardaria draba Group 1 B C NW N 
Musk thistle Carduus nutans Group 1 A B NW N 
Purple starthistle Centaurea calcitrapa Group 1 B A NW N 
Diffuse knapweed Centaurea diffusa Group 1 A B NW N 
Spotted knapweed Centaurea maculosa Group 2 A A NW N 
Russian knapweed Centaurea repens Group 1 B N 
Yellow starthistle Centaurea solstitialis Group 1 C A NW N 
Squarrose knapweed Centaurea squarrosa Group 1 A A NW N 
Rush skeleton Chondrilla juncea Group 1 A A NW N 
Canada thistle Cirsium arvense Group 1 B C NW N 
Bull thistle Cirsium vulgare Group 2 C NW Y 2 plants 
Field bindweed Convolvulus arvensis C NW Y 10 
Scotchbroom Cytisus scoparius Group 2 C NW N 
Teasel Dipsacus fullonum Group 1 N 
St. John’s wort / Klamath weed Hypericum perforatum Group 1 C A NW N 
Tall whitetop / Perennial 
pepperweed Lepidium latifolium Group 2 B C NW N 

Ox eye daisy Leucanthemum vulgare Group 2 NW N 

Dalmatian toadflax Linaria genistifolia spp. 
dalmatica Group 2 A A NW N 

Yellow toadflax Linaria vulgaris Group 2 A N 
Eurasian watermilfoil Myriophyllum spicatum Group 2 C A NW N 
Scotch thistle Onorpordum acanthium Group 1 A B NW N 
Curlyleaf pondweed Potamogeton crispus Group 1 N 
Sulfur cinquefoil Potentilla recta Group 1 Q A N 
Perennial Sowthistle Sonchus arvensis l.  A A N 
Woolly mullein Verbascum thapsus NW Y 2 plants 

Lake Tahoe Basin Weed Coordinating Group (LTBWCG) prioritizes invasive weeds of concern by management group. Group 1: watch for, 
report, and eradicate immediately. Group 2: manage infestations with the goal of eradication. 

The California Department of Food and Agriculture’s (CDFA) noxious weed list (http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/phpps/ipc/ ) divides noxious weeds into 
categories A, B, and C. A-listed weeds are those for which eradication or containment is required at the state or county level. With B-listed 
weeds, eradication or containment is at the discretion of the County Agricultural Commissioner. C-listed weeds require eradication or 
containment only when found in a nursery or at the discretion of the County Agricultural Commissioner. Q-listed weeds require temporary “A” 
action pending determination of a permanent rating. 

Nevada Department of Agriculture (NDA) (http://agri.nv.gov/nwac/PLANT_NoxWeedList.htm divides) divides noxious weeds into categories A, 
B, and C. Category “A”: Weeds not found or limited in distribution throughout the state; actively excluded from the state and actively eradicated 
wherever found; actively eradicated from nursery stock dealer premises; control required by the state in all infestations. Category "B": Weeds 
established in scattered populations in some counties of the state; actively excluded where possible, actively eradicated from nursery stock dealer 
premises; control required by the state in areas where populations are not well established or previously unknown to occur. Category "C": Weeds 
currently established and generally widespread in many counties of the state; actively eradicated from nursery stock dealer premises; abatement at 
the discretion of the state quarantine officer. 

Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA) part 3.6 defines noxious weeds as: those plant species designated as noxious weeds by Federal 
or State law. Noxious weeds generally possess one or more of the following characteristics: aggressive and difficult to manage, poisonous, toxic, 
parasitic, a carrier or host of serious insects or disease, and generally non-native.  

http://agri.nv.gov/nwac/PLANT_NoxWeedList.htm
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/phpps/ipc
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Table B-2. Noxious weed infestations in or near the Kings Beach Project Area. 

ID 1 UTM 2 Location No. of Plants or 
Area (ft²) 

Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) 
CIVU-0207 10S 757547 4347042 Chipmunk St between Minnow Ave and SR-28 1 plant 
CIVU-0307 10S 756596 4347974 Southeast corner of Specked Ave and Deer St 1 plant 

Total in Project area: 2 plants 
Cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) 
BRTE-0207 10S 756363 4347896 Southwest corner of Cutthroat Ave and Wolf St 100 

BRTE-0307 10S 757781 4347002 
North end of Bend Ave, south of the intersection with Park Ln: extends 
from intersection south for 5 lots - scattered on the east and west sides 
of road 

50 

BRTE-0407 10S 757800 4346518 Southwest and southeast corners of Park Ln and SR-28 20 
BRTE-0507 10S 757246 4347732 Southwest corner of Fox St and Loch Levon Ave 400 
BRTE-0607 10S 757241 4347997 Southwest corner of Fox St and Speckled Ave 50 
BRTE-0707 10S 757044 4347752 Northeast corner of Coon St and Loch Levon Ave: first lot 50 
BRTE-0807 10S 757020 4347816 Southwest corner of Dolly Varden Ave and Coon St 10 
BRTE-0907 10S 757033 4348015 Northeast corner of Speckled Ave and Coon St 10 
BRTE-1007 10S 757340 4347489 East End of Rainbow Ave, north side of the road along fence 10 

BRTE-1107 10S 757383 4347404 East end of Trout Ave., north side of the road: approximately three lots 
to the west of the eastern end of Trout 10 

BRTE-1207 10S 757522 4347211 Southwest corner of Chipmunk St and Salmon Ave 10 
BRTE-1307 10S 756391 4347815 Northeast and northwest corners of Dolly Varden Ave and Wolf St. 200 

BRTE-1407 10S 756410 4347815 Wolf St north of Dolly Varden Ave: along first lot north of Dolly 
Varden Ave on the east side of the road. 10 

BRTE-1507 10S 756572 4347998 Speckled Ave at Deer St: northwest corner 10 
BRTE-0108 10S 0757624 4347985 Forest Service parcel east side of Beaver St north of Cutthroat Ave 750 
BRTE-0208 10S 0757342 4348104 Forest Service parcel north of Speckled Ave east of Fox St 20 

Total in Project area: 1,910 ft2 

Field bindweed (Concvolvulus arvensis) 
COAR-0108 10S 0757624 4347985 Forest Service parcel east side of Beaver St north of Cutthroat Ave 10 

Total: 10 ft2 

Total in Project area: 10 ft2 

Wooly mullein (Verbascum thapsus) 
VETH-0206 10S 757610 4347490 Beaver St south of Bass Ave 2 plants 

Total in Project area: 2 plants 

1 Infestation ID includes the species 4-letter code, sighting number, and year found. Ex: CIVU-0207 is for Cirsium vulgare (CIVU), and 
it is the second sighting (for this survey) found in 2007. The first sighting for this survey (CIVU-0107) was outside the Project area. 

2 UTM in WGS 84 

B. Habitat Vulnerability (vegetative cover types, previous disturbance, soil cover, shade, 
soil type, aspect/slope): 
Habitat is Jeffrey pine forest and urban/residential. Any new disturbance in the vicinity of 
cheatgrass, bull thistle, field bindweed and woolly mullein may enhance their spread. 

C. Non-Project Dependent Vectors (existing roads and trails, traffic use, livestock/wildlife 
migration, wind patterns, drainage flow direction):  
Traffic, people, and wind are non-Project vectors (Table B-3). 
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Table B-3. Weed spread factors not associated with proposed Project (pre-existing circumstances). 
Non-Project dependent factors Current Conditions Risk Rationale 
A. Inventory Cheatgrass 

Bull thistle 
Field bindweed 
Woolly mullein 

Medium These species are either LTBWCG Group 2, CDFA 
Group C, or not included in the LTBWCG/CDFA 
listings, and are therefore not high priority species. 

B. Habitat vulnerability Open urban areas. High/Medium Urban areas are often open and have little ground cover. 
C. Non-Project dependent vectors Roads and drainage 

channels present, 
pedestrian, vehicle, and 
animal traffic. 

High There are several current vectors, especially along 
roads. The riparian area contains several paths and 
some road intersections. There is a risk of weeds 
spreading from non-Project areas. 

D. Habitat Alteration Expected as a Result of the Project:  
Many of the proposed improvements for the Project are to be installed along existing disturbed 
roadsides. No appreciable habitat alteration is expected from these proposed improvements. 
Additional proposed improvements away from the road may represent an increased level of 
disturbance. All disturbed areas will be revegetated with native species. 

E. Increased Vectors as a Result of Project Implementation:  
There will be a short-term increase in traffic due to construction, but the installation of Project 
improvements will not result in a long-term increase in vectors (Table B-4). 

Cheatgrass 

Project activity that disturbs soil containing cheatgrass seed may further spread this noxious 
weed. All infestations of cheatgrass within the Project area (Figure B-1 and Table B-2) may be 
affected by installation of Project improvements. The risk of spreading cheatgrass will be 
mitigated by the measures described in “Mitigation Measures” below. 

Bull thistle 

Project activity that disturbs soil containing bull thistle seed may further spread this noxious 
weed. All infestations of bull thistle within the Project area (Figure B-1 and Table B-2) may be 
affected by installation of Project improvements. The risk of spreading bull thistle will be 
mitigated by the measures described in “Mitigation Measures” below. 

Field bindweed 

Project activity that disturbs soil containing field bindweed seed may further spread this noxious 
weed. All field bindweed infestations within the Project area (Figure B-1 and Table B-2) may be 
affected by installation of Project improvements. The risk of spreading field bindweed will be 
mitigated by the measures described in “Mitigation Measures” below. 

Woolly mullein 

Project activity that disturbs soil containing woolly mullein seed may further spread this noxious 
weed. All infestations of woolly mullein within the Project area (Figure B-1 and Table B-2) may 
be affected by installation of Project improvements. The risk of spreading woolly mullein will be 
mitigated by the measures described in “Mitigation Measures” below. 
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Table B-4. Weed spread factors associated with Project implementation. 

Project dependent factors 
Post-construction 
conditions Risk Rationale 

D. Habitat alteration expected as a 
result of the Project 

Soil disturbance from 
construction activities; 
shade removal. 

Medium Minimal shade removal, but soil disturbance will occur. 
Disturbance localized to specific Project improvements; 
majority of disturbance will occur in previously 
disturbed areas. 

E. Increased vectors as a result of 
Project implementation 

Short-term increase in 
traffic during construction. 

Medium Long-term use of area will not increase because of 
Project 

F. Mitigation measures If no mitigation measures 
implemented 

Higher risk 

If some mitigation 
measures implemented 

Moderately 
reduced risk 

If all mitigation measures 
implemented 

Greatly 
reduced risk 

G. Summary (anticipated weed 
response to proposed Project) 

Moderate potential for 
weed spread. 

Medium Some high risk factors, mitigation plan reduces risk 
to medium. 

F. Mitigation Measures (prevention and control): 
All measures listed below will be implemented.  

1.	 All off-road equipment and vehicles used for Project implementation are required to be 
weed-free. All equipment and vehicles will be cleaned of all attached mud, dirt, and plant 
parts. This will be done at a vehicle washing station or steam cleaning facility (power or 
high-pressure cleaning) before the equipment and vehicles enter the Project area or National 
Forest System lands, and before vehicles enter the Basin (if they originate from outside the 
Basin). 

2.	 All earth-moving equipment, gravel, fill, or other materials are required to be weed-free. Use 
onsite sand, gravel, rock, or organic matter when possible. Otherwise, obtain weed-free 
materials from gravel pits and fill sources that have been approved by TRPA or by a botanist 
or ecologist at the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit. 

3.	 Minimize the amount of ground and vegetation disturbance in the construction areas. 
Reestablish vegetation on all disturbed bare ground to minimize weed establishment and 
infestation. 

4.	 Use weed-free equipment, mulches, and seed sources (prevention will include Seeding 
Specifications which restrict cheatgrass and other weed seed from seed mixes). Salvage 
topsoil from Project area for use in onsite revegetation, unless contaminated with noxious 
weeds. All activities that require seeding or planting must utilize locally collected native seed 
sources when possible. Plant and seed material should be collected from or near the Project 
area, from within the same watershed, and at a similar elevation when possible. Persistent 
non-natives such as Phleum pretense (cultivated timothy), Dactylis glomerata (orchard 
grass), or Lolium spp. (ryegrass) will not be used. This requirement is consistent with the 
USFS Region 5 policy that directs the use of native plant material for revegetation and 
restoration for maintaining “the overall national goal of conserving the biodiversity, health, 
productivity, and sustainable use of forest, rangeland, and aquatic ecosystems”. Proposed 
seed mixes will be required to be submitted by the Contractor and pre-approved by the Placer 
County project engineer prior to application. 90% design specifications outlining seed 
mixture requirements will be submitted to the LTBMU for review before plans and 
specifications are finalized. 
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5.	 Staging areas for equipment, materials, or crews will not be sited in weed-infested areas. 

6.	 Conduct pre-construction surveys for listed noxious or invasive weeds in areas to be 
disturbed by Project activity. This includes beach sites. Weed infestations identified within 
fifty (50) feet of planned Project activities or along travel routes in the Project area will be 
flagged and avoided, or treated (if weeds are unavoidable) according to the species present 
and Project constraints. Note: existing weed infestations within the Project area that are 
more than fifty (50) feet from Project activities, or on inaccessible property, will not be 
flagged or treated as part of this Project; however, contractor(s) will be encouraged to notify 
appropriate agencies (LTBMU or Placer County) of weed infestations meeting those criteria. 

7.	 If ground disturbance is necessary within an infested area, none of the excavated material 
will be removed from the site. If there is excess material from the infested area, this soil will 
be labeled as contaminated, and transported outside the Lake Tahoe Basin to a facility that 
will accept contaminated soil. Contaminated material will be covered/contained during 
transport to prevent spillage or loss by blow-off. The material will not under any 
circumstances be used at any other site in the Basin. 

8.	 The Project area will be monitored by LTBMU personnel during construction and for 3 years 
after Project completion to ensure weeds do not become established in the areas affected by 
the Project. Monitoring personnel will submit annual reports to the LTBMU noxious weed 
coordinator to ensure compliance. If noxious weeds are found, the noxious weed coordinator 
on the LTBMU will be notified immediately.  

9.	 To enhance the establishment of native plants, inoculate revegetation areas with weed-free 
native topsoil obtained from the Project site. 

G. Summary 
The overall risk of introducing or spreading noxious weed as a result of the Project is considered 
to be medium (Table B-4). This determination is based on the following: 

1.	 Surveys identified three noxious weed species (cheatgrass, bull thistle, and woolly mullein) 
in the Project area. 

2.	 There are established roads in the Project area, as well as foot and animal traffic (which serve 
as vectors), and construction will result in a short-term increase in traffic in the area. 

3.	 The majority of disturbance will occur in previously disturbed areas, although disturbance 
will be localized to specific areas within the Project area. 

4.	 A mitigation plan has been adopted as a part of the proposed Project. The mitigation plan is 
expected to decrease the risk of Project-related weed spread to a level that is at or below pre-
construction conditions. 
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Willow Flycatcher Survey Report 

Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project 

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit 

July 30, 2008 

Willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii) is a California listed Threatened species, and is also on 
the U.S. Forest Service Region 5 Sensitive list in California. The subspecies present in the Tahoe 
Basin is E.t. brewsteri, “little willow flycatcher.” In fall of 2006, eight locations were identified 
along Griff Creek as potential willow flycatcher nesting habitat. A survey for willow flycatcher 
was conducted by ENTRIX in June and July of 2007 by ENTRIX biologist Sara Ebrahim, 
following protocol from Bombay, et al (2000). 

The survey protocol requires a minimum of two surveys at each site, during specific times. The 
survey periods chosen for the Kings Beach Project area were Survey Period 2 (between June 15-
25) and Survey Period 3 (June 26 – July 25). 

METHODS 
Potential willow flycatcher habitat was identified along the Griff Creek corridor. Eight survey 
locations were established based on the distribution of potential habitat (Figure C-1). GPS 
coordinates were taken and the points flagged on nearby (non-willow) vegetation. The same 
points were used for both visits. All survey activity took place between 5 and 10 a.m. Pre-
recorded willow flycatcher songs were broadcast at specific intervals, alternating with listening 
for responses, with 6 minutes spent at each survey point, according to Bombay, et al (2000). 

RESULTS 
No willow flycatchers were detected at any of the survey sites in the Project area. Brown-headed 
cowbirds were detected within the Project area. Data forms from the Protocol are attached; Form 
1, Field Survey Form – one for each visit per survey site, Form 2, Site Description, and Form 3, 
Results Summary. 

REFERENCE 

Bombay, Ritter, and Valentine. 2000. A Willow Flycatcher Survey Protocol for California. 
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Figure C-1. Potential willow flycatcher habitat, and survey locations. 
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USFWS Consultation 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office  
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605 

Sacramento, California 95825 

July 15, 2008 

Document Number: 080715112440 

Robert Wurgler 
ENTRIX, Inc. 
701 University Avenue 
Suite 200 
Sacramento, CA 95835  

Subject: Species List for Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project 

Dear: Interested party  

We are sending this official species list in response to your July 15, 2008 request for information about 
endangered and threatened species. The list covers the California counties and/or U.S. Geological Survey 
7½ minute quad or quads you requested.  

Our database was developed primarily to assist Federal agencies that are consulting with us. Therefore, 
our lists include all of the sensitive species that have been found in a certain area and also ones that 
may be affected by projects in the area. For example, a fish may be on the list for a quad if it lives 
somewhere downstream from that quad. Birds are included even if they only migrate through an area. 
In other words, we include all of the species we want people to consider when they do something that 
affects the environment. 

Please read Important Information About Your Species List (below). It explains how we made the list and 
describes your responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act. 

Our database is constantly updated as species are proposed, listed and delisted. If you address proposed 
and candidate species in your planning, this should not be a problem. However, we recommend that you 
get an updated list every 90 days. That would be October 13, 2008.  

Please contact us if your project may affect endangered or threatened species or if you have any 
questions about the attached list or your responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act. A list of 
Endangered Species Program contacts can be found at www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/branches.htm. 

Endangered Species Division  

www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/branches.htm


 

 

 
 

 

 
 

  

  

 
 

  

      

  
 

 

   

  

  

   

  
 

 

Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that Occur in 
or may be Affected by Projects in the Counties and/or 

U.S.G.S. 7 1/2 Minute Quads you requested 
Document Number: 080715112440 


Database Last Updated: January 31, 2008 


Quad Lists 

Listed Species 

Fish 
Oncorhynchus (=Salmo) clarki henshawi 

Lahontan cutthroat trout (T) 

Candidate Species 

Amphibians 
Rana muscosa 

mountain yellow-legged frog (C) 

Mammals 
Martes pennanti 

fisher (C) 

Quads Containing Listed, Proposed or Candidate Species: 
KINGS BEACH (538A) 

MARTIS PEAK (554D) 

County Lists 
No county species lists requested. 

Key: 
(E) Endangered - Listed as being in danger of extinction. 

(T) Threatened - Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future.  

(P) Proposed - Officially proposed in the Federal Register for listing as endangered or threatened. 

(NMFS) Species under the Jurisdiction of the National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration Fisheries Service. 

Consult with them directly about these species. 


Critical Habitat - Area essential to the conservation of a species. 


(PX) Proposed Critical Habitat - The species is already listed. Critical habitat is being proposed for it. 


(C) Candidate - Candidate to become a proposed species. 

(V) Vacated by a court order. Not currently in effect. Being reviewed by the Service.  

