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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
NOTICE OF MEETINGS

. NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on July" 22 and 23, 1987, commencing at 2:30
a.m. beth days, at the TRPA office, 193 U.S. Highway 50, Round Hill, Zephyr
Cove, Nevada, the Governing* Bbard o} the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency will
conduct its regular meeting. ‘Tﬁp oEﬁicial agenda is attached hereto and made a

part of this notice. . - -

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that on July 22, 1987, at B:30 a.m., in the same
location, e’ Finance cbmmitte® of said agency will meet to discuss the
followingd: " 1) receipt of the June financial statement; 2) status of budget
requests from the States of Nevada and Californmia; 3) reallocation of Placer
Caunty Local Transportatioh Funds for TRRT; 4) allocation of Local Transporta-
tion Funds to TRPA for A8@ministratien and Planning; and 5) proposed program of
work for staff for FY 87-88, T

NOTTCE IS FURTHER GIVEN that on July 224 1987, at 12:00 noon, the Rules
. Committde wi&l,meet to discuss the revision of the agency's Rules of Procedure,
" the A®ministrative and Fiscal Procedures Manual, and enforcement procedures.

h ]

NOTICE iIS FURTHER GIVEN that on July 23, 1987, at 8:30 a.m. in the same
location, the Legal Committee will meet in open and closed sessions to confer
with counsel on the following: 1) State of Ccalifornia/ League to Save Lake Tahoe
v. TRPA; 2) Tahoe Sierra Preservation Council v. TRPA, et al. (Eastern District
of California and District of Nevada); 3) Walshaw v. TRPA {RKing Arthur's Palace);
and 4) Wolf v. TRPA (Washoe County). The Committee will meet in open session on
the following: 1) Leroy Land v. TRPA (Bitterbrush settlement); and 2) treatment
of existing multi-residential and_nonresidential building foundations without
current TRPA approval.

.

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIMEN that on guly 22, 1987, at 8:30 a.m. in the same
location, the Retirement Committee will discuss revision of the retirement
package pw¥suant to new feddral lew. .

.
Date: July 15, 1987 .

%

% * .
#BY: _ M“a‘ NM}O)M—

William A. Norgah |
Executive“Director

v

NOTE Items on the agenda without a time designa-—
tion may not necessarily be considered in the
order in which they appear on the agenda.




TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
GOVERNING BODY

TRPA Office 195 U.S. Highway 50 July 22, 1987 9:3C a.m.
Zephyxr Cove, Round Hill, Nevada July 23, 1987 9:30 a.m.

OFFICIAL AGENDA

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

CONSENT CALENDAR (see third to last page}

ORDINANCES

A, Review of Ordinance Adopted as an Emergency on June 25, 1987,
(Ordinance Setting Forth standards for Amendment of the Regional
pPlan and Code of Ordinances)

PROJECT REVIEW

Richard Ray, Pier Reconstruction, Douglas County APN 03-210-03

IVGID Parking Lot Expansion For Incline Beach, Washoe County, APN
127-280-01

american Fagle, Finding of No Significant Effect on Environmental
aAssessment and Approval of Increased Level of Service at Lake Tahoe

Airport

Glenbrook Co./Robert Curiel, New Single Family Dwelling in the
shorezone, Glenbrook, Douglas County APN 01-070-16

Glenbrook Co./Robert Curiel, New Single Family Dwelling in the
Shorezone, Glenbrook, Douglas County APN 01-070-17

PLANNING MATTERS

A. Approval of Resolution Regarding Unmet Transit Needs
in the Unincorporated Portion of E1 Dorado County

B. Calculation of Land Coverage in Tahoe Keys (9:30 a.m. July 23, 1987)




Approval of Resolution adopting TRPA Trip Table
Status Report on Vehicle Inspection and Maintenance Program

Certification of Environmental Impact Statement, Placer County
Criminal Justice Facility and Administrative Center

Consideration of Mitigation Fee Credits

G. Approval of Planning Team for Placer County Community Planning Process

LITIGATION

A. Legal Committee Report and Board Action, If Necessary,
on the Following:

1. State of California/League to Save Lake Tahoce v. TRPA

2. Tahoe Sierra Preservation Council v. TRPA, et al. (Eastern
District of California and District of Nevada)

Walshaw v. TRPA (King Arthur's Palace) {Eastern District of
california)