(X) Critical Habitat designated for this species 

Important Information About Your Species List 

How We Make Species Lists 
We store information about endangered and threatened species lists by U.S. Geological 
Survey 7½ minute quads. The United States is divided into these quads, which are about the 
size of San Francisco. 

The animals on your species list are ones that occur within, or may be affected by projects 



     
    

  
   

  
   

 
    

   

 
 

 

 

 

      
 

 

  
      

 
 

 
  

   

   
 

 
   

 
    

  

within, the quads covered by the list. 

z Fish and other aquatic species appear on your list if they are in the same watershed as your 
quad or if water use in your quad might affect them.  

z Amphibians will be on the list for a quad or county if pesticides applied in that area may be 
carried to their habitat by air currents. 

z Birds are shown regardless of whether they are resident or migratory. Relevant birds on the 
county list should be considered regardless of whether they appear on a quad list. 

Plants 
Any plants on your list are ones that have actually been observed in the area covered by the 
list. Plants may exist in an area without ever having been detected there. You can find out 
what's in the surrounding quads through the California Native Plant Society's online 
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants. 

Surveying 
Some of the species on your list may not be affected by your project. A trained biologist or 
botanist, familiar with the habitat requirements of the species on your list, should determine 
whether they or habitats suitable for them may be affected by your project. We recommend 
that your surveys include any proposed and candidate species on your list. 

For plant surveys, we recommend using the Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting 
Botanical Inventories. The results of your surveys should be published in any environmental 
documents prepared for your project. 

Your Responsibilities Under the Endangered Species Act 
All animals identified as listed above are fully protected under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, as amended. Section 9 of the Act and its implementing regulations prohibit the take of 
a federally listed wildlife species. Take is defined by the Act as "to harass, harm, pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect" any such animal. 

Take may include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or 
injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, 
feeding, or shelter (50 CFR §17.3). 

Take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity may be authorized by one of two 
procedures: 

z If a Federal agency is involved with the permitting, funding, or carrying out of a project that may 
result in take, then that agency must engage in a formal consultation with the Service. 

During formal consultation, the Federal agency, the applicant and the Service work together to 
avoid or minimize the impact on listed species and their habitat. Such consultation would result 
in a biological opinion by the Service addressing the anticipated effect of the project on listed and 
proposed species. The opinion may authorize a limited level of incidental take.  

z If no Federal agency is involved with the project, and federally listed species may be taken as 
part of the project, then you, the applicant, should apply for an incidental take permit. The 
Service may issue such a permit if you submit a satisfactory conservation plan for the species 
that would be affected by your project. 

Should your survey determine that federally listed or proposed species occur in the area and are 
likely to be affected by the project, we recommend that you work with this office and the 
California Department of Fish and Game to develop a plan that minimizes the project's direct and 
indirect impacts to listed species and compensates for project-related loss of habitat. You should 
include the plan in any environmental documents you file.  



 
 

   
 

 

   

 

 
 

   

 
 

 

Critical Habitat 
When a species is listed as endangered or threatened, areas of habitat considered essential 
to its conservation may be designated as critical habitat. These areas may require special 
management considerations or protection. They provide needed space for growth and 
normal behavior; food, water, air, light, other nutritional or physiological requirements; 
cover or shelter; and sites for breeding, reproduction, rearing of offspring, germination or 
seed dispersal. 

Although critical habitat may be designated on private or State lands, activities on these 
lands are not restricted unless there is Federal involvement in the activities or direct harm to 
listed wildlife. 

If any species has proposed or designated critical habitat within a quad, there will be a 
separate line for this on the species list. Boundary descriptions of the critical habitat may be 
found in the Federal Register. The information is also reprinted in the Code of Federal 
Regulations (50 CFR 17.95). See our critical habitat page for maps. 

Candidate Species 

We recommend that you address impacts to candidate species. We put plants and animals 

on our candidate list when we have enough scientific information to eventually propose them 

for listing as threatened or endangered. By considering these species early in your planning 

process you may be able to avoid the problems that could develop if one of these candidates 

was listed before the end of your project. 


Species of Concern 

The Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office no longer maintains a list of species of concern. 

However, various other agencies and organizations maintain lists of at-risk species. These 

lists provide essential information for land management planning and conservation efforts. 

More info
 

Wetlands 
If your project will impact wetlands, riparian habitat, or other jurisdictional waters as defined 
by section 404 of the Clean Water Act and/or section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, you 
will need to obtain a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Impacts to wetland 
habitats require site specific mitigation and monitoring. For questions regarding wetlands, 
please contact Mark Littlefield of this office at (916) 414-6580. 

Updates 
Our database is constantly updated as species are proposed, listed and delisted. If you 
address proposed and candidate species in your planning, this should not be a problem. 
However, we recommend that you get an updated list every 90 days. That would be October 
13, 2008.  
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CULTURAL/HISTORIC RESOURCES INVENTORY REPORT 
for the 

Kings Beach Water Quality and Stream Environment Zone Improvement Project
 
Environmental Assessment 


Kings Beach, including Griff Creek, in Placer County, California 

November 11, 2008 

Report TB-2008-034 / R208051900049 

I. INTRODUCTION 
This cultural resource inventory report has been prepared by the Placer County Department of Public 
Works (Placer County or DPW) for the proposed Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement 
Project (Project) (Figure 1). This report was produced to identify resources that could potentially be 
impacted by Project activities. Research was conducted to develop a context for possible resources 
located within the Project area of potential effect (APE), to identify previously recorded resources within 
and near the Project APE, and to identify unrecorded resources, if any, within the Project APE. The APE 
is the area where Project construction (and related activity) is planned to occur (Figure 2). 

Figure 1. Project location 
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Figure 2. Project area of potential effect (APE), and area surveyed. The Commercial Core is not part of the Project APE. 
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Background research identified three previously recorded resources in the Project APE. A pedestrian 
survey in the APE identified no new resources. One of the previously recorded resources could potentially 
be affected by the proposed Project. 

It is important to note that the APE does not include the area encompassed by the Kings Beach 
Commercial Core Improvement Project (CCIP) (Figure 2). The CCIP area was surveyed between 2002 
and 2005, and the results published in a Historical Resources Evaluation Report (Snyder et al. 2006), 
which is incorporated herein by reference. 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Project is located in Kings Beach, California (Figure 1). The Project APE’s southern border is Lake 
Tahoe while the western, northern, and eastern boundaries of the Project are generally defined by State 
Route 267, Speckled Avenue, and Park Street, respectively (Figure 2). The Griff Creek stream 
environment zone (SEZ) is located along the west edge of Kings Beach; proposed work would occur at 
various locations in the SEZ as far north as Griff Lane. The proposed work is described in more detail in 
the Draft Environmental Compliance Document for this Project, from which this document is tiered.  

Placer County Department of Public Works proposes to improve the quality of stormwater discharging 
into Lake Tahoe from the Kings Beach community by stabilizing exposed soils with vegetation and/or 
mulch; improving the existing drainage system with new curbs, gutters, earthen berms and underground 
pipes; and treating runoff with a variety of methods including fill removal, sediment traps and vaults, 
swales, infiltration and/or detention basins, and media filters. Improving the quality of runoff from the 
proposed Project area into Lake Tahoe is important to the basin-wide effort to protect the lake’s water 
clarity. In addition, Placer County proposes to improve water quality, fish passage and habitat in Griff 
Creek by replacing culverts, constructing in-channel habitat features, excavating portions of channel, 
constructing new channel, and installing rock channel bed stabilization (grade control) structures. 
Construction activities will include the use of heavy equipment such as front loaders, backhoes, dump 
trucks, concrete mixers, pumps, generators, compressors, rock drills, jackhammers, saws and vibrators. 
Construction is expected to start May 2009. Construction duration is expected to be 10 years. The 
proposed Project actions are described in more detail in the Draft Environmental Compliance Document 
prepared for this Project. 

III. EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Knowledge of existing cultural resource conditions for the APE draws heavily from previous projects 
within the Lake Tahoe Basin. Heritage studies by Lindström and Rucks (2001) are particularly relevant, 
as these researchers assembled and analyzed baseline information on the paleoenvironment and 
prehistoric/Native American and historic/Euroamerican land uses in the Lake Tahoe area. These prior 
reports provide the natural history setting of the study area from a cultural resource perspective. The 
following provides a summary of these environmental conditions and land use related alterations. 

Native American History and Prehistory 
Prehistory 
The prehistory of the Lake Tahoe Basin region is described in detail in Moratto (1984). The oldest finds 
reported for this region suggest occupation 8,000 to 9,000 years ago, with continuous use of the Tahoe 
Basin by Native Americans until incoming Euroamericans encountered the Washoe people in the 1840s. 



  
  

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Cultural/Historic Resources Inventory Report Page 4 of 14 
Kings Beach Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project  November 11, 2008 

The archaeology of the north-central Sierra was first outlined by Heizer and Elsasser (1953). Subsequent 
research defined two distinct archaeological complexes for the Sierra Nevada elevations ranging between 
5,500 and 7,800 feet. The boundary would later be extended to include the lower elevations of the foothill 
region. The earlier of these two complexes, The Martis, was first identified at CA-PLA-5, and is 
distinguished by basaltic flaked stone implements, millingstones, bowl mortars, spokeshave-notched 
tools, and an economic emphasis on hunting and seed-gathering (Jackson et al. 1994:2-22). The Martis 
Complex is estimated to date to the period between 1,500 and 4,000 years Before Present (B.P.). The 
Kings Beach Complex, first identified at CA-PLA-9 and associated with the Washoe culture, can be 
distinguished from the Martis Complex by an increased use of flaked obsidian and chert tools, and use of 
bedrock milling features, as well as an economic emphasis on fishing, nut harvesting, seed gathering, and 
hunting. The Kings Beach Complex is believed to date to the period from historic contact to 1,500 years 
B.P. (Jackson et al. 1994:2-22).  

The established archaeological framework was revised several times over the past fifty years to include a 
finer division of the Martis and Kings Beach complexes into four periods. These four periods are: 

1. Pre-Archaic or Tahoe Reach Phase – begins approximately 8,000 years B.P. 
2. Early Archaic or Spooner Phase – 7,000 – 4,000 years B.P. 
3. Middle Archaic or Martis Complex – 4,000 – 1,500 years B.P. 
4. Late Archaic or Kings Beach Phase – 1,500 years B.P. – European Contact 

Throughout the Late Archaic, prehistoric population continued to increase with dramatic rises occurring 
along the lower eastern and western foothills during the early part of this period (Elston et al. 1994; 
Moore and Burke 1990). The later Kings Beach Phase saw more intensive and long-term use of the Tahoe 
highlands (Lindström 1982). This later period is correlated with the ethnographic Washoe. 

The Washoe 
Kings Beach falls within the boundaries of traditional Washoe, or Wa She Shu, territory. Occupation of 
the Tahoe Region may have occurred as early as 9,000 years ago during the Pre-Archaic period (Elston et 
al. 1977). A more intensive occupation of the area likely occurred sometime between 4,000 and 500 years 
ago. The ancestors of the Washoe may have entered the area around 500 years ago. The center of Washoe 
aboriginal territory and focus of contemporary culture was Lake Tahoe. Lake Tahoe was utilized 
extensively for hunting, fishing, and gathering by the Washoe. The lake’s southern shoreline was the 
location of several large base camps and smaller temporary camps and task sites. The Washoe regard all 
prehistoric remains and sites within the Project region as being associated with their history. 

Throughout the historic period and into the present, Washoe have been intent on maintaining ties to their 
territorial lands at Lake Tahoe and sustaining and adapting traditional subsistence regimes, cultural 
practices, and belief systems. As one early post-contact strategy for survival, Washoe individuals and 
family groups retained links to their ancestral lands around Lake Tahoe by working for and camping near 
lands accessible to loggers, dairymen, fishermen, ranchers, and resort owners. These enterprises required 
Indian labor and, in exchange, Washoe were paid wages and/or given food. Washoe men created niches 
as contract labor, working on roads and cutting and hauling firewood and Christmas trees for ranchers and 
lumbermen. Timber harvest and sawmill operations in the Meyers area provided viable employment for 
men well into the 20th century, longer than in forests stands elsewhere in the Tahoe Basin that were clear 
cut during the Comstock era. Women performed domestic labor and made baskets to sell to tourists. 
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Some Washoe developed close relationships with their employers, illustrating the unusual and intricate 
familial network and the personal relationships and work arrangements that Washoe forged with non-
Indians. 

Before disruption of the aboriginal way of life by Euroamerican incursions, appropriation, and 
encroachment, Washoe traditional territory covered an elliptical shaped area straddling the Sierra Nevada 
north and south of Lake Tahoe. Their territory generally stretched from the southern shore of Honey Lake 
southward to the West Fork of the Walker River (d’Azevedo 1986). Their traditional economy was based 
on seasonally available resources that were methodically tended and harvested. Key among these upland 
resources was fish. Domestic camps, complete with permanent bedrock kitchen facilities such as milling 
stations, were located near streams where families maintained the prerogatives of first rights to fish and to 
harvest nearby resources. 

Communal fishing and processing areas and individually owned locations where men constructed their 
“fishing houses” were adjacent to the river. The Washoe are committed to reestablishing a presence 
within the Tahoe Sierra and to re-vitalizing Washoe heritage and cultural knowledge, including the 
harvest and care of traditional plant resources and the protection of traditional properties in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin. 

Euroamerican History 
Exploration 
Explorers John C. Fremont and Kit Carson hold claim to the first documented winter crossing of the 
Sierra by Euroamericans. During their second expedition, Fremont made his historic sighting of Lake 
Tahoe from Red Lake Peak on Valentine’s Day in 1844. For the next 15 years, Lake Tahoe remained 
relatively undisturbed by the great westward migration. This was because the two best routes through the 
Basin required a double crossing of mountains over the Carson range east of the Basin and over the main 
Sierra crest to the west (d’Azevedo 1986). 

Logging 
Vast amounts of timber were needed for construction and fuel in the Comstock fields during the 1850s 
and 1860s, and mine owners looked toward Lake Tahoe. While railroads and sawmills associated with the 
logging industry were located south, east, and west reaches of Lake Tahoe, the entire lake shore was 
exploited for timber, scarring the landscape for years to come. By the 1890s, much of the marketable 
timber had been stripped from the Tahoe Basin, and large scale logging in the area was over (McKeon 
1984). 

Tourism and Resorts 
By the turn of the century, Lake Tahoe became a popular retreat for the wealthy from San Francisco, 
Sacramento and Virginia City. Resorts began to be built around the lake, including Joe King’s King 
Beach Resort located within the Project area. Tourism was the dominant industry in the Tahoe Basin 
during the 20th century, and remains the dominant industry today (Scott 1973). 

Regulatory Setting 
Cultural resources fall under several different regulatory agencies and may be simultaneously 
recommended for protection by different agencies. Federal, state, and regional mandates and guidelines 
regulating historic resources are established by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended by 16 U.S.C. 470, Archaeological 
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Resources Protection Act of 1979), the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as 
amended, Procedures of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR 800), the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Code of Ordinances (Chapter 29), and the TRPA Regional Plan Goals 
and Policies (Conservation Element). 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, (16 USC 470f) establishes policy and 
procedures for the preservation of historic properties throughout the nation. Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings 
on properties listed in or meeting the criteria for the NRHP and afford the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation the opportunity to comment on such undertakings. Implementing regulations are codified at 
36 CFR 800. The NRHP lists districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that have been determined 
to be culturally significant. The NRHP is maintained and expanded by the National Park Service on 
behalf of the Secretary of the Interior. The Office of Historic Preservation in Sacramento, California, 
administers the statewide NRHP program under the direction of the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO). 

CEQA Guidelines require that a project consider the significance of the undertaking’s impacts on historic 
remains and archaeological sites determined to be historical resources under CEQA Section 15064.5. To 
properly evaluate the significance of impacts on such resources it is necessary to evaluate each resource in 
terms of the site significance criteria contained in the CEQA Guidelines. Generally, a resource shall be 
considered to be “historically significant” by the lead agency if the resource meets the criteria for listing 
on the CRHR (Public Resources Code SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852). CEQA Guidelines include 
criteria to determine if a cultural resource is considered historically significant. However, CEQA 
Guidelines state that a resource need not be listed to be considered significant in regard to CEQA analysis 
(§15064.5(a) (4)). 

In the Lake Tahoe Basin, the importance of a cultural resource is also assessed according to Subsection 
29.5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances and the Conservation Element of the Regional Plan Goals and 
Policies. The TRPA Goals and Policies and Code of Ordinances guide and regulate the recognition, 
protection, and preservation of the Tahoe region’s significant historical, archaeological, and 
paleontological resources by requiring projects and activities to evaluate the effects of their proposed 
actions on those resources. The Conservation element of the Goals and Policies states that “historical or 
culturally significant landmarks in the basin shall be identified and protected from indiscriminate damage 
or alteration”. This includes protection during construction. Chapter 29 of the Code of Ordinances 
expands on the Goals and Policies, and sets standards for resource protection, discovery, evaluation, and 
management. Chapter 64 (Grading Standards) of the Code sets requirements in the event of discovery of 
cultural resources during grading activities. 

IV. PRE-FIELD REVIEW OF EXISTING INFORMATION 

Research Methods 
Background research included a cultural resource record search conducted on July 2, 2007, at the North 
Central Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System in Sacramento 
(NCIC File No: ELD-07-112). The search consisted of a review for archaeological sites and studies 
within a quarter mile of the Project APE, using the following databases: the National Register of Historic 
Places, the California Register of Historic Resources, California Historical Landmarks, California Points 
of Historical Interest, Historic Spots in California, and the California Inventory of Historical Resources. 
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Local research included a visit to the Gatekeepers Museum, run by the North Lake Tahoe Historical 
Society, for the development of historical background information. Research results were updated in May 
2008 to include additional work performed by Snyder et al. (2006) for the recently finalized Kings Beach 
CCIP EA/EIR/EIS (Placer County 2008). 

Native American Consultation 
The Project area does not have any reported existing religious or sacred uses. This determination was 
made based on the extensive research performed by MACTEC Engineering and Consulting in 2005 for 
the Kings Beach CCIP EA/EIR/EIS (Placer County 2008). Consultations for that effort consisted of the 
following: 

• Mr. Brian Wallace, Chairperson for the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California was contacted by letter 
on June 15, 2005. Mr. Wallace was contacted by phone on December 8, 2005. A phone message was 
left, requesting that he call if he had any concerns about the (CCIP) project. 

• Mr. William Dancing Feather, Cultural Coordinator for the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, 
was contacted by letter on June 15, 2005, with a follow-up email on September 12, 2005. Vickie Clay 
(MACTEC) briefly discussed the (CCIP) project with Mr. Dancing Feather on November 4, 2005, at 
which time he saw no issues with the project. 

• Ms. Rose Enos was contacted by letter on September 12, 2005. During a follow-up phone call on 
December 8, 2005, she related that she had no concerns unless burials were encountered during 
construction. She asked to be immediately notified if burials were encountered. 

• The Native American Heritage Commission was contacted by letter on August 22, 2005. Ms. Debbie 
Pilas-Treadway, Environmental Specialist III, replied on September 2, 2005. A records search of the 
sacred lands file failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the immediate 
area. The NAHC provided a contact list with the names and addresses of three individuals with possible 
further knowledge of cultural resources in the project area. 

• Placer County Historical Society was contacted by letter on August 22, 2005, with a follow-up email on 
September 13, 2005; Nevada Historical Society June 2001; North Lake Tahoe Historical Society June 
2005. 

Furthermore, Mr. Daryl Cruz (Tribal Historic Preservation Officer for the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and 
California) was contacted as part of the Indian Trust Assets investigation for this Project. The focus of the 
communication was to determine if tribal land rights such as hunting, fishing and water rights exist in the 
Project area. Mr. Cruz stated he was not aware of any such rights in the Project area, and raised no 
concerns with regard to tribal uses, including religious or sacred uses (WTNC 2008). 

Additionally, during the Project’s public meetings, no concerns were introduced by the public or native 
American representatives. 

Previous Investigations Within or Adjacent To the Project Boundary  
Previous archaeological surveys and recordation of historic resources provide much of the known existing 
cultural resource conditions for the Project APE. Any previous investigation that identified historic 
resources is discussed by its relation to the Project APE. Studies are listed as ‘inside’ or ‘outside’ relative 
to the Project APE. Coverage of prior archaeological studies reviewed for this report and previously 
recorded historic resources are presented in Table HRI-1.  
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Table HRI-1. Prior Archaeological Investigations and Previously Recorded Historic Resources 
Report Reference Site Number or Address Site Type/Description or Name Relation to APE 
Reno 2001 CA-PLA-1929-H Historic/Flagstone walkway Inside 
Reno 2002 CA-PLA-1257 Historic/Storage tank Inside 
Reno 2002 CA-PLA-1258 Prehistoric/Milling feature Inside 
Caltrans 2004 CA-PLA-2024-H/8796 Brockway Vista Ave. Historic/Motel complex Outside 
Caltrans 2004 CA-PLA-2025-H Historic/Building Outside 
Caltrans 2004 CA-PLA-2026-H Historic/One-story cabin Outside 
Caltrans 2004 CA-PLA-2043-H Historic/Two-structure residence Outside 
USFS 1994 05-19-642 Historic/Stateline Lookout station Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8199 N Lake Blvd. Blair’s Cottages  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8220 and 8230 Rainbow Ave. Fuhrmann Houses  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8399 N Lake Blvd. Blue Lagoon Cafe  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8080 N Lake Blvd. Lanini House  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8659 Brockway Vista Ave. Welch Houses  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8720 N Lake Blvd. Evergreen Lodge  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8001 N Lake Blvd. Stones County Tire  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 301 Secline St. Kings Beach Library Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8094 Rainbow Ave. Torres Apartments  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8095 N Lake Blvd. Little Bear Cottages  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8111 N Lake Blvd. La Comunidad Unida  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8123 N Lake Blvd. Caesar’s Motel  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8173 N Lake Blvd. Habeger Houses  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 265 Deer St.  Anderson House  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 325 Deer St.  Hurtando Apartments  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8315 Trout Ave. Benning’s Resort Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8333 Rainbow Ave. Jameson Houses  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8363 Rainbow Ave. Henderson House  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8368 Rainbow Ave. Franklyn Lee House  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 265 Bear St. / 8385 Trout Ave. Lake Air Resort Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8358 Trout Ave. Lofstead Houses  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 268 Bear St. Glad-Lee Lodge  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8489 Trout Ave. Northwood Pines Motel  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8448 Trout Ave. Kalange Apartments  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8515 Brook Ave. La Mexicana Meat Market  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8534 Trout Ave. Duzevich House Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8550 Trout Ave. Going House Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8537 Brook Ave. C. Smith Apartments  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8401 N Lake Blvd. Old Post Office Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8470 Brook Ave. Bruening Realty Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8545 N Lake Blvd. Alpine Club / Tradewinds  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 241 Coon Street  Brevid House  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8673 Salmon Ave.  R. Barber Houses Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8679 Salmon Ave.  Schneider House  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8675 N Lake Blvd. S. Smith Buildings Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8681 N Lake Blvd. Miniature Golf  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8684 Salmon Ave.  S. Smith Apts  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8771 N Lake Blvd. C. Smith House  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8717 N Lake Blvd  Tacos Jalisco  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8789 Minnow Ave. Miller House Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8827 Minnow Ave. Shoberg House  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 221 Chipmunk St. Blue Waters Lodge  Outside 
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Table HRI-1. Prior Archaeological Investigations and Previously Recorded Historic Resources 
Snyder et al. 2006 8817 N Lake Blvd. Gifford House  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8129 Brockway Vista Ave. Eriksson House  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8317 Rainbow Ave. Rasch House Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8194 N Lake Blvd. Gold Crest Motel Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8200, 8226 N Lake Blvd. Crown Motel  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8308 N Lake Blvd. Sun ‘N Sand Motel  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8612 N Lake Blvd. Mr. Video  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8636 N Lake Blvd. Lakeside Gallery & Gifts  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8680 N Lake Blvd. Dentraygues House  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8669 Brockway Vista Ave. Rockwood Houses Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8675, 8677, and 8679 Brockway Vista Ave. Duggan Houses Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8681 and 8685 Brockway Vista Ave. Smyly Houses  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8693 Brockway Vista Ave. M. Smith House  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8702 N Lake Blvd. Golden Group & Quality Carpet Care Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8716 N Lake Blvd. Dew-Mar Cottages  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8742 N Lake Blvd. Stevenson’s Holliday Inn  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8748 N Lake Blvd. Ta-Tel Motel  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8762 N Lake Blvd. Sierra TV & Launderette  Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8788 N Lake Blvd. Johnson Building Outside 
Snyder et al. 2006 8790 N Lake Blvd. Sierra Pacific Coffee  Outside 

Previous Investigations which Identified Historic Resources inside the Project APE 
Reno 2001: Cultural Resources Inventory Report: Kings Beach Pier Project, Placer County, California. 
This study documented historic site locations near the public pier in Kings Beach. Reno identified CA
PLA-1929-H, a 1920s flagstone walkway and associated rock wall originally constructed to access a 
wooden pier (no longer exists) associated with Joe King’s King Beach Resort complex located in the 
Project APE. 

Reno 2002: Archeological Survey Report: Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project (CCIP) 
and Water Quality Improvement Project, Kings Beach, California. This study documented historic and 
prehistoric site locations in the Kings Beach CCIP area. Reno identified CA-PLA-1257, a historic tank 
and associated pipeline structure, and CA-PLA-1258, an isolated prehistoric bedrock milling feature, both 
located in the Project APE. 

Previous Investigations which Identified Historic Resources outside the Project APE 
U.S. Forest Service 1994: Developed Sites Pest Management Project. This study documented historic and 
prehistoric site location in the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit. The Forest Service identified 05-19
642, the remnants of the original Stateline Lookout station, constructed in the late 1930s to early 1940s, 
located outside of the Project APE. 

Caltrans 2004: Historical Resources Evaluation Report for Proposed Improvements on State Route 28 
Between Tahoe City and the Nevada Border, Placer County. This study documented historic and 
prehistoric site locations along State Route 28 in the Kings Beach area as part of a highway improvement 
project. Caltrans identified CA-PLA-2024-H, a motel complex built in approximately 1950, made up of 
seven cabins and a residence/office; CA-PLA-2025-H, a building built in approximately 1950, now used 
as a garage with built-on living quarters; CA-PLA-2026-H, a one-story cabin built in 1949, and CA-PLA
2043-H, a two-structure residence built in approximately 1950, all located outside the Project APE. 
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Snyder et al. 2006: Historical Resources Evaluation Report prepared by John W. Snyder, Ron Reno, and 
Charles D. Zeier. This report identified 63 parcels containing buildings constructed prior to or during 
1960. Of these, six properties were recommended eligible for the NRHP and the California Register, with 
concurrence from the SHPO. All are located outside the Project APE. 

Summary of Previous Investigations 
Seventy previously recorded historic resources are located in or near the Project APE (Table HRI-1). 
Only three are located in the APE: two historic resources and one prehistoric resource (see Appendix A). 
The sixty-seven resources outside the APE are all historic (not prehistoric) resources.  

V. FIELD INVENTORY  

Field Inventory Methods 
The field inventory was conducted in June and July 2007. ENTRIX archaeologist Don Craig conducted a 
pedestrian survey of the Project APE. The APE encompasses 364.6 acres in a primarily developed 
residential area in Kings Beach. As stated earlier in this report, the APE does not include the area 
encompassed by the Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project (CCIP) (Figure 2). The CCIP 
area was surveyed between 2002 and 2005, and the results published in a Historical Resources Evaluation 
Report (Snyder et al. 2006), which is incorporated herein by reference. 

All roadways in the APE were surveyed for evidence of unrecorded resources. Vacant lots and common 
areas were surveyed with transects of 5 to 10 meters, depending on size and terrain. The length of Griff 
Creek within the APE was surveyed. The beach and park areas were surveyed in 10 to 15 meter transects 
depending on terrain. Approximately 100 meters outside of the north and east boundaries of the APE was 
also surveyed as a buffer area (Figure 2). The west boundary of the APE follows North Shore Boulevard 
(Highway 267) and the Old Brockway Golf Course. The south boundary of the APE is the shore of Lake 
Tahoe. Because the APE is primarily developed, most of the area has been previously disturbed. Ground 
visibility was good in most areas except along Griff Creek, where dense grasses, underbrush, and trees 
grew along the banks. Weather during the survey was sunny and clear, with temperatures in the mid-70s. 

Field Inventory Results 
No new historic resources were discovered in the Project APE. All visible ground surfaces were examined 
for the presence of historic or prehistoric archaeological site indicators. Subsurface investigations were 
not conducted.  

The three previously recorded sites within the APE were all re-located; two are historic and one is 
prehistoric. Historic resource CA-PLA-1929-H is a 1920s flagstone walkway associated with the original 
King Beach Resort. The walkway has been incorporated into the public park and pier. Historic resource 
CA-PLA-1257 is a storage tank and associated pipes and pavement. It was described as being severely 
degraded by Ronald L. Reno of Harding ESE (Reno 2002) and that condition has not changed. Prehistoric 
resource CA-PLA-1258 is an isolated bedrock milling feature. The feature is located on a boulder that is 
almost entirely buried. The milling feature, located on the top of the boulder, is at ground level. No other 
surface artifacts were located around the feature.  

An additional site, CA-PLA-128, a quartz quarry and bedrock mortar site recorded in 1959, was shown to 
be located within ¼ mile of the APE, but could not be re-located during the current survey. Development 
in the area appears to have destroyed the site. 
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Significance Determinations 
Archaeological and historical investigations identified three previously recorded sites, CA-PLA-1929-H, 
CA-PLA-1257-H, and CA-PLA-1258. These sites are documented using appropriate Department of Parks 
and Recreation site record forms (Appendix A, Site Records). None of the three sites will be affected by 
construction of the Project. The eligibility of these sites for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) will be determined using the 
appropriate criteria and with regard to their historic context. 

The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 36 Part 60.4 [a-d] presents criteria for determining the 
significance and eligibility of prehistoric and historic sites for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). The significance and eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP of the sites located 
within project boundaries will be considered following those criteria and in relation to appropriate historic 
themes. The criteria at 36 CFR Part 60.4 [a-d] include the following: 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, culture, and engineering 
is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, 
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and: 

a)	 that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history; or 

b)	 that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

c)	 that embody the distinct characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant 
and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Similarly, CEQA presents guidelines at §15064.5 and §21083.2 for the identification of historical 
resources and determining their historical significance. Section 15064.5(a)(3) presents the following 
criteria for determining the eligibility of prehistoric and historic sites for inclusion in the CRHR: 

1.	 Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage; 

2.	 Is associated with lives of persons important in our past; 

3.	 Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

4.	 Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

CEQA also presents criteria at §21083.2(g) for the identification of unique archaeological resources. 
These criteria include: 

•	 Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is a 
demonstrable public interest in that information.  

•	 It has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 
example of its type. 
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• Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event. 

In addition to the eligibility criteria at CEQA §15064.5(a)(3), the California Code of Regulations (CCR), 
Title 14, Division 3, Chapter 11.5 § 4852 (c) also states that integrity of historical resources should be 
considered when addressing their eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR. This section of the CCR describes 
integrity as the  

…authenticity of an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics 
that existed during the resource’s period of significance. Historical resources eligible for listing in 
the California Register must…retain enough of their historic character to be recognizable as 
historical resources and to convey the reasons for their significance.  

Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association.  

In the Lake Tahoe Basin, TRPA presents criteria in §29.5 of the Code of Ordinances for the identification 
of historical resources and determining their significance. Federal and state criteria are virtually the same 
as TRPA’s criteria; therefore, projects that are evaluated against federal and state criteria are, by proxy, 
evaluated in conformance with TRPA’s criteria. Significant historic resources are defined by TRPA as 
those that meet one or more of the following criteria:  

1) Association with an important community function in the past;  

2) Association with a memorable happening in the past;  

3) Contain outstanding qualities reminiscent of an early stage of development in the Region;  

4) Buildings or structures associated with a locally, regionally, or nationally known person; 

5) Notable examples, or best surviving works, of a pioneer architect, designer or master builder;  

6) Structures associated with the life or work of significant persons;  

7) Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, 
that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity; or are a 
prototype of, or a representative example of, a period style, architectural movement, or method of 
construction unique in the Region, the states, or the nation. 

Findings 
Site CA-PLA-1929-H is a flagstone walkway that appears to have been constructed in the 1920s as part of 
the original King’s Beach Resort. The walkway was previously determined ineligible for inclusion in the 
NRHP (Reno 2001). Current investigations concur with the previous determination. The walkway is 
adequately recorded and has been incorporated into a public park and pier area (Appendix A, Site 
Records). The site lacks integrity of setting, feeling, and association and does not appear to meet any of 
the eligibility criteria for inclusion in the NRHP or the CRHR. 

Site CA-PLA-1257 is a storage tank and associated pipes and paved areas. The site was previously 
determined ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP (Reno 2001). Current investigations concur with the 
previous determination. The site is adequately recorded and lacks integrity of workmanship, design, 
materials, setting, feeling, and association (Appendix A, Site Records). The site does not appear to meet 
any of the eligibility criteria for inclusion in the NRHP or the CRHR. 
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Site CA-PLA-1258 is a isolated bedrock mortar (Appendix A, Site Records). The bedrock mortar and the 
site have been affected by grading. Regardless, the site may yield information important in prehistory 
(e.g., occupation and use of the area by Washoe) and appears to meet eligibility Criterion (d) for inclusion 
in the NRHP and Criterion (4) for inclusion in the CRHR.  

Sites CA-PLA-1929-H and CA-PLA-1257 do not appear to meet any of the eligibility criteria for 
inclusion in the NRHP or the CRHR. In addition, Project-related activities will not be conducted within 
boundaries of either of these sites; consequently the sites will not be affected by implementation of the 
Project. Site CA-PLA-1258 appears to meet eligibility Criterion (d) for inclusion in the NRHP and 
Criterion (4) for inclusion in the CRHR. Excavations were not conducted within boundaries of site 
CA-PLA-1258 to determine the presence/absence of artifacts because the current Project will avoid the 
site. The site shall be identified on Project construction plans as an ESA and a ten-meter buffer shall be 
established around the bedrock mortar. The buffer shall be delineated with temporary fencing to protect 
the site during construction activities in the area. Implementation of the Project would not likely affect 
site CA-PLA-1258. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not likely affect any historic 
properties, and a finding of “No Historic Properties Affected” appears appropriate for the Project. 

Archaeological and historical investigations for the Project are complete and adequate for Project needs. 
Regardless of the findings of the archaeological and historical resources investigations, it is always 
possible to inadvertently uncover cultural resources (e.g., prehistoric sites, historic sites, historic 
buildings, and isolated artifacts) during ground disturbing Project activity. Therefore, if any cultural 
resources are uncovered during ground disturbing Project activity all activity shall cease in proximity to 
the discovery and a qualified archaeologist shall be retained to determine the significance of the 
discovery. Similarly, if any human remains are uncovered during Project implementation all activity shall 
cease in proximity to the discovery and the County Coroner shall be contacted following Health and 
Human Safety Code 7050.5. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner will notify 
the Native American Heritage Commission, and follow the procedures outlined in the CEQA Guidelines 
§15064.5(e). 
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Appendix A 


Cultural/Historic Resource Sites in the Project APE
 

CONFIDENTIAL 

(to protect sensitive cultural resources, confidential information has 

been removed from this copy of the report) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A search of available environmental records was conducted by Environmental Data Resources, Inc (EDR). 
The report was designed to assist parties seeking to meet the search requirements of EPA’s Standards 
and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries (40 CFR Part 312), the ASTM Standard Practice for 
Environmental Site Assessments (E 1527-05) or custom requirements developed for the evaluation of 
environmental risk associated with a parcel of real estate. 

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION 

ADDRESS 

SEZ IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
 
KINGS BEACH, CA 96143
 

COORDINATES 

Latitude (North): 39.240680 - 39˚ 14’ 26.4’’
 
Longitude (West): 120.023530 - 120˚ 1’ 24.7’’
 
Universal Tranverse Mercator: Zone 10
 
UTM X (Meters): 756892.2
 
UTM Y (Meters): 4347500.5
 
Elevation: 6287 ft. above sea level
 

USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP ASSOCIATED WITH TARGET PROPERTY 

Target Property Map: 39120-B1 KINGS BEACH, CA
 
Most Recent Revision: 1994
 

North Map: 39120-C1 MARTIS PEAK, CA
 
Most Recent Revision: 1994
 

TARGET PROPERTY SEARCH RESULTS 

The target property was not listed in any of the databases searched by EDR. 