4. Wolf v. TRPA (Washoe County)
Closed Session to Confer on the Following:
1. State of California/League to Save Lake Tahoe v. TRPA

2. Tahoe Sierra Preservation Council v. TRPA, et al. (Eastern
District of California and District of Nevada)

Walshaw v. TRPA (King Arthur's Palace) (Eastern District of
California)

4. Wolf v. TRPA (Washoe County)
BADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS

A. Appointment of California Lay Member to the Advisory Planning
Commission

B. Approval of Resolution Modifying Filing Fees for Temporary Events
REPORTS
A. Finance Committee Report and Board Action on Recommendations

1. Status of Budget Requests for FY 1987-82

2. Receipt of the June Financial Statement




Rules Committee Report and Board Action on Recommendations

1,

4.

Report and Recommendation by Rules Committee on Adoption of
Articles of the Rules of Procedure Relating to Definitions,
Adoption of Plans and Ordinances, Notice, and Appeals

Public Hearing on Articles of the Proposed Rules of Procedure
Relating to Adoption of Plans and Ordinances

Approval of Resolution Adopting Articles of the Rules of
Procedure Relating to Adoption of Plans and Ordinances

Discussion of Show Cause Hearing Procedures

Executive Director

7.

Status Report on Plans for 1986 and 1987

Status Report on Projects Approved at Staff Level

Status Report on Exemption Requests in Regional Plan Suit
Review of Accomplishments of Program of Work for FY 86-87
Proposed Work Program for Staff for FY 1987-88

Status Report on Administrative Draft
of the Regional Transportation Plan

Other

D. Agency Counsel

E. Governing Board Members

PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS

ADJOURNMENT

CONSENT CALENDAR

Recommended Action

El Dorado Erosion Control, Country Club Approval With Findings
Heights, E1 Dorado County and Conditions
APN 52(0-100-00/87-11

El Dorado County Erosion Control, Echo Approval With Findings
View Estates #1, El Dorado County and Conditions
APN 520-100-00/87-10




El Dorade County Erosion Control, Tahoe
Paradise, El Dorado County
APN 520-100-00/87-8

Tahoe Airport Erosion Contrel, City of South
Lake Tahoe, APN 32-090-02/04/06/08/09/10/11
and 32-100-04/05/07

J. T. Posey, New Single Family Dwelling,
Tennis Court and Guest House in the
Shorezone, U. S§. Highway 50, 1/2 Mile South
of Uppaway Development, Douglas County,

APN 01~120-03

D. L. Bliss State Park Rehabilitation,
California Department of Pa:ks and Recreation,
El Dorado County, APN 17-041-28

Tahoe City Fire Protection District, New Fire
Station, Placer County, APN 84-160-01

Tahoe City Public Utility District Bunker
Springs Redevelopment, Placer County,
APN 94-010-11, 95~010-10, 94-010-01 and 10

Reallocation of Placer County Local
Transportation Funds for TART

Allocation of Local Transportation Funds
to TRPA for Administration and Planning

Successful Land Capability Challenges

Jon and Paula Corley, Grass Lake
Road, El Dorado County,
36-370-29

Dale E. Smith, Incline Village
Washoe County,
APN 125-531-16

Approval With Findings
and Conditions

Approval With Findings
and Conditions

Approval With Findings
and Conditions
Approval With Findings
and Conditions
Approval With Findings
and Conditions
Approval With Findings
and Conditions
Approval of Resoclution

Approval of Resolution

Approval With Findings
and Conditions

13. Feige/Foster, Lot 141, Tahoma Ave.,
Dollar Point, Placer County APN
APN 93-092-07

Glouner/Foster, Lot 551, Edgweood
Drive, Dollar Point, Placer County,
APN 93=370-15




Four of the members of the governing body from each State constitute a quorum
for the transaction of the business of the agency. The voting procedure shall
be as follows:

(1) For adopting, amending or repealing environmental threshold carrying
capacities, the regional plan, and ordinances, rules and regulations, and for
granting variances from the ordinances, rules and regulations, the vote of at
least four of the members of each State agreeing with the vote of at least four
members of the other State shall be reguired to take action. If there is no
vote of at least four of the members from one State agreeing with the vote of at
least four of the members of the other State on the actions specified in this
paragraph, an action of rejection shall be deemed to have been taken.

{2) For approving a project, the affirmative vote of at least five members
from the State in which the project is located and the affirmative vote of at
least nine members of the governing body are reguired. If at least five members
of the governing body from the State in which the project is located and at
least nine members of the entire governing body do not vote in favor of the
project, upon a motion for approval, an action of rejection shall be deemed to
have been taken. A decision by the agency to approve a project shall be
supported by a statement of findings, adopted by the agency, which indicates
that the project complies with the regional plan and with applicable ordinances,
rules and regulations of the agency.

(3) For routine business and for directing the agency's staff on
litigation and enforcement actions, at least eight members of the governing body
must agree to take action. If at least eight votes in favor of such action are
not cast, an action of rejection shall be deemed to have been taken.

- Article III(g) Public Law 96-551




TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
STAFF SUMMARY

Project Name: El Dorado County Erosion Control - Country Club Heights

Application Type: Public Service - Erosion Control

Applicant: El Dorado County

applicant Representative: James Haen

Location:

Immediately adjacent to the Upper Truckee River and High#ay 50 Bridge crossing
between Elks Club Drive and Meadow Vale Avenue and approximately 3% miles south
of the South Tahoe "Y" in El Dorado County.

TRPA File Number: 520-100-00/87-10

Project Description:

Eroding slopes along Thunderbird and Elks Club Drives and adjacent streets will

be revegetated and mechanically stabilized in the steeper portions. Pavement
will be removed from Boca Raton Drive from the end of the cul-de-sac below Elks
Club Drive to approximately halfway between Meadow Vale and Elks Club Drives.
The former roadbed will be revegetated and will serve as a marsh/sediment basin
to remove pollutants from the runoff before it discharges into the Upper Truckee
River. The project specifically includes the following:

1. installation of 1,827 lineal feet of rock wall.
2. Installation of 1,062 lineal feet of tiered gabions.
3. Installation of 2,629 lineal feet of willow wattling
4. Installation of 1,900 lineal feet of paved shoulder ditch.
5. vnstallation of 240 lineal feet of CMP culverts.
6. Installation of 3 barrier gates.
7. Removal of 767 cubic yards of pavement.
Revegetation of approximately 4 acres of SEZ.
Installation of 4 rock check dams.
Water gquality monitoring program (monitoring by Lahontan).

The total m#sizated cost of vhs project is $377,000 which is being funded
california Taiwe Conservancy.

CONMSENT CALENDAR ITEM 1.




Country Club Heights Erosion Control
Page Two

Site Description:

The site consists of steep, unvegetated road cuts along Thunderbird Drive and
roadside ditches and slopes along Elks Club Drive which are eroding. The
sediment-laden runcff from these slopes and ditches drains to a large roadside
ditch along Boca Raton Drive and then empties into the Upper Truckee River.

Review Per Section:

1. Subparagraph A(2), Preliminary Injuncticn Order

2. Section 3.00, Ord. 84-1 ({article V{g) Findings)

3. cection 4.30(2), Ord. B4-1 (Review of Other Pending and New Projects}

4. Section 4.31(1) and (2), Ord. B84-1 {Review Criteria)

5. Section 5.00, Ord. 84-1 (Implementation of Regional Plan)

6. Section 4.12(d), California Side Land use Ordinance (Public Works
Projects)

7. Section 13.31, Ord. Bl-5 (Exemption to Prohibition of Disturbance in a
SEZ)

8. Policy #7, Stream Environment Zone Subelememt; Conservation Element,
1984 Regional Plan Goals and Policies (Exemption to prohibition of
development in a SEZ to allow for certain public works projects.)

NOTE: This project was submitted under the original Preliminary Injunction
Order and as such, has been reviewed under the policies and ordi-

nances in effect at the time the order was signed,

Envirommental Documentation:

The applicant has completed an Initial Envirommental Checklist in order to
assess the environmental impacts of the project. EL Dorado County has filed a
Categorical Exemption which satisfies the CEQA reguirements. Agency staff has
concluded that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment
{see attached checklist}.

Other Agency Approvals

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board: Waiver of Waste Discharge
Requirements (pending)

2ff Analysis:

Plan Area Statemert: This yroject is located within Plan Area 119, Country
Cilub Meadow. The Plan Designation for the area is Recreation/Mitigation.
Agency staff has vaviewed the 1983, 1984, and 1987 Plan Area Statements and
has jdentified the following items (underlined) as being zpplicable to the
project. Following each item is a brief statement addressing consistency.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 1.