DATABASES WITH NO MAPPED SITES 

No mapped sites were found in EDR’s search of available ("reasonably ascertainable ") government 
records either on the target property or within the search radius around the target property for the 
following databases: 

FEDERAL RECORDS 

NPL National Priority List 
Proposed NPL Proposed National Priority List Sites 
Delisted NPL National Priority List Deletions 
NPL LIENS Federal Superfund Liens 
CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System 
CERC-NFRAP CERCLIS No Further Remedial Action Planned 
LIENS 2 CERCLA Lien Information 
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CORRACTS Corrective Action Report 
RCRA-TSDF RCRA - Transporters, Storage and Disposal 
RCRA-LQG RCRA - Large Quantity Generators 
RCRA-CESQG RCRA - Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator 
RCRA-NonGen RCRA - Non Generators 
US ENG CONTROLS Engineering Controls Sites List 
US INST CONTROL Sites with Institutional Controls 
HMIRS Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System 
DOT OPS Incident and Accident Data 
US CDL Clandestine Drug Labs 
US BROWNFIELDS A Listing of Brownfields Sites 
DOD Department of Defense Sites 
FUDS Formerly Used Defense Sites 
LUCIS Land Use Control Information System 
CONSENT Superfund (CERCLA) Consent Decrees 
ROD Records Of Decision 
UMTRA Uranium Mill Tailings Sites 
ODI Open Dump Inventory 
DEBRIS REGION 9 Torres Martinez Reservation Illegal Dump Site Locations 
MINES Mines Master Index File 
TRIS Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System 
TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act 
FTTS FIFRA/ TSCA Tracking System - FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, & Rodenticide 

Act)/TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act) 
HIST FTTS FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System Administrative Case Listing 
SSTS Section 7 Tracking Systems 
ICIS Integrated Compliance Information System 
PADS PCB Activity Database System 
MLTS Material Licensing Tracking System 
RADINFO Radiation Information Database 
RAATS RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System 

STATE AND LOCAL RECORDS 

CA HIST Cal-Sites Historical Calsites Database 
NV SHWS Sites Database 
CA BOND EXP. PLAN Bond Expenditure Plan 
CA SCH School Property Evaluation Program 
CA Toxic Pits Toxic Pits Cleanup Act Sites 
CA SWF/LF Solid Waste Information System 
NV SWF/LF Landfill List 
NV SWRCY Recycling Information Listing 
NV LUST Sites Database 
CA FID UST Facility Inventory Database 
NV UST Underground Storage Tank List 
CA LIENS Environmental Liens Listing 
NV AST Aboveground Storage Tank List 
CA DEED Deed Restriction Listing 
CA VCP Voluntary Cleanup Program Properties 
NV VCP Voluntary Cleanup Program Sites 
CA WIP Well Investigation Program Case List 
NV BROWNFIELDS Project Tracking Database 
CA CDL Clandestine Drug Labs 
CA RESPONSE State Response Sites 
NV NPDES Permitted Facility Listing 
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NV AIRS Permitted Airs Facility Listing 
NV TIER 2 Hazardous Materials Repository Information Data 
CA ENVIROSTOR EnviroStor Database 
CA HAULERS Registered Waste Tire Haulers Listing 

TRIBAL RECORDS 

INDIAN RESERV Indian Reservations 
INDIAN LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
INDIAN UST Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 

EDR PROPRIETARY RECORDS 

Manufactured Gas Plants EDR Proprietary Manufactured Gas Plants 
EDR Historical Auto StationsEDR Proprietary Historic Gas Stations 
EDR Historical Cleaners EDR Proprietary Historic Dry Cleaners 

SURROUNDING SITES: SEARCH RESULTS 

Surrounding sites were identified in the following databases. 

Elevations have been determined from the USGS Digital Elevation Model and should be evaluated on 
a relative (not an absolute) basis. Relative elevation information between sites of close proximity 
should be field verified. Sites with an elevation equal to or higher than the target property have been 
differentiated below from sites with an elevation lower than the target property. 
Page numbers and map identification numbers refer to the EDR Radius Map report where detailed 
data on individual sites can be reviewed. 

Sites listed in bold italics are in multiple databases. 

Unmappable (orphan) sites are not considered in the foregoing analysis. 

FEDERAL RECORDS 

RCRA-SQG: RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) 
of 1984. The database includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or 
dispose of hazardous waste as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Small quantity 
generators (SQGs) generate between 100 kg and 1,000 kg of hazardous waste per month.

 A review of the RCRA-SQG list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/11/2007 has revealed that there are 2

 RCRA-SQG sites within approximately 1.25 miles of the target property.
 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

SHELL SERVICE STATION 135394 HWY 28 & BEAR 1/4 - 1/2SSW H24 26
 
RITE AID 6106 8245 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW J37 39
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ERNS: The Emergency Response Notification System records and stores information on reported 
releases of oil and hazardous substances. The source of this database is the U.S. EPA.

 A review of the ERNS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 12/31/2006 has revealed that there are 4

 ERNS sites within approximately 1 mile of the target property.
 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

8070 N. LAKE BLVD 8070 N. LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW L48 48
 
440 N SHORE BLVD 440 N SHORE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2W 65 66
 
8870 SALMON STREET 8870 SALMON STREET 1/4 - 1/2SE 79 75
 
8775 NORTH LAKE BLVD 8775 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/2 - 1 SE Q84 79
 

FINDS: The Facility Index System contains both facility information and "pointers" to other
 
sources of information that contain more detail. These include: RCRIS; Permit Compliance System (PCS);
 
Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS); FATES (FIFRA [Federal Insecticide Fungicide Rodenticide Act]
 
and TSCA Enforcement System, FTTS [FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System]; CERCLIS; DOCKET (Enforcement Docket used to
 
manage and track information on civil judicial enforcement cases for all environmental statutes); Federal
 
Underground Injection Control (FURS); Federal Reporting Data System (FRDS); Surface Impoundments (SIA); TSCA
 
Chemicals in Commerce Information System (CICS); PADS; RCRA-J (medical waste transporters/disposers); TRIS;
 
and TSCA. The source of this database is the U.S. EPA/NTIS.


 A review of the FINDS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/18/2007 has revealed that there are 2

 FINDS sites within approximately 1 mile of the target property.
 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

SHELL SERVICE STATION 135394 HWY 28 & BEAR 1/4 - 1/2SSW H24 26 
RITE AID 6106 8245 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW J38 41 

STATE AND LOCAL RECORDS 

CA WDS: California Water Resources Control Board - Waste Discharge System.

 A review of the CA WDS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 06/19/2007 has revealed that there are 3

 CA WDS sites within approximately 1 mile of the target property.
 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

KINGS BEACH ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 8125 STEELHEAD 1/8 - 1/4W E20 21
 
NORTH SHORE ACE HARDWARE 8079 NORTH LAKE BLVD. 1/4 - 1/2SW L46 47
 
OLD BROCKWAY GOLF COURSE 7900 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2WSW P76 73 

CA WMUDS/SWAT: The Waste Management Unit Database System is used for program tracking and inventory of 
waste management units. The source is the State Water Resources Control Board.

 A review of the CA WMUDS/SWAT list, as provided by EDR, and dated 04/01/2000 has revealed that there

 is 1 CA WMUDS/SWAT site within approximately 1.5 miles of the target property.
 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

TNT-TAHOE VISTA PLANT 450-500 GUN CLUB RD 1 - 2 W 115 105 
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CA CORTESE: This database identifies public drinking water wells with detectable levels of 
contamination, hazardous substance sites selected for remedial action, sites with known toxic material 
identified through the abandoned site assessment program, sites with USTs having a reportable release and all 
solid waste disposal facilities from which there is known migration. The source is the California 
Environmental Protection Agency/Office of Emergency Information.

 A review of the CA Cortese list, as provided by EDR, and dated 04/01/2001 has revealed that there are
 12 CA Cortese sites within approximately 1.5 miles of the target property. 

Equal/Higher Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

FAIRWAY EXCAVATING 8472 SPECKLED AVENUE 1/8 - 1/4N C11 13 
SERPA PROPERTY 710 WOLF STREET 1/4 - 1/2WNW K41 43 
NORTH TAHOE P.U.D. MAINTE 875 NATIONAL 1 - 2 WNW X117 106 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMP 7001 NATIONAL 1 - 2 WNW Y120 112 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

SMITH BUILDING - KINGS BEACH 8537 BROOK AVENUE 1/4 - 1/2S G22 23 
BEACON SERVICE STN, KINGS 8070 LAKE 1/4 - 1/2SW L49 48 
KEN’S TIRE CENTER 8001 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2WSW L62 64 
SECLINE SEWER STATION 141 SECLINE 1/4 - 1/2SW N68 69 
FORMER KINGS BEACH TEXACO 8755 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSE Q81 76 
KINGS BEACH SWISS MART 8797 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/2 - 1 SE S95 87 
TAHOE VISTA MARINA 7220 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1 - 2 W V111 101 
NORTH TAHOE PUD-LIFT STAT 7010 LAKE 1 - 2 W W113 103 

CA SWRCY: A listing of recycling facilities in California.

 A review of the CA SWRCY list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/09/2007 has revealed that there is 1
 CA SWRCY site within approximately 1.5 miles of the target property. 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

NEXCYCLE/SAFEWAY #1592 7815 N LAKE BLVD 1/2 - 1 WSW 92 85 

CA LUST: The Leaking Underground Storage Tank Incident Reports contain an inventory of reported 
leaking underground storage tank incidents. The data come from the State Water Resources Control Board Leaking 
Underground Storage Tank Information System.

 A review of the CA LUST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/10/2007 has revealed that there are 22
 CA LUST sites within approximately 1.5 miles of the target property. 

Equal/Higher Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

PATTERSON-TIPPIN PROPERTY 712 BEAR STREET 1/8 - 1/4NNW B8 11 
Facility Status: Pollution Characterization 

FAIRWAY EXCAVATING 8472 SPECKLED AVENUE 1/8 - 1/4N C11 13 
Facility Status: Case Closed 

SERPA PROPERTY 710 WOLF STREET 1/4 - 1/2WNW K41 43 
Facility Status: Case Closed 

NORTH TAHOE PUD MAINTENANCE 875 NATIONAL AVENUE 1 - 2 WNW X116 106
 
NORTH TAHOE PUBLIC UTILITY/DIS 875 NATIONAL AVE 1 - 2 WNW X118 107
 

Facility Status: Case Closed 

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY T 7001 NATIONAL AVENUE 1 - 2 WNW Y119 111 
Facility Status: Remedial action (cleanup) Underway 
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Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

SMITH BUILDING - KINGS BEACH 8537 BROOK AVENUE 1/4 - 1/2S G22 23 
Facility Status: Remedial action (cleanup) Underway 

KINGS BEACH SHELL 8369 NORTH LAKE BLVD. 1/4 - 1/2SSW H25 29 
KINGS BEACH SHELL 8369 N. LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSW H27 30 

Facility Status: Remediation Plan 

ANN’S COTTAGES 8199 NORTH LAKE BOULEVA 1/4 - 1/2SW J40 41 
Facility Status: Case Closed 

BEACON 3601 8070 NORTH LAKE BLVD. 1/4 - 1/2SW L51 49 
Not reported 8070 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW L52 49 

Facility Status: Remedial action (cleanup) Underway 

KEN’S TIRE CENTER 8001 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2WSW L62 64 
Facility Status: Case Closed 

NICK FARELLIA & THOMAS MINICHI 8001 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2WSW L63 65 
SECLINE SEWER STATION 141 SECLINE 1/4 - 1/2SW N68 69 

Facility Status: Case Closed 

KINGS BEACH 8755 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSE Q80 76 
FORMER KINGS BEACH TEXACO 8755 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSE Q81 76 

Facility Status: Case Closed 

RONNING PROPERTY (NLB 8784, LL 8784 NORTH LAKE BOULEVA 1/2 - 1 SE Q87 81 
Facility Status: Leak being confirmed 

KINGS BEACH SWISS MART 8797 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/2 - 1 SE S95 87 
Facility Status: Remedial action (cleanup) Underway 

TAHOE VISTA MARINA 7220 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1 - 2 W V111 101 
Facility Status: Case Closed 

NORTH TAHOE PUD-LIFT STAT 7010 LAKE 1 - 2 W W113 103 
Facility Status: Case Closed 

NORTH TAHOE PUD LIFT STATION 7010 LAKE BLVD. 1 - 2 W W114 104 

CA SLIC: SLIC Region comes from the California Regional Water Quality Control Board.

 A review of the CA SLIC list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/10/2007 has revealed that there is 1

 CA SLIC site within approximately 1.5 miles of the target property.
 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

FORMER LAUNDRY 8731 NORTH LAKE BOULEVA 1/4 - 1/2SSE O72 72 

CA UST: The Underground Storage Tank database contains registered USTs. USTs are regulated under 
Subtitle I of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The data come from the State Water Resources 
Control Board’s Hazardous Substance Storage Container Database.

 A review of the CA UST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/10/2007 has revealed that there are 5

 CA UST sites within approximately 1.25 miles of the target property.
 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

SHELL/KINGS BEACH STATION 8369 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSW H26 29 
PACIFIC BELL (KINGS BEACH)-203 8739 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSE O74 73 
OLD BROCKWAY GOLF COURSE 7900 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2WSW P76 73 
TEXACO - KINGS BEACH 8775 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/2 - 1 SE Q82 77 
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Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

NORTH TAHOE MARINA 7360 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1 - 2 W U108 99 

CA HIST UST: Historical UST Registered Database.

 A review of the CA HIST UST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/15/1990 has revealed that there

 are 14 CA HIST UST sites within approximately 1.25 miles of the target property.
 

Equal/Higher Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

FAIRWAY EXCAVATING, INC. 8472 SPECKLED AVE 1/8 - 1/4N C12 14 
JAMES C. & MARION A. JORDAN 398 GULL 1 - 2 SE 112 102 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

KINGS BEACH SHELL 8369 N. LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSW H27 30 
NORTH TAHOE P.U.D. KING BEACH 8318 NORTH LAKE BOULEVA 1/4 - 1/2SW I30 33 
MOBIL SERVICE STATION 8299 N. LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW I33 34 
BEACON STATION # 601 8070 N. LAKE BLVD. 1/4 - 1/2SW L50 48 
RONALD PRATT HIGHWAY 28 / BEAR 1/4 - 1/2SSW 54 54 
KENS TIRE CENTER 8001 N. LAKE BLVD. 1/4 - 1/2WSW L59 60 
WOODVISTA GOLF COURSE 7900 N. LAKE BLVD. 1/4 - 1/2WSW P77 74 
NORTH TAHOE FIRE PROTECTION DI 288 NORTH SHORE BLVD. 1/2 - 1 WSW R93 85 
SECLINE STREET SEWER PUMP HOUS 8072 SECLINE ST 1/2 - 1 WSW R94 86 
SWISS-MART 8797 NORTH LAKESHORE BL 1/2 - 1 SE S96 88 
TEXACO 8775 N. LAKE / CHIPMU 1/2 - 1 SSE T97 90 
CAPTAIN JON’S, INC 7220 N. LAKE BLVD 1 - 2 W V109 100 

CA AST: The Aboveground Storage Tank database contains registered ASTs. The data come from the 
State Water Resources Control Board’s Hazardous Substance Storage Container Database.

 A review of the CA AST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/17/2007 has revealed that there is 1 CA

 AST site within approximately 1.25 miles of the target property.
 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

NORTH TAHOE MARINA 7360 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1 - 2 W U108 99 

CA MS: Placer County Master List of Facilities includes Aboveground Hazardous Material tanks, 
Underground Storage tanks, Site Clean-up sites.

 A review of the CA PLACER CO. MS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 07/23/2007 has revealed that

 there are 39 CA PLACER CO. MS sites within approximately 1.25 miles of the target property.
 

Equal/Higher Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

KINGS BEACH LINEN & DRYCLEANER 615 COON STREET 0 - 1/8 ENE A3 8 
BURDICK EXCAVATING COMPANY 8555 CUTTHROAT AVE 1/8 - 1/4NNE 5 9 
HANS RAMELOW 675 BEAR ST 1/8 - 1/4NNW B7 10 
TOM TUHEY’S AUTO AND TRUCK REP 712 BEAR ST 1/8 - 1/4NNW B9 12 
REA-SEV, LLC 712 BEAR ST 1/8 - 1/4NNW B10 12 
FAIRWAY EXCAVATING INC 8494 SPECKLED AVE 1/8 - 1/4N C14 17 
TAHOE INVESTMENT PROPERTIES COON STREET/SPECKLED AV 1/8 - 1/4NNE D17 20 
THOMPSONS YARD 8619 SPECKLED 1/8 - 1/4NNE D18 20 
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Equal/Higher Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER DEER / SPECKLED AVE 1/4 - 1/2NW F21 22 
YANKTON EXCAVATING INC 8229 SPECKLED AVE 1/4 - 1/2NW 36 38 
D G B DEVELOPMENT INC 710 WOLF ST 1/4 - 1/2WNW K42 44 
SERPA RESIDENTIAL TANK 710 WOLF ST 1/4 - 1/2WNW K43 45 
VAN DYNE & SONS ROOFING 1001 COMMONWEALTH DRIVE 1/2 - 1 NW 103 96 
KINGSWOOD VILLAGE P.O.A. HZ 1201 COMMOMWEALTH DR 1/2 - 1 NNW 105 96 
BROCKWAY HOT SPRINGS 9510 BROCKWAY SPRINGS D 1/2 - 1 SSE 106 97 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

KINGS BEACH ELEMENTARY 8125 STEELHEAD 1/8 - 1/4W E19 20 
SMITH BUILDING - KINGS BEACH 8537 BROOK AVENUE 1/4 - 1/2S G22 23 
SHELL SERVICE STATION 135394 HWY 28 & BEAR 1/4 - 1/2SSW H24 26 
NORTH AMERICAN FIRE EXTING. CO 8325 NORTH LAKE BLVD. 1/4 - 1/2SW I29 33 
MOBIL SERVICE STATION 8299 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW I34 35 
ANN’S COTTAGES 8199 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW J39 41 
NORTH TAHOE VILLAGE 8645 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSE M45 46 
NORTH TAHOE MOBIL 8070 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW L47 47 
BEACON STATION # 601 8070 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW L53 52 
NORTH SHORE HARDWARE 200 SECLINE ST 1/4 - 1/2WSW 58 59 
ZYDNER, PAUL B. (KEN’S TIRES) 8001 NORTH LAKE BLVD. 1/4 - 1/2WSW L60 61 
KENS TIRE CENTER 8001 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2WSW L61 61 
KEN’S TIRES/STONE’S TIRES 8001 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2WSW L64 66 
NORTH TAHOE PUBLIC UTILITY DIS 141 SECLINE ST 1/4 - 1/2SW N69 71 
WILLIAM LANE TRUST PROPERTY 8731 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSE O71 72 
SBC TB010 8739 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSE O73 72 
TEXACO - KINGS BEACH 8775 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/2 - 1 SE Q82 77 
OLD BROCKWAY GOLF COURSE 400 BRASSIE AVE 1/2 - 1 WSW P86 81 
NLB 8784,LLC 8784 N LAKE BLVD 1/2 - 1 SE Q88 83 
NORTH TAHOE PUBLIC UTILITY DIS 7860 N LAKE BLVD 1/2 - 1 WSW P89 83 
NORTH TAHOE FIRE PROTECTION DI 288 NORTH SHORE BLVD. 1/2 - 1 WSW R93 85 
NORTH TAHOE PUBLIC UTILITY DIS 7496 N LAKE BLVD 1/2 - 1 W 104 96 
NORTH TAHOE MARINA 7360 N LAKE BLVD 1 - 2 W U107 97 
TAHOE VISTA YACHT HARBOR 7220 N LAKE BLVD 1 - 2 W V110 100 

CA SWEEPS: Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System. This underground storage tank 
listing was updated and maintained by a company contacted by the SWRCB in the early 1980’s. The listing is no 
longer updated or maintained. The local agency is the contact for more information on a site on the SWEEPS 
list.

 A review of the CA SWEEPS UST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 06/01/1994 has revealed that there
 are 16 CA SWEEPS UST sites within approximately 1.25 miles of the target property. 

Equal/Higher Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

MEINZER RESIDENCE 8395 CUTTHROAT RD 1/8 - 1/4NNW B6 9 
FAIRWAY EXCAVATING, INC. 8472 SPECKLED AVE 1/8 - 1/4N C12 14 
JAMES C. & MARION A. JORDAN 398 GULL 1 - 2 SE 112 102 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

NORTH TAHOE P.U.D. KING BEACH 8318 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW I31 34 
MOBIL SERVICE STATION 8299 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW I34 35 
BEACON STATION # 601 8070 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW L53 52 
RONALD PRATT HIGHWAY 28 / BEAR 1/4 - 1/2SSW 54 54 
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Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

KENS TIRE CENTER 8001 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2WSW L61 61 
SECLINE SEWER STATION 141 SECLINE 1/4 - 1/2SW N68 69 
GUNTER MITTERMAIER 8700 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSE O70 71 
NORTH TAHOE FIRE PROTECTION 302 N SHORE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2WSW P75 73 
OLD BROCKWAY GOLF CLUB 7900 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2WSW P78 75 
TEXACO REF AND MARKETING INC/C 8775 N LAKE BLVD 1/2 - 1 SE Q85 79 
SECLINE STREET SEWER PUMP HOUS 8072 SECLINE ST 1/2 - 1 WSW R94 86 
NORTH TAHOE MARINA 7360 N LAKE BLVD 1 - 2 W U107 97 
TAHOE VISTA YACHT HARBOR 7220 N LAKE BLVD 1 - 2 W V110 100 

CA CHMIRS: The California Hazardous Material Incident Report System contains information on reported 
hazardous material incidents, i.e., accidental releases or spills. The source is the California Office of 
Emergency Services.