Country Club Heights Erosion Conrtol
Page Three

1. Planning Statement:

a. This area should be managed for outdoor recreation and natural
resource values to include opportunities for SEZ restoration:

The project includes removal and revegetation of an existing
paved road (Boca Raton Drive) which is located within a SEZ.

Special Policies:

a. Whenever possible, opportunities for restoration of disturbed
SEZ's and land coverage removal cshould be encouraged.

The project proposes to remove approximately one acre of existing
paved roadway and to restore approximately four acres of SEZ.

Improvement Programs:

a. The following capital improvement and other improvement programs
required by the Regional Goals and Policies Plan for the area
shall be implemented: Improvements required by the Surface Water
Management Plam and Stream Environment Zone Restoration as
indicated in the SEZ Restoration Program.

The project involves surface water drainage improvements and SEZ
restoration which is consistent with these programs.

Land Capability District/Land Coverage: The project area consists of land
capability lb (SEZ). In order to install the necessary drainage and
erosion control facilities, land disturbance within portions of the SEZ
cannot be avoided. BApproximately 3,000 square feet of SEZ will be dis-
turbed as a result of the project.

Section 13.31 of Ordinance 81-5 provides for the Governing Board to approve
disturbance in a stream environment zone provided that the Governing Board
finds that such work is necessary for the protection of the public health,
safety or general welfare and that all other feasible alternatives not
involving disturbance in a SE? have been exhausted.

Policy #7, Stream Environment Zcne Subelement, Conservation Element of +the
1984 wwended Regional Plan providew that:

PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS ARE PERMISSIBLE USES IN STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONES IF:
{1) THEE PROJECT IS NECESSARY FOR BUBLIC HEEALTH, SAFETY, OR ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION; (2) THERE IS NO REASCNABLE ALTERNATIVE, INCLUDING SPANS, WHICH
AVOID OR REDUCE THE EXTENT OF ENCROACHMENT IN STREAM ENVIROWNMENT ZONES;

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 1.




Country Club Estates Erosion Control
Page Four

(3} THE IMPACTS ARE FULLY MITIGATED: AND (4) STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONE
LANDS ARE RESTORED IN THE AMOUNT OF 1.5 TIMES THE AREA OF STREAM
ENVIRONMENT ZONE WHICH IS DISTURBED OR DEVELOPED BY THE PROJECT.

The following information provides a basis for which these required
findings can be made:

Historically, during spring runcff or intense summer storms, runoff created
in the project area results in significant erosion problems. The proposed
drainage improvements and revegetation program will significantly reduce
the current erosion problems. The project, as designed, will provide for
added environmental protection of the waters of Lake Tahoe by reducing
sediment and nutrient transport through revegetation, detention basins,
and control of surface runoff. Due to the inherent nature of this type of
project, the only hydrologically sound location for some of the drainage
improvements is within portions of the SEZ. Since SEZ's are generally
located at points of lowest topography most drainage facilities must occur
in these areas to provide for the most efficient design. The project is
designed to reduce sediment and nutrient loads to the Lake and an area in
the amount of 1.5 times the area of SEZ- land being disturbed will be
restored within the same watershed. approximately four acres of existing
SEZ will be restored as a result of the project. The policy reguires .10
acres to be restored; therefore 3.90 acres of restoration will be credited
to the County to be used to offset restoration required later, if any is
later reguired.

although the policies and ordinances currently in effect require that the
above findings be made for this project, the 1987 Regional Plan provides
for land disturbance in a SEZ for SEZ restoration and erosion control
projects without any special findings being made (Conservation Element,
Stream Environment Zone Subelement, Policy 5.E). '

article V{g) Findings (Section 3.00, Ordinance 84-1):

The following is a list of the v(g) findings as set forth under Section
3.00 of Ordinance 84-1. Following each finding, Agency staff has briefly
summnarized the evidence on which the required finding may be made.

1. The project is consistent and complies with the Agency ordinances,
maps, rules, regulations, and policies in effect on dugust 25, 1983
‘where said eordinances, Waps . rules, regulations, and policies are not
inconsistent or in conflict with the amendments to the Regicnal Plan
adopted by this ordinance. In the event said ordinances maps, rules,
regulations, or policies are inconsistent or in conflict with saicd
amendments to the Regional Plarn, the Agency shall find that the
project iz consistent and complies with said amendments to the
Regional'ﬁlan.