 A review of the CA CHMIRS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 12/31/2005 has revealed that there are

 14 CA CHMIRS sites within approximately 1 mile of the target property.
 

Equal/Higher Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

Not reported 8601 SPECKLED 1/8 - 1/4NNE D16 18 
Not reported 612 BRASSIE AVE 1/2 - 1 WNW 90 83 
Not reported 206 BEAVER STREET 1/2 - 1 SE 99 91 
Not reported 7851 LINCOLN GREEN 1/2 - 1 NW 101 93 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

Not reported 441 BEAR STREET 0 - 1/8 SW 1 6 
Not reported 8537 BROOK AVE 1/4 - 1/2S G23 25 
Not reported 241 COON STREET 1/4 - 1/2SSE 35 37 
Not reported 8095 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW L44 45 
Not reported 8070 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW L52 49 
Not reported 8599 NO. LAKE BLVD. 1/4 - 1/2SSE M55 56 

Date Completed: 27-APR-89 

Not reported 8561 NORTH LAKE TAHOE 1/4 - 1/2S 66 66 
Date Completed: 25-JAN-91 

Not reported 141 SEACLINE ST 1/4 - 1/2SW N67 68 
Not reported 8775 N. LAKE BLVD 1/2 - 1 SE Q83 78 
Not reported 7600 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/2 - 1 W 102 94 

CA NOTIFY 65: Notify 65 records contain facility notifications about any release that could impact 
drinking water and thereby expose the public to a potential health risk. The data come from the State Water 
Resources Control Board’s Proposition 65 database.

 A review of the CA Notify 65 list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/21/1993 has revealed that there

 is 1 CA Notify 65 site within approximately 2 miles of the target property.
 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

KINGS BEACH 8600 GOLDEN AVE 0 - 1/8 S 4 9 
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CA DRYCLEANERS: A list of drycleaner related facilities that have EPA ID numbers. These are facilities 
with certain SIC codes: power laundries, family and commercial; garment pressing and cleaners’ agents; linen 
supply; coin-operated laundries and cleaning; drycleaning plants except rugs; carpet and upholster cleaning; 
industrial launderers; laundry and garment services.

 A review of the CA CLEANERS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 07/31/2007 has revealed that there is

 1 CA CLEANERS site within approximately 1.25 miles of the target property.
 

Equal/Higher Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

KINGS BEACH LINEN & DRYCLEANER 615 COON STREET 0 - 1/8 ENE A3 8 

CA HAZNET: The data is extracted from the copies of hazardous waste manifests received each year by 
the DTSC. The annual volume of manifests is typically 700,000-1,000,000 annually, representing approximately 
350,000-500,000 shipments. Data from non-California manifests & continuation sheets are not included at the 
present time. Data are from the manifests submitted without correction, and therefore many contain some 
invalid values for data elements such as generator ID, TSD ID, waste category, & disposal method. The source 
is the Department of Toxic Substance Control is the agency

 A review of the CA HAZNET list, as provided by EDR, and dated 12/31/2006 has revealed that there are

 16 CA HAZNET sites within approximately 1 mile of the target property.
 

Equal/Higher Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

COSME & SONS LLP 615 COON ST 0 - 1/8 ENE A2 7 
HANS RAMELOW 675 BEAR ST 1/8 - 1/4NNW B7 10 
FAIRWAY ESCAVATION 8472 SPECKLED AVE 1/8 - 1/4N C13 17 
ROYCE FURNITURE 8384 SPECKLED 1/8 - 1/4NNW B15 18 
D G B DEVELOPMENT INC 710 WOLF ST 1/4 - 1/2WNW K42 44 
GEORGE ABEL 7893 MASHIE ST 1/2 - 1 WNW 91 85 

Lower Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

KINGS BEACH ELEMENTARY 8125 STEELHEAD 1/8 - 1/4W E19 20 
SHELL SERVICE STATION 135394 HWY 28 & BEAR 1/4 - 1/2SSW H24 26 
TAHOE CRAFTS PRINTING 8393 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSW H28 32 
RITE AID 6106 8245 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW J37 39 
BEACON STATION # 601 8070 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SW L53 52 
CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY 8608 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSE M56 58 
NORTH SHORE CHIROPRACTIC 8611 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2SSE M57 58 
OLD BROCKWAY GOLF CLUB 7900 N LAKE BLVD 1/4 - 1/2WSW P78 75 
1X BROCKWAY SPRINGS POA 101 CHIPMUNK ST 1/2 - 1 SSE T98 91 
MR JACK RAVIGLIO 7650 NORTH LAKE BLVD 1/2 - 1 W 100 93 

CA Emissions Inventory Data: Toxics and criteria pollutant emissions data collected by the ARB and local air pollution 
agencies

 A review of the CA EMI list, as provided by EDR, and dated 12/31/2005 has revealed that there is 1 CA

 EMI site within approximately 1 mile of the target property.
 

Equal/Higher Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page ____________________ ________ __________ _____ _____ 

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY DEER ST / SPECKELED A 1/4 - 1/2NW F32 34 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Due to poor or inadequate address information, the following sites were not mapped: 

Site Name Database(s) 

KINGS BEACH SHELL CA SWEEPS UST 
SWISS-MART CA SWEEPS UST 
US FOREST SERVICE FIRE PROTECTION RD, 3/4 MILE EAS CA CDL 
BROCKWAY SPRINGS CA LUST 
KINGS BEACH CHEVRON CA LUST 
KENTUCKY FRIED CHICKEN PROPERTY CA LUST 
SPOONER PUMP STATION NV UST 
BEACON OIL #1-601 - KINGS BEACH CA UST 
PACIFIC BELL (BROCKWAY SUMMIT) CA UST 
N.T.P.U.D. SECLINE ST. SWRPUMP CA UST 
KINGS BEACH DIESEL CA AST 
EQUILON ENTERPRISES LLC CA HAZNET 
TIMBERLAND PROPERTIES LLC CA HAZNET 
ALTA CHIROPRACTIC CA HAZNET 
ANN COTTAGE CA HAZNET 
CARR EVERETT CA HAZNET 
PETER GRANT CA HAZNET 
MOLLY GALLAGHER & CHARLES DOMBROWSKI CA HAZNET 
BRIDGE TENDER RESTURANT CA HAZNET 
TAHOE VISTA HOTEL CA HAZNET 
EDWARD & PAMELA RUDLOFF CA HAZNET 
PACIFIC BELL FINDS, RCRA-NonGen 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER KINGS BEACH GENERATORS CA SLIC 
DEER STREET ECP CA WDS 
KINGSWOOD WEST CABLE PROJECT CA WDS 
SAFEWAY FRENCH DRAIN CA WDS 
NATIONAL AVE WATER TREATMENT CA WDS 
NATIONAL AVE LAKE INTAKE REPL. CA WDS 
PARK-BEND WATER SYSTEM IMP PRO CA WDS 
PACIFIC BELL (BROCKWAY) (DK) CA PLACER CO. MS 
KINGS BEACH CHEVRON SWISS MART CA PLACER CO. MS 
SNOW CREEK CA PLACER CO. MS 
NLB 8784, LLC CA PLACER CO. MS 
KENTUCKY FRIED CHICKEN PROPERTY CA PLACER CO. MS 
VERIZON WIRELESS-KINGS BEACH FACILT CA PLACER CO. MS 
MOUNTAIN LAKE ADVENTURE INC CA PLACER CO. MS 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORP DOT OPS 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER CO CA EMI 
DENIO GUEST HOUSE NV SHWS 
JOHN VENNARD PROPERTY NV SHWS 
PONDEROSA RANCH NV SHWS 
JAMES AND BARBARA WERBKE PROPERTY NV SHWS 
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MAP FINDINGS SUMMARY 

Search 
Target Distance Total 

Database Property (Miles) < 1/8 1/8 - 1/4 1/4 - 1/2 1/2 - 1 > 1 Plotted 

FEDERAL RECORDS

NPL  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
Proposed NPL  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
Delisted NPL  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
NPL LIENS  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
CERCLIS  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
CERC-NFRAP  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
LIENS 2  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
CORRACTS  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
RCRA-TSDF  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
RCRA-LQG  1.250 0  0  0  0  0  0
RCRA-SQG  1.250 0  0  2  0  0  2
RCRA-CESQG  1.250 0  0  0  0  0  0
RCRA-NonGen  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
US ENG CONTROLS  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
US INST CONTROL  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
ERNS  1.000 0  0  3  1  NR  4
HMIRS  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
DOT OPS  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
CDL  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
US BROWNFIELDS  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
DOD  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
FUDS  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
LUCIS  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
CONSENT  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
ROD  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
UMTRA  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
ODI  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
DEBRIS REGION 9  0.500 0  0  0  NR  NR  0
MINES  1.250 0  0  0  0  0  0
TRIS  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
TSCA  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
FTTS  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
HIST FTTS  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
SSTS  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
ICIS  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
PADS  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
MLTS  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
RADINFO  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
FINDS  1.000 0  0  2  0  NR  2
RAATS 1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0

STATE AND LOCAL RECORDS

CA Hist Cal-Sites  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
NV State Haz. Waste  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA Bond Exp. Plan  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA SCH  1.250 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA Toxic Pits 2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
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MAP FINDINGS SUMMARY 

Search 
Target Distance Total 

Database Property (Miles) < 1/8 1/8 - 1/4 1/4 - 1/2 1/2 - 1 > 1 Plotted

CA State Landfill  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
NV State Landfill  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA WDS  1.000 0  1  2  0  NR  3
CA WMUDS/SWAT  1.500 0  0  0  0  1  1
CA Cortese  1.500 0  1  6  1  4  12
CA SWRCY  1.500 0  0  0  1  0  1
NV SWRCY  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA LUST  1.500 0  2  12  2  6  22
NV LUST  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA FID UST  1.250 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA SLIC  1.500 0  0  1  0  0  1
CA UST  1.250 0  0  3  1  1  5
NV UST  1.250 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA HIST UST  1.250 0  1  7  4  2  14
CA AST  1.250 0  0  0  0  1  1
CA LIENS  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
NV AST  1.250 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA PLACER CO. MS  1.250 1  8  19  9  2  39
CA SWEEPS UST  1.250 0  2  9  2  3  16
CA CHMIRS  1.000 1  1  7  5  NR  14
CA Notify 65  2.000 1  0  0  0  0  1
CA DEED  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA VCP  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
NV VCP  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA DRYCLEANERS  1.250 1  0  0  0  0  1
CA WIP  1.250 0  0  0  0  0  0
NV BROWNFIELDS  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA CDL  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
CA RESPONSE  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA HAZNET  1.000 1  4  8  3  NR  16
NV NPDES  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
CA EMI  1.000 0  0  1  0  NR  1
NV AIRS  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
NV TIER 2  1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0
CA ENVIROSTOR  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
CA HAULERS 1.000 0  0  0  0  NR  0

TRIBAL RECORDS

INDIAN RESERV  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
INDIAN LUST  1.500 0  0  0  0  0  0
INDIAN UST 1.250 0  0  0  0  0  0

EDR PROPRIETARY RECORDS

Manufactured Gas Plants  2.000 0  0  0  0  0  0
EDR Historical Auto Stations  0.250 0  0  NR  NR  NR  0
EDR Historical Cleaners 0.250 0  0  NR  NR  NR  0

NOTES:

 TP = Target Property

 NR = Not Requested at this Search Distance

 Sites may be listed in more than one database 
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CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY PARCELS REQUIRING  

LICENSE AGREEMENTS  


Listed by Assessor’s Parcel Number 

090-030-002-000 090-063-006-000 090-080-014-000 090-141-001-000 

090-030-005-000 090-044-025-000 090-065-029-000 090-141-001-000 

090-030-006-000 090-063-006-000 090-080-015-000 090-122-022-000 

090-030-011-000 090-044-025-000 090-080-015-000 090-122-022-000 

090-030-014-000 090-044-026-000 090-080-016-000 090-103-042-000 

090-042-003-000 090-044-026-000 090-080-016-000 090-103-042-000 

090-042-003-000 090-053-019-000 090-080-017-000 090-125-021-000 

090-042-006-000 090-053-019-000 090-065-032-000 090-125-021-000 

090-042-006-000 090-080-004-000 090-080-017-000 090-116-031-000 

090-030-021-000 090-080-004-000 090-065-032-000 090-116-031-000 

090-030-021-000 090-080-005-000 090-080-022-000 090-111-038-000 

090-051-004-000 090-080-005-000 090-080-022-000 090-135-014-000 

090-051-004-000 090-080-006-000 090-080-023-000 090-111-038-000 

090-051-005-000 090-080-006-000 090-080-023-000 090-135-014-000 

090-051-005-000 090-080-007-000 090-093-018-000 090-103-047-000 

090-044-016-000 090-080-007-000 090-093-018-000 090-135-015-000 

090-044-016-000 090-073-015-000 090-094-022-000 090-103-047-000 

090-030-031-000 090-073-015-000 090-094-022-000 090-135-015-000 

090-044-017-000 090-080-009-000 090-114-011-000 090-135-016-000 

090-030-031-000 090-080-009-000 090-114-011-000 090-113-038-000 

090-044-017-000 090-080-010-000 090-125-001-000 090-135-016-000 

090-053-010-000 090-080-010-000 090-125-001-000 090-113-038-000 

090-053-010-000 090-055-036-000 090-125-002-000 090-125-028-000 

090-030-033-000 090-080-011-000 090-125-002-000 090-124-029-000 

090-030-034-000 090-055-036-000 090-113-015-000 090-125-028-000 

090-030-034-000 090-080-011-000 090-111-017-000 090-124-029-000 

090-052-013-000 090-080-012-000 090-113-015-000 090-124-030-000 

090-052-013-000 090-080-012-000 090-111-017-000 090-124-030-000 

090-065-001-000 090-080-013-000 090-134-001-000 090-134-021-000 

090-065-001-000 090-080-013-000 090-134-001-000 090-134-021-000 

090-044-024-000 090-080-014-000 090-104-034-000 090-115-041-000 

090-044-024-000 090-065-029-000 090-104-034-000 090-134-022-000 
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090-116-040-000 090-135-036-000 090-151-036-000 090-172-030-000 

090-115-041-000 090-135-037-000 090-161-026-000 090-201-001-000 

090-134-022-000 090-135-037-000 090-182-005-000 090-174-028-000 

090-116-040-000 090-135-038-000 090-161-027-000 090-174-029-000 

090-116-041-000 090-135-038-000 090-161-027-000 090-174-029-000 

090-116-041-000 090-135-039-000 090-151-039-000 090-174-030-000 

090-116-042-000 090-135-039-000 090-151-039-000 117-190-041-000 

090-152-006-000 090-135-040-000 090-174-017-000 090-174-030-000 

090-116-042-000 090-135-040-000 090-174-017-000 117-190-041-000 

090-152-006-000 090-135-041-000 090-151-040-000 090-174-031-000 

090-116-043-000 090-135-041-000 090-163-029-000 090-174-031-000 

090-116-043-000 090-135-042-000 090-162-030-000 090-174-032-000 

090-116-044-000 090-162-015-000 090-163-029-000 090-174-032-000 

090-116-044-000 090-135-042-000 090-162-030-000 090-161-046-000 

090-116-045-000 090-162-015-000 090-174-019-000 090-161-046-000 

090-116-045-000 090-164-014-000 090-174-019-000 090-182-026-000 

117-180-011-000 090-161-017-000 090-174-020-000 090-182-026-000 

117-180-011-000 090-164-014-000 090-191-003-000 090-181-030-000 

090-135-030-000 090-161-017-000 090-162-032-000 090-181-030-000 

090-154-011-000 090-173-006-000 090-174-020-000 090-174-042-000 

090-135-030-000 090-174-005-000 090-191-003-000 090-172-044-000 

090-154-011-000 090-162-017-000 090-162-032-000 090-174-042-000 

090-135-031-000 090-173-006-000 090-162-033-000 090-172-044-000 

090-135-031-000 090-174-005-000 090-162-033-000 090-174-043-000 

090-135-032-000 090-162-017-000 090-162-038-000 117-200-044-000 

090-135-032-000 090-162-018-000 090-162-038-000 090-181-036-000 

090-135-033-000 090-173-007-000 090-152-049-000 090-201-016-000 

090-135-033-000 090-162-018-000 090-174-027-000 090-174-043-000 

090-135-034-000 090-173-007-000 090-181-020-000 117-200-044-000 

090-135-034-000 090-173-009-000 090-152-049-000 090-181-036-000 

090-135-035-000 090-173-009-000 090-174-027-000 090-201-016-000 

090-163-007-000 112-200-004-000 090-181-020-000 117-200-045-000 

090-135-035-000 090-151-036-000 090-172-030-000 090-201-017-000 

090-163-007-000 090-161-026-000 090-201-001-000 117-200-045-000 

090-135-036-000 090-182-005-000 090-174-028-000 090-201-017-000 
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090-174-045-000 090-225-001-000 090-174-061-000 090-181-063-000 

090-174-045-000 090-212-014-000 090-234-001-000 090-211-033-000 

090-174-046-000 090-211-015-000 090-181-055-000 090-181-063-000 

090-174-046-000 090-212-015-000 090-211-025-000 090-181-064-000 

090-201-020-000 090-211-016-000 090-181-055-000 090-181-064-000 

090-201-020-000 090-201-026-000 090-211-025-000 090-181-065-000 

090-211-011-000 090-212-015-000 090-211-026-000 090-181-065-000 

090-174-048-000 090-211-016-000 090-225-012-000 090-223-024-000 

090-201-021-000 090-201-026-000 090-211-026-000 090-181-066-000 

090-211-011-000 090-211-017-000 090-225-012-000 090-223-024-000 

090-174-048-000 090-211-017-000 090-211-027-000 090-181-066-000 

090-201-021-000 090-212-017-000 090-223-015-000 090-211-037-000 

090-174-049-000 090-211-018-000 090-225-013-000 090-211-037-000 

090-211-012-000 090-212-017-000 090-211-027-000 090-241-009-000 

090-212-011-000 090-211-018-000 090-223-015-000 090-211-039-000 

090-174-049-000 090-211-019-000 090-225-013-000 090-241-009-000 

090-211-012-000 090-201-029-000 090-223-016-000 090-211-039-000 

090-212-011-000 090-211-019-000 090-211-028-000 090-233-019-000 

090-211-013-000 090-201-029-000 090-223-016-000 090-233-019-000 

090-212-012-000 090-211-020-000 090-211-028-000 090-222-031-000 

090-174-050-000 090-201-030-000 090-181-059-000 090-222-031-000 

090-211-013-000 090-211-020-000 090-211-029-000 090-222-032-000 

090-212-012-000 090-201-030-000 090-181-059-000 090-222-032-000 

090-174-050-000 090-201-031-000 090-211-029-000 090-222-034-000 

090-181-044-000 090-201-031-000 090-223-018-000 090-243-013-000 

090-211-014-000 090-201-032-000 090-211-030-000 090-222-034-000 

090-174-051-000 090-225-008-000 090-223-018-000 090-243-013-000 

090-181-044-000 090-201-032-000 090-211-030-000 090-223-035-000 

090-211-014-000 090-225-008-000 090-211-031-000 090-223-035-000 

090-174-051-000 090-201-033-000 090-233-009-000 090-222-040-000 

090-201-025-000 090-174-060-000 090-211-031-000 090-222-040-000 

090-225-001-000 090-201-033-000 090-233-009-000 090-233-030-000 

090-212-014-000 090-174-060-000 090-211-032-000 090-222-041-000 

090-211-015-000 090-174-061-000 090-211-032-000 090-261-002-000 

090-201-025-000 090-234-001-000 090-211-033-000 090-233-030-000 
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090-222-041-000 090-272-020-000 