Country Club Estates Erosion Control

Page Five

This project has been reviewed under all applicable existing TRPA

ordinances, maps, rules, regulatioms, and policies, including the

Goals and Policies of the Regional Plan and it has been determined
that the project is consistent with said ordinances, maps, rules,

requlations, Goals and Policies.

The project has been processed in accordance with the Agency's Rules
and Regulations of Practice and Procedure.

A complete application has been submitted, all required notices have
been made and the project is properly before the Governing Board for
consideration.

With respect to projects for which an environmental impact statement
has not been prepared, the project, including compliance with the
conditions of approval, will not have an adverse significant, indi-
vidual, or cumulative impact on the environment.

An Initial Environmental Checklist has been completed for the project
and staff's analysis concludes that the project will not have any
adverse significant individual or cumulative impact on the
environment. In addition, a Categorical Exemption was filed in
accordance with CEQA requirements.

The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the project will not
be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort, or general
welfare of the Lake Tahoe Region.

This project will improve storm drainage and prevent erosion in an
existing residential development. There is no evidence that the
project will be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort,
general welfare of the Lake Tahoe Region.

The proiect, including compliance with the conditions of approval, is
consistent with, and thus will not adversely affect implementation of
the Regional Plan Goals and Policies, as amended hereby, including but
not limited to the Land Use, Water Quality, Transportation and Air
puality, Conservation, Recreation, Public Services and Facilities, and
Implementation Elements of the Regional Plan. Further, the project
will not cause the environmental threshold carrying capacities to Be
g;ceeded. {see Findings 6 through 13 below)

The project is consistent with the goals and policies cf the Land Use
Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby.




Country Club Heights Erosion Control

Page Eix

The adopted Plan Area Statement designates the project area as
Residential/Mitigation. The project is consistent with the planning
statement (see Section A above).

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Water
Quality Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby, and therefore

will not cause the adopted environmental thresheold carrving capacities
for water gquality to be exceeded.

The project is consistent with the Lake Tahoe Basin Water Quality
Management Plan (208 Plan)} and has been identified in the Regional
Plan Goals and Policies as a part of the surface Water Management Plan
and SEZ Restoration Program.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Tran-
sportation and Air Quality Elements of the Regional Plan as amended
hereby, and therefore will not cause the adopted environmental thres-

hold carrying capacities for air guality to be exceeded.

The project includes the revegetation of approximately 2 acres of
existing denuded areas which will improve air quality in the area by
eliminating dust problems. The project proposes no changes to the
existing transportation facilities and therefore will not cause the
adopted environmental threshold carrying capacities for air quality to
be exceeded.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Con-

cervation Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby, and there-—
fore will not cause the adopted envirommental threshold carrying
capacities for vegetation, wildlife, fisheries, soils, and scenic

gquality to be exceeded.

The project includes revegetaticon of 2 acres of existing denuded
areas, bank stabilization, planting and drainage improvements. There
is no evidence that the adopted environmental threshold carrying
capacities for vegetation, wildlife, fisheries, soils and scenic

quality will be exceeded.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Recrea-

tion Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby, and therefore

will not cause the adopted environmental threshold carrying capacities
<sor recreation development to be exceeded.

The project involves the installation of drainage improvements and
revegetation and there is no evidence that the adopted envirommental
threshold carrying capacities for recreation development will be

exceeded.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 1.




. Country Club Heights Erosion Control
Page Seven

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Public
Gervices and Facilities Element of the Regional Plan, as amended
hereby.

The project is a public service erosion control and water quality
project and is consistent with the Goals and Policies of the Public
Services and Facilities Element of the Regional Plan.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Imple-
mentation Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby.

Since the project is an erosion control and water guality project for
an existing residential development there is no impact on development
priorities anticipated. The project is a public service project, will
not require any new allocations, and is consistent with the
Implementation Element of the Regional Plan.

Tt has been demcnstrated that the suppliers of water, sewage treat-—
ment, fire protection, educational services, police protection and
other appropriate utilities have or will have the physical and legal
capacity to supply said services to the project.

Since the project is an erosion control and water gquality project for
an existing residential development no new systems oOr expansion of
existing facilities will be required as a result of the project.

Required Actions and Findings: Staff recommends that the Governing Board
approve the subject project by taking the following actions and making the
following findings:

I. A motion, based upon the staff summary, for a finding of no significant
envirommental effect with direction ot staff to prepare the necessary
certification documents to be included with the permit and for the
following findings:

1. The V(g) Findings (Section 3.00, Ordinance 84-1).

2. The project will not adversely affect implementation of the Regional
Plan or cause the envirommental threshold carrying capacities to be
exceeded. -

The land disturbance proposed in the SEZ is necessary for the
protection for the public health and safety and is necessary for
protection of the environment.




Country Club Estates Erosion Contrel
Page Eight

II.

4.

5.

6.

There are no feasible alternatives to land disturbance within the SEZ.
The impacts of disturbance in the SEZ have been fully mitigated.
Stream Environment Zone (SEZ) lands will be restored in an amount

equal to or greater than 1.5 times the area of SEZ which is being
disturbed.

A motion to approve the project, based upon the staff summary, subiject to
the following conditions:

1.

The Standard Conditions of approval listed in attachment D with the
following modifications:

Delete:

1.(b) Security

1.(c) Drainage improvement calculations
20. Water conservation devices

21. Water heaters

22. Space heaters

23. Woodstoves

The following special condition:
a. The project specifications shall indicate a maximum fertilizer

application rate of 300 pounds per acre based on the use of slow
release fertilizers.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 1.
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGINCY

) ENVIRONMENTAI. CHECK LIST FOR
THE INITIAL DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

PROJECT NAME OR IDENTIFICATION ECHO VIEW ESTATES, COUMTRY CrUB‘HEIGHTS

TAHOE MOUNTAIN ROAD AND TAHOE PARADISE 60

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS - The following questionnaire will be completed by the appli-
cant based on evidence submitted with the application. All "yes" and “no, with
mitigation” answers will require further written comments. See Section III of this
gquesticnnaire.

No, With Data
T 1. Land. Will the proposal result in: No Mitigation Insufficient

a. Compaction or covering of the
soil beyond the limits pre-
scribed in the land capabil-
ity system?

A change in the topography or
ground surface relief features
of site inconsistent with the
natural surrounding conditions?

Unstable earth conditions
during or after completion of
the proposal?

Changes in the scil or gecologic
substructures? . ¥

The continuation of or increase
in wind or water erosion of soils,
either on or off the site?

Changes in depositicn or erosicn
of beach sand, or changes in
siltation, deposition or erosion
which may modify the channel of
a river or stream or the bed of
a lake?

Exposure of people or property
to geclogic hazards such as
earthguakes, landslides, mud-
slides, ground failure, or
similar hazards?

10/22/84
FORMS1: Environmental Check List ~ Page 1 of 8 10

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 1.




No, With
nir. Will the proposal result in: tes 18 Mitigation

Substantial air emissions or
deterioration of ambient air
guality?

The creation of objectionable
odors?

Alteration of alr movement,
moisture or temperature, or any
change in climate, either locally
or regicnally?

Water. Will the proposal result in:

a. Changes in currents, or the course
or direction of water movenants?

Changes in absorption rates,
drainage patterns, or the rate
and amount of surface water
runoff so'that a 2 yr. € hr.
storm runoff cannot be contained
on the site?

Alterations to the course or flow
of 100 year flood waters?

Change in the amount of surface
water in any water boady?

Discharge into surface waters,

or in any alteration of surface
water gquality, including but not
limited to temperature, dissolved
oxygen or turbidity?

Alteration of the direction or
rate of flow of ground waters?

Change in the guantity of ground
waters, either through direct
additions or withdrawls, or
through interception of an agquifer
by cuts or excavations?

Substantial reduction in the amount
of water ctherwise available fer
public water supplies?

FORMS1: Environmental Check List _ Page 2 cf 8 1;3
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No, With Data
Mitigation Insufficient

Exposure of people or property
to water related hazards such as
floocding and/or wave action from
100 year storm oCcurrence or
seiches?

Plant Life. Will the proposal result ins

a. Removal of native vegetation in
excess of the area utilized for
the actual development permitted
by the land capability system?

Removal of riparian vegetation or
other vegetation associated with
critical wildlife habitat?