090-261-002-000 090-292-002-000 

090-263-001-000 090-293-001-000 

090-263-001-000 090-292-002-000 

090-223-042-000 090-293-001-000 

090-264-001-000 090-292-004-000 

090-263-002-000 090-291-005-000 

090-223-042-000 090-292-004-000 

090-264-001-000 090-291-005-000 

090-263-002-000 090-291-006-000 

090-222-044-000 090-291-006-000 

090-261-005-000 090-291-010-000 

090-263-003-000 090-291-010-000 

090-264-002-000 090-292-011-000 

090-222-044-000 090-292-011-000 

090-261-005-000 090-292-012-000 

090-263-003-000 090-292-012-000 

090-264-002-000 090-305-008-000 

090-223-044-000 090-305-008-000 

090-223-044-000 

090-261-006-000 

090-223-045-000 

090-261-010-000 

090-261-010-000 

090-261-011-000 

090-261-011-000 

090-264-009-000 

090-264-009-000 

090-261-021-000 

090-261-021-000 

090-261-025-000 

090-261-025-000 

090-272-019-000 

090-272-019-000 

090-272-020-000 
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APPENDIX H: 

PUBLIC MEETINGS/PUBLIC SCOPING 

Placer County facilitated three public meetings during the Project planning and environmental 
review process. The public meetings were advertised in the Sierra Sun and Tahoe World, and flyers 
were handed out door to door to residents along Griff Creek. Documentation from the meetings 
(e.g., public notices, meeting minutes and printed copies of the slide shows) is included herewith. No 
written comments were received from the public during the planning process. Several written 
comments were received during the environmental review period. The comments are compiled in 
the Response to Comments report attached to this environmental document. 
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PLACER COUNTY CORDIALLY INVITES YOU
 
TO A 

PUBLIC MEETING
 
TO DISCUSS 

GRIFF CREEK SEZ EXISTING CONDITIONS AND 

CONCEPT ALTERNATIVES 


for the Kings Beach Watershed Improvement Project
 

This project component addresses 1.6 miles of Griff Creek starting at Lake Tahoe and 
. the Coon Street drainage within the Kings Beach residential and commercial areas. 

Background information on Griff Creek will be provided and concept alternatives to 
improve water quality, fish passage and riparian habitat will be presented. 

Information on private property Best Management Practices will also be provided 
by the Tahoe Resource Conservation District. 

MEETING TO BE HELD AT THE 

NORTH TAHOE CONFERENCE CENTER
 
8318 NORTH LAKE BLVD. 
KINGS BEACH, CA 96143 

This is YOUR OPPORTUNITY to ask questions and to get involved in an 
important project that will benefit your neighborhood and help protect 
Lake Tahoe’s clarity. 

Thursday, December 1, 2005 
6:00 – 8:00 PM
 

If you have any questions please contact: 
Dan LaPlante 

Project Engineer 
(530) 581-6231 or by email 

dlaplant@placer.ca.gov 

mailto:dlaplant@placer.ca.gov


        

PLACER COUNTY CORDIALLY INVITES YOU TO ATTEND: 

THE KINGS BEACH WATERSHED IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

GRIFF CREEK EXISTING CONDITIONS
 

AND WATER QUALITY ALTERNATIVES
 

PUBLIC MEETING
 
NORTH TAHOE CONFERENCE CENTER 

8318 NORTH LAKE BOULEVARD 
KINGS BEACH, CA 96143
 

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 1, 2005
 

6:00 PM – 8:00 PM 

This is YOUR OPPORTUNITY to become involved, offer suggestions and ask questions. 

Project Description: 

The Kings Beach Watershed Improvement Project was initiated by Placer County to 
improve water quality and storm water drainage within the Kings Beach residential and 

commercial areas. In order to address the entire watershed leading to and including 
these areas, the project also examines the existing conditions and potential water quality 

improvements along portions of Griff Creek and the Coon Street drainage. The Griff 
Creek portion of the project includes 1.6 miles of stream beginning at Lake Tahoe. The 
project proposes concept alternatives that will improve water quality, fish passage and 

habitat and protect Lake Tahoe’s clarity. 

Meeting Purpose: 

Existing conditions and concept alternatives for Griff Creek and the Coon Street 
drainage will be presented to solicit input from the community prior to selecting the 

preferred alternative and initiating the design process. 
If you have questions or would like to submit written comments outside the public forum please contact: 

Dan LaPlante, P.E.
 
Associate Civil Engineer
 

Placer County Department of Public Works, Tahoe Design Division
 
10825 Pioneer Trail, Suite 105
 

Truckee, CA 96161 (530) 581-6231
 
dlaplante@placer.ca.gov
 

mailto:dlaplante@placer.ca.gov


Kings Beach Watershed Improvement Project
 
Griff Creek Existing Conditions and Water Quality Alternatives


Public Meeting 

Thursday, December 1, 2005 

North Tahoe Conference Center 
8318 North Lake Boulevard 

Kings Beach, CA 96143 
Dan LaPlante, of Placer County Department of Public Works (DPW), opened the meeting and 
introduced the attendees from Entrix, Inc., TRPA, CTC and TRCD.  He then gave a general 
overview of how Griff Creek fits into the overall Kings Beach Project.  It is related to the Kings 
Beach sidewalk project that has been in the works for several years.  In conjunction with that 
work, the agencies have requested Placer County DPW to do a watershed study that looks at the 
whole watershed up to Martis Peak and Mt. Waldie.  And, by looking at that whole planning 
area, Placer County can incorporate water quality improvements within the neighborhood.  A 
spin-off of that whole water quality project is the Griff Creek Stream Environment Zone (SEZ) 
Project. 

Scott Cecchi spoke about the Tahoe Resource Conservation District (TRCD) and their role in the 
community. 

Attendees were encouraged to sign-in.  This is part of the public and agency consultation process 
that is included in the environmental document.  A comment sheet was also handed out for 
attendees to express any comments, concerns, observations, or suggestions associated with the 
Entrix, Inc. presentation. These comments will be folded into the overall planning and design 
efforts. 

This project is the Griff Creek SEZ Existing Conditions Project.  The method for measuring 
existing conditions is by going out to the Project Area and surveying for the hydraulic model to 
determine what kind of problems can be observed in the floodplain and the channel, and from 
there to come up potential concept level solutions to remedy the problems.  The next phase is to 
develop and evaluate alternatives, and select a Preferred Alternative. 

Entrix, Inc. presented their findings in regards to the existing conditions of the Griff Creek 
watershed. Copies of the presentation can be obtained by request. 

In 1984, a Placer County Erosion Control Project channelized the reach behind the County 
Library. 

Brendan Belby, of Entrix, Inc., asked the attendees who live on the creek to contact him if they 
knew of certain flood areas that weren’t mapped, or how often the areas around their house 
flood. 

A question from the audience was how often a floodplain should flood.  However, there is no 
definitive answer as every channel floods when it wants to flood.  There is no universal equation 
to determine the exact flood potential. 

Another question from the audience was if all the creeks around Tahoe were being analyzed. 
Brendan stated that Entrix, Inc. is working on the Kings Beach area, Griff Creek, Homewood, 
Angora Creek, Christmas Valley, and several projects on the Truckee River. 

Before 1984, National Avenue has a basin that often has stagnant water during the summer. 
Downstream of Highway 28 is the worst area.  KB Foster did the restoration across from the 
hardware store. The Forest Service also did a study in the 1990s of that basin, and although it 



 

 

works really well in the beginning, but over time it is not as efficient. One of the alternatives 
proposed is to incorporate a management plan to go in periodically and remove material. 

What affect is this Project going to have on the street and sidewalk Project?  Any recommended 
changes for the area will have to be incorporated into the design.  Some of the watershed 
boundaries, especially those that cross Highway 28, should be the responsibility of Caltrans.  The 
watershed lines are delineated by the TRPA. 

Opportunities will be sought to combine upland runoff with SEZ restoration.  Originally the 
runoff was directed to Griff Creek.  One of the things to look at is the overall water quality and 
separating what is considered clean water, in the urban boundary of Griff Creek, and the dirtier 
water which is the sediment laden water that runs off the creek.  Having the dirtier water go into 
Griff Creek is a direct shot into Lake Tahoe and is not a good solution.  Right now, the erosion 
control part of the project is just starting to develop alternatives.  There will be further Public 
Meetings to discuss these alternatives. 

Right now, conceptual alternatives are being developed, those alternatives will be evaluated, and 
a Preferred Alternative will be recommended.  After that stage, there will be another Public 
Meeting to bring everyone back together and let them know the ideas that have been formulated 
and how they were formulated, and then get further input from the community. 

The water quality alternatives will be out by January 2006 and will include how the urban area 
interfaces with Coon Street. In terms of the Coon Street SEZ, there is much less opportunity for 
SEZ connection than Griff Creek because the Coon Street drainage is very hard to follow; some 
places flows through open lots, some parts of it flow though private parcels, and some part slow 
across the road; it is very fragmented.  There are also many privately owned parcels associated 
with Coon Street. 

The erosion component of the Project will be looking at how much sediment is loaded into the 
culverts, as well as under-sized culverts, etc.  One of the major issues that need to be addressed 
tonight is the fact that easements will need to be acquired from residents to do much of the work 
needed for restoration. Nothing can be done on private property without easements. 

Several groundwater wells were put into the urban area to monitor the groundwater. 

Outreach for this meeting was done through public notices in the Tahoe World and Sierra Sun, 
mailers to the Griff Creek homeowners, and notices placed on the doors of Griff Creek residents. 
Comments submitted by meeting attendees will be included in the next document.  Comment 
cards should be sent to Dan LaPlante. 

Almost all the parcels along Griff Creek that are included in the Project Area are privately 
owned. The Library and the Boys and Girls Club is publicly owned.  The abandoned floodplain 
is where there is real opportunity to make changes, but it is all privately owned. 

There is a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) comprised of staff from Entrix, Placer County, 
TRPA, Conservancy, US Forest Service, and Lahontan.  They would review the alternatives and 
sign-off on a Preferred Alternative which would then be brought back to the public.  An audience 
member suggested that there be a citizen representative on the group as well. 



Kings Beach Watershed Improvement Project 
Stream Environment Zone Existing Conditions and Alternatives 

Placer County Department of Public Works 
ENTRIX, Inc. 

Decline in Lake Tahoe’s Water Clarity 

• Loss of about 27 feet in water clarity since late 1960s 
• Increased atmospheric and watershed inputs of nutrients 
• Increased nutrients supports increased algal production (blue to 

green) 
• Fine grained minerals further reduce clarity and remain suspended 

in the lake 
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Watershed Improvement Project Purpose 

• Analyze Griff Creek existing conditions for opportunities to improve: 
– water quality, 
– stream health, and 
– fish habitat and passage. 

• Develop preliminary restoration alternatives 

Stream Environment Zones 

• SEZs are: 
– Wetlands and riparian (floodplains), 
– Hydrologically connected to surface water sources, and 
– Areas with high groundwater to support riparian vegetation. 

• Almost 50% of SEZs in Tahoe urbanized areas have been developed, 
disturbed, or subdivided (LRWQCB, 1994) 

• SEZs can: 
– Improve water quality (uptake of nutrients and sediment storage), 
– Reduce flood peak, 
– Increase groundwater recharge, 
– Provide aquatic and terrestrial wildlife habitat,  and 
– Be aesthetically  pleasing. 
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Sub-Watershed
Square
Miles Acres

% of Total Griff
Creek

Watershed Area

Lower Griff Creek 0.10 63 2.2

Middle Griff Creek 0.09 55 1.9

East Fork Griff Creek 1.41 900 31.6

West Fork Griff Creek 2.86 1,833 64.3

Total Griff Creek 4.45 2,851 100

  
 

 

 

Kings Beach Watersheds 

•Watershed-scale study 

•Incorporate and build upon prior 
studies 

Geology & Soils 
Most Opportunity for 


Restoration is in the Area of 

Greatest Development
 

• Most of the watershed is andesitic 
volcanic rocks (10 to 20 million years 
old) 
• Weathers into clay and gravel 
• Andesite soils tend to be nutrient rich 
• Floodplain soils mostly downstream of
Speckled Avenue are more erodable 
• Implications for channel stability and 
SEZ habitat 
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Historic Watershed Disturbances 

• Air Photo Analysis for Years: 1952, 1966, 
1972, 1983, 1995 and 2000 

• Development of logging roads between 
1952 & 1966 photos 

• Expansion of Kingswood West Subdivision 
between 1966 & 1972 

• Reforestation trend by 2000 very 
pronounced (logging roads less visible) 

Historic Air Photo Analysis 

Historic Watershed Disturbances 

• Channel relocation, straightening, widening, deepening & rip-rapping 
(i.e., channelization) at road crossings and at Hwy 28 

• Deforestation 
• Grazing 
• Filling of floodplains 
• Urbanization 

Potential Land Use Impacts on Channel Condition 
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Channel Response to Land Use Change 

• The creek responds to land use changes by: 
– Deepening (incision), 
– Widening, and 
– Reduction of habitat complexity. 

• Channel changes result in: 
– Increased channel conveyance capac
– Lowered groundwater table, 
– Disconnection with floodplain, 
– Loss of SEZ pollutant filtering, and 
– Loss of habitat function. 

Site Reconnaissance 

• Riparian vegetation communities 
• Potential & existing floodplain 

surfaces 
• Floodplain encroachment 
• Watershed disturbances 
• Channel modifications 
• Sediment sources 

Watershed Assessment and Mapping 
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Topographic Survey 

Active Floodplains 

• East active floodplain 
downstream of Dolly Varden 
Ave (~25 cfs) 

• Pollutant filtering: 
• Low velocity, ponded water 

• Dense riparian vegetation 
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Abandoned Floodplains 

• Remnant channel in east 
abandoned floodplain near 
Golden Avenue 

• Floods about once every 6 
to 7 years 

• Disconnect with active 
floodplain upstream 

• Minimal water treatment    
potential 

Hydraulic Modeling - Overbank Analysis 

• Overflow to floodplain is necessary for: 
– channel stability and pollutant filtering 

• Hydraulic modeling used to estimate floodplain flows 
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Hydraulic Modeling - Overbank Conclusions 
• Channelized  reach downstream of public library 

– Infrequent overbank flow (50 - 100 yr event) 
– No active floodplain downstream Hwy 28 

• Public library to Steelhead Avenue 
– Most severe channel degradation 
– Overbanking about once every 6 to 8 years 
– Abandoned floodplain east  of channel 

• Steelhead Avenue to Dolly Varden Avenue 
– Active floodplain east of channel 
– Overbanking about once every 4 to 5 years 

• Dolly Varden Avenue to Speckled Avenue 
– Overbanking about once every 4 to 6 years 
– Wolf Street fill removal/active floodplain (2 to 3 yr overbank event) 

• Upstream of Speckled Avenue 
– Incised meadow channels US road (4 to 5 yr overbank event) 
– Minimal urban encroachment upstream (2 to 4 yr overbank event) 

SEZ Riparian Vegetation 

• Primarily willows and alders (with cottonwoods, aspens, pines, 
firs, and/or incense cedar interspersed) 

• Large woody debris and dense roots important for  pollutant 
filtering 

• Hydrologic support from roadside ditches (for example, Wolf 
Creek) 
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State Route 28 Culverts 

Dolly Varden Avenue Culverts 

Fish Passage 

Conditions that can create barriers to fish passage at culverts are: 

1. Water velocity too high, 

2. Flow depths too low, 

3. No resting pool beneath culvert, and

4. Jumps into culverts too high. 

Fish Passage - High Jump 
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Fish Passage - High Velocity 

Blocked Speckled Avenue 
Culvert 

Fish Passage - Low Flow Depth 

• Canterbury Drive Culvert 

• Low flow depth 

• Floodplain Disconnect 
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Restoration Opportunities 

• Create SEZ floodplain 
– Re-activate abandoned flood channels 
– Excavate terrace material to create floodplain 
– Improve floodplain connectivity 
– Stabilize channel 

• Improve fish passage and habitat 
– Modify or replace culverts 
– Stabilize channel 
– Improve cover  
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PLACER COUNTY CORDIALLY INVITES YOU
 
TO A 

PUBLIC MEETING
 
TO DISCUSS
 

The GRIFF CREEK SEZ IMPROVEMENT PLAN 

for the Kings Beach Watershed Improvement Project
 

The Griff Creek SEZ Improvement Plan was initiated by Placer County to improve 

water quality within the Griff Creek residential and commercial areas.  The Griff Creek
 

portion of the project includes 1.6 miles of stream beginning at Lake Tahoe.  The project 

proposes concept alternatives that will improve water quality 


and protect Lake Tahoe’s clarity.
 

Alternatives for Improvement of the Griff Creek SEZ will be presented to 

solicit input from the community.  The process of selecting a preferred alternative 


will also be discussed.
 

MEETING TO BE HELD AT THE 
NORTH TAHOE CONFERENCE CENTER
 

8318 NORTH LAKE BLVD. 
KINGS BEACH, CA 96143 

This is YOUR OPPORTUNITY to ask questions and to get involved in an 
important project that will benefit your neighborhood and help protect 
Lake Tahoe’s clarity. 

Tuesday, March 21, 2006 
6:00 – 8:00 PM
 

If you have any questions please contact: 
Dan LaPlante 

Project Engineer 
(530) 581-6231 or by email 

dlaplant@placer.ca.gov 

mailto:dlaplant@placer.ca.gov


 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

   
 

 

PLACER COUNTY CORDIALLY INVITES YOU TO ATTEND: 
THE KINGS BEACH WATERSHED IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

Griff Creek SEZ Improvement Plan 

PUBLIC MEETING 


NORTH TAHOE CONFERENCE CENTER 
8318 NORTH LAKE BOULEVARD 

KINGS BEACH, CA 96143 
TUESDAY, MARCH 21, 2006 

6:00 PM – 8:00 PM 

This is YOUR OPPORTUNITY to become involved, offer suggestions and ask questions. 

Project Description: 
The Griff Creek SEZ Improvement Plan was initiated by Placer County to improve water quality within the Griff 

Creek residential and commercial areas. The Griff Creek portion of the project includes 1.6 miles of stream 
beginning at Lake Tahoe. The project proposes concept alternatives that will improve water quality and protect 

Lake Tahoe’s clarity. 

Meeting Purpose: 
Alternatives for improvement of the Griff Creek SEZ will be presented to solicit input from the community.  The 

process of selecting a preferred alternative will also be discussed.   

If you have questions or would like to submit written comments outside the public forum please contact: 

Dan LaPlante, P.E. 

Assistant Engineer 


Placer County Department of Public Works, Tahoe Design Division 

10825 Pioneer Trail, Suite 105
 

Truckee, CA 96161     (530) 581-6231 

dlaplant@placer.ca.gov
 

mailto:dlaplant@placer.ca.gov


        

 

 
 

  

 
  

  
 

   

   

    

     
   

 
  

 

 
  

  
    

  
   

 

  

 

Kings Beach Watershed Improvement Project 

Griff Creek SEZ Improvements


Public Meeting
 
Tuesday, March 21, 2006
 

North Tahoe Conference Center
 
8318 North Lake Boulevard
 

Kings Beach, CA 96143
 

Introductions/Purpose of Meeting 

Dan LaPlante of Placer County DPW-Design Division opened the meeting and introduced the team.  He 
explained to the group that Griff Creek is the restoration portion of the overall Kings Beach Watershed 
Improvement Project.  Currently, the team is studying Griff Creek and urban areas for water quality 
improvements. 

Brendan Belby of Entrix, Inc. went through the presentation (available per request).  A resident asked if 
these types of studies were being done for all the in-bound creeks to Lake Tahoe.  Brendan responded that 
Entrix, Inc. is working on several creeks within the Kings Beach area, as well as several creeks in 
Homewood, and several reaches of the Upper Truckee River.  

A resident mentioned the area around National Avenue, and how there is often stagnant water during the 
summertime and when the Lake level comes up the stagnant water washes out to the Lake. 

Brendan stated that about 50 percent of Lake Tahoe’s SEZs no longer exist because they are in urban areas 
and have been developed.  Water quality is an important attribute of an SEZ is that when water runs 
through an SEZ it traps and stores sediment and nutrients before they reach Lake Tahoe.  SEZs also reduce 
deep floods when water overbanks the channel. Also, SEZs are important for wildlife habitat. 

The Existing Conditions Report studied and reported what the existing processes are on Griff Creek.  From 
that, a conclusion was drawn that the greatest opportunity to reduce the amount of nutrients and sediment 
that comes from Griff Creek and goes into Lake Tahoe is to prevent the channel from degrading further, 
and to create a better floodplain connection.  However, the greatest opportunity for flooding on Griff Creek 
is the area that is most developed. 

The issue is to determine how to get a functional SEZ and accommodate the development that is already 
existing. 

Another goal of the Project is to increase fish passage.  Some of the fish passage deterrents of the road 
crossing culverts include undersized culverts, which means the water velocities are too high and the fish 
can’t swim up through them, culverts that are too high, so the fish cannot get up to them, and low water 
velocity culverts, so fish have no habitat to rest before they go upstream.  Some of the culverts are too big; 
meaning the flow that comes through is too low. 

Overall, 20 enhancement sites were identified where there is potentially an existing constraint or an 
opportunity that can be taken advantage of (such as public parcels that can be utilized for enhancements). 
Each of the 20 enhancement sites contain three proposed alternatives that range from a minimal approach 
to a more aggressive approach. 

All the alternatives were evaluated by criteria such as cost of construction and operations and maintenance, 
water quality benefits, and fish passage benefits.  After being evaluated, the alternatives were then ranked. 
From the rankings, the alternative that comes out the best as far as attaining the Project’s goals, feasibility, 
owner participation, and compatibility with all reaches of the improvement area is what would be 
recommended as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Brendan explained that another element of developing the recommended alternatives is connectivity to the 
sites to ensure continuous lines of improvement through all of the sites. 

A resident asked if studies were done to see what parcels are currently not flooded that might become 
flooded as an impact of this Project.  Brendan replied that flood impacts were considered which is why 
most of the improvements are on the side of the channel opposite the houses. The FEMA map will be 
drawn by Entrix, Inc. and will indicate what is out there today, and document all flow considerations, 
including the 100-year flow. 

Another resident asked if the excavation would be done by hand crews and Brendan responded that due to 
the large amount of fill removal, most of the excavation would be done with machinery.  He also stated that 
access would be looked at due to the very limited amount of public access.  And, traffic issues would also 
be analyzed.  Those elements were also looked at when ranking the alternatives. 

Discussion of SEZ Improvements 

Enhancement Sites 1-3: 
Site 1, at the Lake, proposes to excavate a floodplain.  The channel would stay in the same spot, but the 
riprap would be removed on the left bank to encourage fish passage and vegetation growth, and lower the 
surface to enable more water to enter the floodplain. 

Site 2 recommends the removal of the existing culverts, and the construction of a channel-spanning culvert. 

Dan stated that the proposed arch conspan culvert would look much like the one built on Snow Creek. 

A resident asked Dan if the money for this Project was coming out of the money allotted for the street and 
sidewalk project.  Dan replied that it was as it is all the same project. 

A condition for Site 3 would require relocation of the library. Dan stated that the library is looking for a 
new location. Their relocation would be dependent on finding another building to move into. 

Another resident asked if people would need to have more flood insurance due to the proposed increase in 
flooding.  Brendan explained that the creation of floodplain (removal of material) is what will absorb the 
overbanked water. 

Paul Wisheropp of Entrix, Inc. described the steps needed for a 100-year flood delineation.  Entrix, Inc. 
will do a letter of map revision for FEMA.  There is currently a flood delineation for Griff Creek. What 
Entix, Inc. will do is develop a set of maps, the first of which shows the conditions for flooding that 
currently exist.  Brendan has done that for low flows, but will now do it for a 100-year event and get flood 
limits, velocities, depths, etc.  At that time, the flood risks will also be addressed.  Once the Preferred 
Alternative is selective, based on input from the public and the Technical Advisory Group, another set of 
maps will be developed based on the modeling done for the Preferred Alternative.  This would be the 
second 100-year flood map illustrating the post-Project condition.  These maps will be part of the package, 
including an application that is sent to FEMA.  FEMA’s engineers will analyze the data and approve or 
deny the request. 

Jon-Paul stated that when the fill was brought in it created a levy that is not going to be removed by the 
Project, it will be wider.  The flooding impact should not increase at all.  One resident commented that 
several years ago, science was to riprap the channel.  Paul verified that fact, but stated that studies now 
indicate that this method makes downstream flooding worse because all the water runs through the 
channels never storing it in the floodplain.  Therefore, the science has changed.  Ultimately, the water is not 
being pushed in another direction; a floodplain is opening up for the disbursement of water. 

Another resident asked how the fish would travel through a flat floodplain.  Paul responded that the fish 
would travel through the channel, which will remain.  The same resident stated that there have been no 
sightings of fish since the channel was put in.  Paul responded that fish passage is part of the Project and 
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Entrix, Inc. fish biologists are identifying and suggesting improvements for areas that impede the potential 
for fish passage. 

Jacquie Grandfield of the California Tahoe Conservancy explained that it is a natural process for there to be 
a barrier during certain times of the year. When the water is highest, fish usually spawn and can usually 
make it.  If they don’t get through, that too is a part of the natural cycle.  

Enhancement Sites 4-6: 
The recommended alternative at Site 4 is to put in grade controls such as large wood jams, or a rock weir 
that would slow down the water.  The existing channel will not be moved.  There would be a floodplain 
excavation on the East Side of the channel. The width of the excavation would depend on what the 
landowners are willing to do. 

Site 5 contains the abandoned floodplain, which differentiates it from Site 4.  Site 5 is largely undeveloped 
land; used to be an active floodplain, but the channel is deep and wide and rarely overbanks.  The intent is 
to lower the surface to let more water get into the area, thereby providing more flood storage and allowing 
sediment to drop out.  Site 5 is the key to be able to do the Project and reconnect the floodplain.  Dan is 
currently in discussion with the landowner that is interested in working with the County. 

A resident asked what happens to the interface between 5 and 6 as it looks like excavation halts abruptly. 
Brendan responded that topography is higher because of the fill material. 

Another resident asked if the Boys and Girls Club would be removed. The response was that there was no 
proposal to remove the Boys and Girls Club. 

Site 6 will keep the channel in its existing location, and grade controls will be added.  The exact location of 
the grade controls are not determined, however, they will be needed within the reach.  The approach will be 
consistent with the local conditions and will look natural.  

The existing culverts are not functioning properly for conveyance or fish passage; proposal is to put in a 
bottom-less arch culvert.  Filling the existing flood channel is another suggestion.  This channel is a bare 
minor depression and the water floods out of the channel during high flows.  Right now there is a flood 
channel that makes a connection with the culvert; this will be reconfigured.  Rather than having all the flow 
compressed and routed into a culvert, the proposal is to build a short section of the flood channel that will 
be continued upstream.  Currently, the water floods under the road. 

A resident asked how long it would take to construct this alternative.  Paul stated that View Circle, in South 
Lake Tahoe, was started in early August and completed in early September. 

Enhancement Sites 7-10: 
Site 7 is a good opportunity for flooding on Griff Creek because it is Conservancy land, and by slightly 
lowering the surface, water can get out of the main channel into the floodplain. 

Due to the size of the Conservancy lot, a resident asked if the opportunity of flooding in that area would be 
aggressively pursued.  Brendan agreed that if this alternative were picked, he would do additional 
surveying in the area to enhance the topography data to make sure the land was being utilized to the best of 
its potential. 

Site 8 would entail making a diversion instead of taking out the existing vegetation. Another resident asked 
if it were possible to utilize the higher area to divert water to the right without removing all the existing 
vegetation.  Basically the area has high grasses, weeds, etc. that are good for soaking up water.  Brendan 
said that the vegetation is possibly supported by groundwater.  Brendan will review the topography and 
elevation to look at the feasibility of getting the water to overflow rather than diverting it. 

Another resident suggested that the soil be tested as they were under the impression that a dump existed in 
that area. 
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A bottom-less arch culvert is proposed at Site 9.  Right now there are two culverts that convey the water 
from the main channel. 

The main channel in Site 10 looks good, the banks are high and it has healthy, mature trees and vegetation. 
The proposal is to reconfigure the flood channel to get it to go under the road thereby improving the 
floodplain connectivity between the upstream side of the road and the downstream side of the road.  Also, 
SEZ would be greatly approved by excavating a small portion of the land in this site. 

A resident mentioned that the culvert was flowing fairly well after they cleaned it out.  However, the Gas 
Company started a project out there and hit groundwater, and then abandoned the project.  After that event, 
the flooding problems began.  Brendan responded that one of the benefits of an arch culvert is the low 
potential for jams due to debris. 

Enhancement Sites 11-14: 
There is no excavation proposed, and the channel is in functioning condition.  The main channel would be 
kept where it is.  Grade control is being proposed in the form of wood jams or rock structures.  Sierra 
Power Company owns the whole parcel. 

The existing man-made footbridge impedes fish passage.  Proposal is to remove it completely.  There is 
also an old road that was perhaps used as access to the dumpsite and there are old abutments, and an old 
culvert that is lined up and down streamwise.  A resident mentioned that there is a drainage on Griff Lane 
that runs into the creek.  Another resident stated that he is at the bottom right corner of the site and he gets 
all the drainage onto his property and it drains across his yard and into his garage.  He’s getting flooding 
from groundwater.  Jon-Paul asked if there was parking on Griff Lane to the east.  A resident replied that it 
is used, but not for overnight parking.  Another resident suggested the footbridge is used for motorcycle 
and snowmobile crossing. 

There is a nice floodplain upstream and downstream that is cut off by fill.  The proposal is to remove the 
fill to reduce the elevation. 

Enhancement Sites 15-17: 
Site 15 has relatively minor improvement recommendations.  Potential reconfiguration of the channel 
would enable more of the water to enter the grassy area. 

Site 16, at Cambridge Drive, currently has two large twin corrugated metal pipe culverts and the entrance 
into the culverts is steep causing higher velocity and impaired fish passage.  The recommendation is to put 
in a bottom-less arch culvert. 

Site 17 has a steep change in bed elevation impeding fish passage.  Recommendation is to put rock in the 
channel. 

No public comments. 

Enhancement Sites 18-20: 
Site 18 contains the road for the NTPUD to access their tank across Griff Creek.  Stakeholder agencies 
have been discussing the idea of putting in some type of structure to use for truck crossing. 

A resident asked if the Project Team had looked at the roads above this area, the old fire roads. 
Conservancy and EDAW are looking at that area. 

The NTPUD water tower extends out into the floodplain.  The floodplain is small and the channel is deep 
set into a 10 or 20 foot wide strip until it hits the valley wall.  Several grade controls are proposed for this 
area. 
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The site at Canterbury Drive contains about twenty-five feet of fill in the channel bed at the top of the road. 
There is a six-foot corrugated metal pipe that goes through as well.  The recommendation alternative is to 
put in a channel-spanning culvert, but this could be extremely expensive because of the amount of fill that 
needs to be removed.  Once the costs are evaluated, this alternative may not be feasible.  A resident said 
that the uphill side of Canterbury was recently revegetated. 

Brendan then reviewed the cross-sections of the sites. These are available, upon request, as part of the 
presentation. 

Group Discussion 

Question from the group was if this Project would affect the completion of the Commercial Core Project, or 
impede it in any way. Dan responded that Caltrans is paying for the improvements in the Commercial 
Core, which will be implemented first.  The water quality improvements are part of this.  Placer County has 
also requested money from the California Tahoe Conservancy and the USFS to implement the 
improvements.  The money for the Highway Project is either state, local, or federal monies.  The study area 
of this Project is throughout the whole urban area, including Coon Street and Chipmunk.  The study is to 
ensure that the improvements made in the urban area will interact positively with what is existing or 
proposed in the Commercial Core.  The studies being done should not cause a lapse in the Commercial 
Core completion scheduled for 2008. 

A resident mentioned the stream restoration work that had been done by KB Foster. 

Brendan stated that the team is looking at another parcel that is owned by Placer County to remove fill in 
the lower Griff Creek area.  Also, the drainage basin functions well in the beginning; however, over time it 
reaches its maximum storage potential.  One of the alternatives proposed is a management plan to 
periodically go in and remove material from the basin. 

A resident asked what affect this Project will have on the streets and sidewalks, particularly at Highway 28. 
Brendan responded that there would have to be coordination between the two. Placer County is working 
with another consulting firm to address sidewalks and streets.  This Project is not far enough along in the 
process to make any determinations in regards to affects to that project. 

Paul stated that the Griff Creek SEZ Project is looking at the hydrology of Griff Creek; the Kings Beach 
Project is looking at the issues of water quality of runoff from the urban areas and looking at ways to 
separate the clean water and the sediment laden water, and directing the clean water into Griff Creek. 

Another resident asked if the last storms quantified a 100-year storm event.  Brendan replied that from the 
data reported, it did not. However, Paul stated that if an area flooded that was perhaps missed from the 
surveying, perhaps landowners could put a stake in the area that flooded and Entrix, Inc. would go back in 
the summer and resurvey the information. 

In terms of the Coon Street SEZ, there is less opportunity for connectivity due to its fragmented nature.  

A resident asked how much private land would need to be acquired or need easements purchased.  Brendan 
stated that there are parcels owned by Conservancy, PUD, or Placer County; however, many of the 
restoration opportunities are on privately owned land.  

Next Steps 

The next steps for the group is to come up with a Preferred Alternative.  There is also a Technical Advisory 
Group made up of agency personnel (USFS, TRPA, Conservancy, Caltrans, etc.).  The Technical Advisory 
Group reviews and provides feedback on all the evaluations and recommendations.  Currently, the 
document is in their hands for review and comments. 
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Dan will continue to call “key” property owners who own properties that are integral to making the Project 
a success.  Dan is already in the process of working with several property owners, and will continue 
contacting people to ask if they are interested in working with the County.  In working with the County, the 
County would request to buy an easement across the parcel owner’s land so the County can come in and 
make improvements.  The property owner still owns the land, but they are giving the County the right to 
access the property to make the necessary improvements such as revegetate, add rock stabilization, put in 
logs, and to access the property to maintain the improvements made.  Ultimately, the intent is not to take 
away anyone’s property, but to make improvements on the property that will improve the quality of water 
that eventually feeds into the lake.  Since the easements have to be secured before doing the work, it is 
important for people to know that Dan is still in the initial phases of determining the willingness of 
property owners to sell an easement on their land. 

In regards to the completion of the Commercial Core Project, a resident asked how the process would work 
with this Project in relation to the Commercial Core.  Dan responded that the Commercial Core Area 
doesn’t have many water quality treatment opportunities. What has been agreed on with the agencies is to 
look at the whole watershed and identify where we can take advantage of opportunities in the upper 
watershed to reduce the amount of flow entering the Commercial Core.  In doing this, the County is 
creating a Master Plan, which is currently being written by Entrix, Inc. 

Jon-Paul Harries of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency stated that the SEZ Improvement Plan is not a 
requirement for the Sidewalk Project.  The Sidewalk Project is on track, whether or not this Project is 
constructed.  However, it is important to look at how all the pieces fit together.  The urban element of the 
Sidewalk Project is what caused part of the current delay in the Sidewalk Project. 

The next step for the public process is to make sure to get comments containing observations, concerns, 
suggestions, etc. to Dan so they can be incorporated into the evaluating alternatives process and into the 
Environmental Document. 

Paul stated that Griff Creek is part of the overall watershed improvement project. There is another section 
going on concurrently looking at the rest of the Kings Beach urban area and the runoff that goes down to 
the highway and then into the lake.  The Griff Creek and Kings Beach Projects will join together and 
become one large project.  The next public meetings will be for the alternatives developed for the Kings 
Beach urban area.  The two Projects will come together in one report, the Watershed Improvement Plan, 
and then it goes onto permitting, environmental, etc. 

Dan told the group that he would put a copy of the Final Griff Creek SEZ Report in the library and the 
Conference Center. 

Griff Creek SEZ Improvements 6  March 21, 2006 
Public Meeting 



 
  

Kings Beach Watershed Improvement Project 
Griff Creek SEZ Improvement Plan 

Placer County Department of Public Works 
ENTRIX, Inc. 

Introduction 

• Included As Part of Kings Beach 
Watershed Improvement Project 

– Principal Objectives: Improve Water 
Clarity and SEZ Ecology 

• Griff Creek SEZ Restoration Reports 
– SEZ Existing Conditions and Alternatives 

Report (Final Report, February 2006), 
– SEZ Improvement Plan (TAC Draft 

Report, February 2006) 

Griff Creek Stream Environment Zone Improvement Plan 
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Stream Environment Zones 

• SEZs are: 
– Wetlands and riparian (floodplains), 
– Hydrologically connected to surface water sources, and 
– Areas with high groundwater to support riparian vegetation. 

• Almost 50% of SEZs in Tahoe urbanized areas have been developed, 
disturbed, or subdivided (LRWQCB, 1994) 

• SEZs can: 
– Improve water quality (uptake of nutrients and sediment storage), 
– Reduce flood peak, 
– Increase groundwater recharge, 
– Provide aquatic and terrestrial wildlife habitat,  and 
– Be aesthetically  pleasing. 