Introduction of new vegetation
that will recuire excessive
fertilizer or water, OT will
provide a barrier to the normal
replenishment of existing species?

Change in the diversity of spe-
cies, or number of any species

of plants (including trees, shrubs,
grass, CYops, microflora and
aquatic plants)?

Reduction of the numbers of any
unigue, rare or endangered species
of plants?

animal Life. Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in the diversity of species,
or numbers of any species of animals
{birds, land animals including rep-
riles, fish and shellfish, benthic
organisms, insects Or microfaunal?

Reduction of the number of any
. unigue, rare Or endangered species
cf animals?
Introduction of new species of
animals into an area, OF result in
) a tarrier*to—thewmigfa%iea—cu;nm&e~
. ment of animals?

—

FORMS1: Environmental Check List Page 3 of 8 14

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 1.




No, wWith Data
Mitigation Insufficient

d. Deterioration to existing fish or
wildlife habitat?

Noise. Will the proposal result in:

a. Increases in existing noise
levels?

b. Exposure of people to severe
noise levels?

Light and Glare. Will the proposal
produce new light or glare inconsistent
with the surrounding area?

Land Use. Will the proposal result in
a substantial alteration of the present
or planned land use of an area?

Natural Resources. Will the proposal
result in:

2. Increase in the rate of use of any
natural resources?

b. Substantial depletion of any non-
renewable natural resource?

Risk of Upset. Does the proposal
involve a risk of an explosion or the
yelease of hazardous substances (in-
cluding, but not limited to, oil, pes=
ticides, chemicals or radiation) in the
event of an accident or upset condi-
tions?

Population. Will the proposal alter
the location, Gistribution, density,
or growth rate of the human population
planned for the Region?

Housing. Will the proposal affect
existing housing, or create a demand
for additicnal housing?

Transportatioﬂlcirculation. Will the
proposal result in:

FORMS1: Environmental Check List Page 4 of B
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NG, With Data
Mitiga%tion Insufficien

Generation of 100 or more vehicle
trips or in excess of 1k of the
remaining road capaclty?

Effects on existing parking
facilities, or demand for new
parking?

Substantial impact upon existing
transportation systems?

Alterations to present pattems
of circulation or movement of
people and/or goods?

balterations to waterborne,
rail or air traffic?

Increase in traffic hazards to
motor vehicles, bicyclists or
pedestrians?

Public Services. Will the proposal have
an unplanned effect uvpon, or result in a
need for new or altered governmental
services in any of the following areas:

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks or other recreational
facilities?

Maintenance of public facilities,
including roads?

£. Other governmental services?

15, Epergy. Will the preposal result in:

8. Use of substantial amounts of
fuel or energy?

FORMS1l: Environmental Check List Page 5 of 8
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No, With Data
Mitigation Insufficient

Substantial increase in demand
upon existing sources of energy,
or reguire the development of new
sources of energy?

Utilities. Except for planned improve-
ments, will the proposal result in a need
for new systems, or substantial alter-
ations to the following utilities:

Power or natural gas?

Communications systems?

Water?

Sewer or septic tanks?

Storm water drainage?

Solid waste and disposal?

Human Health. Will the pfoposal result in:

a. Creation of any health hazard or
potential health hazard (excluding
mental health)?

b. Exposure of people to potential
health hazards?

Aesthetics, Will the proposal result
in the obstruction of any scenic vista
or view open to the public, or will the
proposal result in the creation of an
aesthetically offensive site open to the
public view?

Recreation. Will the proposal result in
an impact upon the guality or quantity
of existing recreational oppeortunities?

Archeologicazl/Historical, Will the
proposal result in an alteration of a
significant archeological or histori-
cal site, structure, object or build-
ing?

FORMS1: Environmental Check List Page 6 of B
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Ne, With Data
. Mitigation Insufficient

21. Mandatorv Findings of Significance.

a. Does the project have the poten-
tial to degrade the gquality of the
environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish populaticn
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 elim-
inate important examples of the major
periods of California or Nevada his-
tory or prehistory?

Does the project have the poten-
tial to achieve short-term, to the
disadvantage of long-term, environ-
mental goals? (A short-term impact

on the environment is one which occurs
in a relatively brief, definitive
pericéd of time, while long-term impacts
will endure well into. the future.)