SEZ Existing Conditions and Alternatives Report 

• Objectives: 
– Described the condition and function of Griff Creek’s 

channels and floodplains 

• Conclusions: 
– Greatest opportunity to decrease pollutant delivery to Lake 

Tahoe and enhance SEZ ecology is to prevent further channel 
degradation and improve floodplain connectivity 

– Greatest opportunity for restoration is in the area of greatest 
development (lower Griff Creek) 
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Channel Response to Land Use Change 

• Griff Ck has responded to land use changes by: 
– Deepening (incision), 
– Widening, and 
– Reduction of habitat complexity. 

• Channel changes result in: 
– Increased channel conveyance capacity, 
– Lowered groundwater table, 
– Disconnection with floodplain, 
– Loss of SEZ pollutant filtering, and 
– Loss of habitat function. 

Active Floodplains 

• East active floodplain 
downstream of Dolly Varden 
Ave (~25 cfs) 

•Floods on a near-annual basis 

• Pollutant filtering: 
• Low velocity, ponded water 

• Dense riparian vegetation 
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Abandoned Floodplains 

• Remnant channel in east 
abandoned floodplain near 
Golden Avenue 

• Floods about once every 6 
to 7 years 

• Disconnect with active 
floodplain upstream 

• Minimal water treatment    
potential 

Fish Passage 

Conditions that can create barriers to fish passage at culverts are: 

1. Water velocity too high, 

2. Flow depths too low, 

3. No resting pool beneath culvert, an

4. Jumps into culverts too high. 

State Route 28 Culverts 
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Dolly Varden Avenue Culverts 

Fish Passage - High Jump 

Fish Passage - High Velocity 

Blocked Speckled Avenue 
Culvert 
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Fish Passage - Low Flow Depth 

• Canterbury Drive Culvert 

• Low flow depth 

• Floodplain Disconnect 

SEZ Improvement Plan Report 

• Identified 20 Enhancement Sites in which water 
quality, geomorphic channel stability, floodplain 
connectivity, riparian habitats, and fish passage could 
be improved by: 

– Addressing an existing problem, or 
– Taking advantage of an enhancement opportunity 

• Enhancement Sites 
– From 1 to 3 Alternatives developed at each site 
– Each Alternative is a feasible option that could potentially be 

implemented 
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SEZ Improvement Plan Report 

• Channel and Floodplain Alternatives 
– Improvements in the Channel 
– Minor Improvements to Floodplain Connectivity 
– Extensive Improvements to Floodplain Connectivity 

• Road Crossing Alternatives 
– Modify Culvert 
– Construct Bottomless Arch Culvert 
– Replace Culvert with a Bridge 

Alternatives Assessment 

• Five Evaluation Criteria 
– Water Quality 
– Fish Passage and Habitat 
– Cost  
– Operations and Maintenance 
– Feasibility 

• Ranking Procedure 
– Good  
– Better 
– Best  
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Evaluation Criteria 

Water Quality 
Good Better Best 

Some reduction or elimination of point-source 
pollutants 

Some creation or re-establishment of 
floodplains or wetlands to store suspended 
sediment and filter nutrients 

Some hydrologic re-connection between 
floodplain and primary channel 

Some  reduction in primary channel high flow 
velocities 

Some  improvement in flow conveyance at road 
crossings 

• Moderate reduction or elimination of point-
source pollutants 

• Moderate creation or re-establish of 
floodplains or water treatment wetlands to 
store suspended sediment and filter nutrients 

• Moderate increase in hydrologic connectivity 
between the floodplain and primary channel 

• Moderate  reduction in primary channel high 
flow velocities 

• Moderate improvement in flow conveyance 
at road crossings 

• Considerable reduction or elimination of point-
source pollutants 

• Significant creation or re-establishment of 
floodplains or water treatment wetlands to 
store suspended sediment and filter nutrients 

• Substantial improvement in the hydrologic 
connection between floodplain and primary 
channel 

• Substantial reduction in primary channel high 
flow velocities 

• Substantial improvement in flow conveyance 
at road crossings 

Fish Passage and Habitat 
Good Better Best 

Minor reduction in flow velocities at road 
crossings 

Some increase of flow depths at road crossings 

Some reduction of jump heights at road 
crossings 

Some reduction of main channel velocities at 
high flow 

Minimal  habitat improvement 

• Moderate reduction in flow velocities at road 
crossings 

• Moderate increase of flow depths at road 
crossings 

• Moderate reduction of jump heights at road 
crossings 

• Moderate reduction of main channel 
velocities at high flow 

• Moderate habitat improvement 

• Considerable reduction in flow velocities at 
road crossings 

• Substantial increase of flow depths at road 
crossings 

• Substantial reduction of jump heights at road 
crossings 

• Substantial reduction of main channel 
velocities at high flow 

• Sizeable habitat improvement 

Evaluation Criteria 

Cost 
Good Better Best 

High costs for design and construction • Intermediate costs for design and 
construction 

• Low costs for design and construction 

Operation and Maintenance 
Good Better Best 

Considerable quarterly O & M requirements • Moderate annual O & M requirements • Minimal O & M requirements 

Feasibility 
Good Better Best 

Large number of road closures and re-routing 
of traffic 

Long-duration construction access to private 
property 

Substantial regulatory permitting and 
documentation needs 

Considerable private property or easement 
purchases required 

• Some road closures and/or slowing of traffic 

• Short duration construction access to private 
property 

• Moderate regulatory permitting and 
documentation needs 

• Some easement purchases may be required 

• Minimal  slowing of traffic 

• Minimal construction access to private property 

• Minimal  regulatory permitting and 
documentation needs 

• Minimal or no private property or easement 
purchases required 
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Recommended Alternatives 

• Selection of Recommended Alternative Based Upon: 
– Analysis of the criteria evaluation tables 
– Review of the planview mapping 

• Iterative Process to Balance Need to: 
– Achieve greatest gains in water quality and ecological value 
– Consider practical constraints such as cost, O&M, access onto private property, 

and compatibility with up and downstream alternatives 

Griff Creek 
Enhancement Sites 1-3  

Recommended 
Alternative 
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Griff Creek 
Enhancement Sites 4-6  

Recommended 
Alternative 

Griff Creek 
Enhancement Sites 7-10 

Recommended 
Alternative 
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Griff Creek Enhancement 
Sites 11-14 

Recommended 
Alternative 

Griff Creek Enhancement 
Sites 15-17 

Recommended 
Alternative 
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Griff Creek Enhancement 
Sites 18-20 

Recommended 
Alternative 

Cross-Section at Ehancement Site 1 
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Cross-Section at the State Route 28 Undercrossing 

Cross-Section at Enhancement Site 3 
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Cross-Section at Enhancement Site 4 
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PLACER COUNTY CORDIALLY INVITES YOU TO  
A PUBLIC MEETING 

TO DISCUSS THE 
KINGS BEACH WATER QUALITY AND STREAM ENVIRONMENTAL ZONE (SEZ) 

Project Location: This project is located in Kings Beach, California, generally including the  
residential area between Lake Tahoe and Speckle Avenue.  

Meeting Focus:  Local and state agencies and their representatives will be available to answer  
technical questions related to the environmental document currently open for public comment. 

Project Purpose:  The proposed project is to address water quality needs within the Kings Beach  
residential area as well as SEZ improvements along Griff Creek. 

PUBLIC MEETING TO BE HELD AT THE 
NORTH TAHOE CONFERENCE CENTER 

8318 NORTH LAKE BOULEVARD 
KINGS BEACH, CA 96143 

This is YOUR OPPORTUNITY to ask questions and to get involved in an important project that  
will greatly benefit your neighborhood and protect Lake Tahoe’s clarity. 

DATE: 
SEPTEMBER 17, 2008 
6:00 P.M. – 8:00 P.M. 

If you have any questions please contact: 
Jon Mitchell 

Project Engineer 
(530) 581-6218 or by email 

jmitchel@placer.ca.gov 

General Note: This is a separate project from the Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement 
Project (CCIP). Although it does address water quality improvements through the CCIP, it does not 
involve the sidewalk and parking issues.  Only the Water Quality and SEZ Improvement Project 
will be discussed at this meeting. 





Project Area

Kings Beach Water Quality and Kings Beach Water Quality and 
SEZ Improvement Project SEZ Improvement Project

SSepeptteembmber 17, 20er 17, 2008 08

Placer County Department of Public Works 
in cooperation with

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
United  States Department of Agriculture - Forest Service

nited  States Department of the Interior - Bureau of Reclamation
CalCaliifornforniiaa Ta Tahoe Conservhoe Conservaannccyy

North LaNorth Lake Take Tahhoe Resort Aoe Resort Assocssociiatiation on 

U

Project Area 
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Project Objectives

• Reduce pollutant loading to Lake Tahoe from the 
Kings Beach area

• Reduce stream velocity and erosion in Griff Creek 

• Improve habitat along Griff Creek

Previous Public Meetings

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

Project History

Documents Developed

  

  

  

 

  

Project Objectives 

• Reduce pollutant loading to Lake Tahoe from the 
Kings Beach area 

• Reduce stream velocity and erosion in Griff Creek 

• Improve habitat along Griff Creek 

Previous Public Meetings 

Discuss twenty enhancement sites, present the recommended alternative, and 
respond to questions and concerns. 

North Tahoe Conference 
Center 

PublicMar. 21, 2006 

Present existing conditions report and watershed improvement alternatives for 
Griff Creek, and solicit input from the community prior to selecting the 
preferred alternative and initiating the design process. 

North Tahoe Conference 
Center 

PublicDec. 1, 2005 

PURPOSE OF MEETINGWHEREWHOWHEN 

Project History 

Documents Developed 

Review Alternatives Technical MemorandumENTRIXJune 2006 

Evaluate Alternatives Technical MemorandumENTRIXNovember 2006 

Studies of Existing Conditions to meet regulatory and funding agency needsMactecDecember 2002 

Griff Creek Permitting Consultation and Hydraulic AnalysisMactecMarch 2003 

Evaluation of Special Considerations and Engineering FactorsMactecApril 2003 

Kings Beach WIP SEZ Existing Conditions and Alternatives MemorandumENTRIXFebruary 2006 

Hydrologic Conditions ReportENTRIXFebruary 2006 

Griff Creek SEZ Improvement PlanENTRIXJune 2006 

Final Watershed Improvement Plan for Kings Beach WIPENTRIXNovember 2006 

Identification of Substantial Pollutant Sources and Water Quality Treatment PotentialMactecSeptember 2002 

DOCUMENTAUTHORWHEN 
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Proposed Improvements

 

 

 

  

 

• Construct secondary channels to enhance floodplains

• Install grade controls, energy dissipaters and bank 
protection at key points

• Remove foot bridge at bottom of Griff Creek  

Proposed Improvements (1 of 6)

Proposed Improvements
 
Water Quality Improvement elements: 
•	 Revegetate or install rock protection on eroding slopes 

•	 Install curb-and-gutter and underground piping 

•	 Cover unpaved roadsides with porous pavement, crushed 
rock or mulch 

•	 Construct grass-lined swales and rock-lined channels 

•	 Construct detention basins and rock bowls 

•	 Install underground sediment vaults, sediment traps, 
infiltration galleries and filter vaults 

•	 Remove exposed fill/debris 

•	 Encourage property owners to employ Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) 

Griff Creek SEZ elements: 

•	 Replace culverts under Dolly Varden Avenue and 
Speckled Avenue 

•	 Construct secondary channels to enhance floodplains 

•	 Install grade controls, energy dissipaters and bank 
protection at key points 

•	 Remove foot bridge at bottom of Griff Creek 

Proposed Improvements (1 of 6) 
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Proposed Improvements (2 of 6)

Proposed Improvements (3 of 6)

Proposed Improvements (2 of 6) 

Proposed Improvements (3 of 6) 
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Proposed Improvements (4 of 6)

Proposed Improvements (5 of 6)

Proposed Improvements (4 of 6) 

Proposed Improvements (5 of 6) 
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Proposed Improvements (6 of 6)

Purpose of 
Environmental Review

• Analyze Project for adverse environmental effects

• Inform decision-makers and public about adverse 
effects, if any

• Identify feasible alternatives or mitigation that would 
prevent or reduce adverse effects

• Required by law before Project can be approved

Proposed Improvements (6 of 6) 

Purpose of 

Environmental Review
 

• Analyze Project for adverse environmental effects 

• Inform decision-makers and public about adverse 
effects, if any 

• Identify feasible alternatives or mitigation that would 
prevent or reduce adverse effects 

• Required by law before Project can be approved 
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Primary Agencies

• The CEQA Lead Agency (Project proponent) is Placer  
County Department of Public Works

• The NEPA Lead Agencies (providing funding) are: 
– U.S. Forest Service for the water quality improvement elements in the 

residential area
– U.S. Bureau of Reclamation for the erosion control and habitat  

improvement elements in the Griff Creek SEZ

• Other funding agencies are the California Tahoe 
Conservancy, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, and the North 
Lake Tahoe Resort Association

USFS / USBR Action Areas
Water quality improvement elements in  

the residential area

Primary Agencies 

•	 The CEQA Lead Agency (Project proponent) is Placer 
County Department of Public Works 

•	 The NEPA Lead Agencies (providing funding) are: 
–	 U.S. Forest Service for the water quality improvement elements in the 

residential area 
–	 U.S. Bureau of Reclamation for the erosion control and habitat 

improvement elements in the Griff Creek SEZ 

•	 Other funding agencies are the California Tahoe 
Conservancy, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, and the North 
Lake Tahoe Resort Association 

USFS / USBR Action Areas 
Water quality improvement elements in 

the residential area 
Griff Creek SEZ erosion control and 

habitat improvements 
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Summary of 
Environmental Document

• Purpose/Need of the Project

• Project background and history

• Current environmental and regulatory setting  

• Description of the proposed Project actions 

• Alternatives considered 

• Analysis and identification of potential adverse environmental effects 
(including “cumulative” effects analysis and mandatory findings)

• Identification of feasible mitigation measures to reduce adverse effects

• Supporting documentation (consultation record, list of preparers, 
references, appendices)

No Impacts

• Agricultural Resources

• Environmental Justice

• Growth-Inducing Effects

• Indian Trust Assets

• Mineral Resources

• Population and Housing

• Public Services

Summary of 

Environmental Document
 

•	 Purpose/Need of the Project 

•	 Project background and history 

•	 Current environmental and regulatory setting 

•	 Description of the proposed Project actions 

•	 Alternatives considered 

•	 Analysis and identification of potential adverse environmental effects 
(including “cumulative” effects analysis and mandatory findings) 

•	 Identification of feasible mitigation measures to reduce adverse effects 

•	 Supporting documentation (consultation record, list of preparers, 
references, appendices) 

No Impacts 

•	 Agricultural Resources • Indian Trust Assets 

•	 Environmental Justice • Mineral Resources 

• Growth-Inducing Effects • Population and Housing 

•	 Public Services 
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Less-Than-Significant Impacts

• Aesthetics – ground-level structures

• Land Use – convert portions of existing parcels from 
vacant to public service to accommodate detention 
basins and channels

Less-Than-Significant Impacts with 
Mitigation Incorporated

• Air Quality – construction equipment emissions

• Biological Resources – potential disturbance of habitat/individuals 
during construction

• Cultural Resources – potential disturbance of archaeological site 
during construction

• Geology and Soils – construction in unstable soils, soil exposure  
during construction

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials – potential fuel/fluid spills from   
construction equipment, excavation in previously contaminated 
soils, potential wildfire risk during construction 

Less-Than-Significant Impacts 

•	 Aesthetics – ground-level structures 

• Land Use – convert portions of existing parcels from 
vacant to public service to accommodate detention 
basins and channels 

Less-Than-Significant Impacts with 

Mitigation Incorporated
 

•	 Air Quality – construction equipment emissions 

•	 Biological Resources – potential disturbance of habitat/individuals 
during construction 

•	 Cultural Resources – potential disturbance of archaeological site 
during construction 

•	 Geology and Soils – construction in unstable soils, soil exposure 
during construction 

•	 Hazards and Hazardous Materials – potential fuel/fluid spills from 
construction equipment, excavation in previously contaminated 
soils, potential wildfire risk during construction 
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Less-Than-Significant Impacts with 
Mitigation Incorporated, cont’d

• Hydrology and Water Quality – potential erosion during 
construction (storm events, in -stream construction)

• Noise – construction noise and vibration

• Recreation – temporary closure of parts of Kings Beach State 
Recreation Area and the playing fields at Kings Beach Elementary
School, during construction

• Transportation
– temporary closure of Speckled Avenue and Dolly Varden Avenue  at

the Griff Creek crossings during construction  
– temporary reduction of parking capacity to accommodate  

construction vehicles

• Utilities  – potential interruption of service during construction

The Alternative – No Action

• All of the potential less-than-significant impacts associated 
with the Proposed Project would not occur under the No 
Action alternative.

• The existing adverse hydrologic conditions would persist 
under the No Action alternative. Relative to the Proposed 
Project, considerable pollutant discharges to Lake Tahoe 
would be expected to continue.

• Long-term SEZ habitat improvements associated with the  
Proposed Project (i.e., channel stabilization, fish passage and 
revegetation) would not be realized under the No Action  
alternative.

Less-Than-Significant Impacts with 

Mitigation Incorporated, cont’d
 

•	 Hydrology and Water Quality – potential erosion during 
construction (storm events, in-stream construction) 

•	 Noise – construction noise and vibration 

•	 Recreation – temporary closure of parts of Kings Beach State 
Recreation Area and the playing fields at Kings Beach Elementary 
School, during construction 

•	 Transportation 
–	 temporary closure of Speckled Avenue and Dolly Varden Avenue at 

the Griff Creek crossings during construction 
–	 temporary reduction of parking capacity to accommodate 


construction vehicles
 

•	 Utilities – potential interruption of service during construction 

The Alternative – No Action 

•	 All of the potential less-than-significant impacts associated 
with the Proposed Project would not occur under the No 
Action alternative. 

•	 The existing adverse hydrologic conditions would persist 
under the No Action alternative. Relative to the Proposed 
Project, considerable pollutant discharges to Lake Tahoe 
would be expected to continue. 

•	 Long-term SEZ habitat improvements associated with the 
Proposed Project (i.e., channel stabilization, fish passage and 
revegetation) would not be realized under the No Action 
alternative. 
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Mandatory Findings

• Mitigated Project reduces environmental impacts to 
less-than-significant levels

• Less-than-significant cumulative impacts

• Mitigated Project reduces adverse effects to humans 
to less-than-significant levels

Project Schedule for Water Quality 
Improvements in Kings Beach

• Environmental Document Comment Period closes 9/22/08

• Placer County Adoption of Environmental Document, Anticipated  
October 2008

• Anticipated development of 50% watershed design, April 2009

• Anticipated development of Phase 1 Design, April 2010

• Anticipated construction of Phase 1 improvements, Summer 2010, 
2011 and 2012

Mandatory Findings 

• Mitigated Project reduces environmental impacts to 
less-than-significant levels 

•	 Less-than-significant cumulative impacts 

• Mitigated Project reduces adverse effects to humans 
to less-than-significant levels 

Project Schedule for Water Quality 

Improvements in Kings Beach
 

•	 Environmental Document Comment Period closes 9/22/08 

•	 Placer County Adoption of Environmental Document, Anticipated 
October 2008 

•	 Anticipated development of 50% watershed design, April 2009 

•	 Anticipated development of Phase 1 Design, April 2010 

•	 Anticipated construction of Phase 1 improvements, Summer 2010, 
2011 and 2012 
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