Does the project have impacts which
are individually limited, but cumula-
tively considerable? (A project may
impact on two or more separate re-
sources where the impact on each re-
source is relatively small, but where
the effect of the total of those im-
pacts on the environmental is signifi-
cant.)

Does the project have environmental

effects which will cause substan-

tial adverse effects on human being,

either directly or indirectly? X

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

all impacts identified with "yes" answers under Section II should be described below
and evaluated as to their significance. All "no, with mitigation" responses reguire
& description of the identified impact and the mitigation measure(s) proposed to
mitigate the impact so that there is no significant impact.

. FORMS1: Environmentzl Check List Page 7 cf B 1 8
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CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits
present tne 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.

L&gﬂ%¢¢5 u}(/éé‘?’

iname of person completing this form)

f

(signatyre of person completing this form)

DETERMINATION (to be completed by TRPAR)

on the basis of this evaluation:

The Agency finds the proposed activity to be categorically exempt under
Section of Ordinance 81~ , prepared in accordance with
Article VII(£f) of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact as amended.

The Agency finds that the proposed project could not have a significant
effect on the environment and a finding of no significant impact will be
prepared.

The Agency finds that the project could have a significant effect on the
environment, but because of the listed mitigation measures which have been
added to the project should have no significant effect on the environment
and a conditional finding of no significant impact will Dbe prepared.

The Agency finds that the proposed project may have a significant effect on
the environment and an environmental impact statement will be reguired.

/0~ &7 S%EW
Cffjigpre valuator
CHIEF TRouser Fevey

Title 4

FORMS1: Environmental Check List Page B of & 19
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
STAFF SUMMARY

Project Name: El Dorado County Erosion Control - Echo View Estates

application Type: Public Service - Erosion Control

Applicant: El Dorado County

Applicant Representative: James Haen

Location: Approximately 2% miles southwest of the South Tahoe "Y" aleng Echo
View Drive and Mountain Canary Drive in the Echo View Estates subdivision, El
Dorado County (see attached vicinity map).

TRPA File Number: 520-100-00/87-10

Project Description:

The project is intended to solve the existing erosion problems within the
subdivision through a combination of measures including revegetation, bank
stabilization, curbs and qutters, rock-lined ditches, check dams, and sediment
basins. The project specifically includes the following:

Installation of 1,101 lineal feet of 3 foot timber retaining wall.
Installation of 33 lineal feet of 4 foot timber retaining wall.
Installation of 104 lineal feet of 5 foot timber retaining wall.
Installation of 5,137 lineal feet of curb and gutter.
Installation of 60 lineal feet of CMP drain pipe.
Tnstallation of 2 CMP headwalls and 2 drop inlets.
Installation of 2,13% lineal feet of rock-lined ditch.
Inetallation of 60 lineal feet of infiltration trench.
Instazllation of 3 traffic barricades.
Installation of 3 rock check dams and 2 sediment ponds.
Revegetation of approximately 2 acres of existing denuded areas with
rooted woody shrubs (1.3 acres - SEZ and .7 acres - class 5).

12. Water gquality monitoring program (3 sites within project area -
monitoring by Lahontan).

The total estimated cost of the project is $240,000 which is being funded by-the
California Tahoe Conservancy.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 2.




Echo View Estates Erosion Control
Page TwoC

Site Description:

The Echo View Subdivision was constructed in the early 1960's on steep, dry,
fragile soils. Natural revegetation of the site has been very slow due to the
fact that the subdivision has a south exposure and the decomposed granite soils
are droughty and infertile. Much of the soil has remained bare for over 50
years. Erosion has been occurring on slopes and along roadside ditches. Recent
storms caused substantial gullying along the streets and deposited quantities of
soil on Sawmill Road, at the lower end of the subdivision.

Review Per Section:

1. Subparagraph A(2), Preliminary Injunction Crder
Section 3.00, Ord. 84-1 (Article V{g) Findings)
Section 4.30(2), Ord. B84-1 (Review of Other Pending and New Projects)
Section 4.31(1) and (2), Ord. 84-1 (Review Criteria)
Section 5.00, Ord. B4-1 (Implementation of Regional Plan)
Section 4.12(d), California Side Land use Ordinance (Public Works
Projects)
Section 13.31, Ord. 81-5 (Exemption to Prohibition of Disturbance in a
SEZ)
Policy #7, Stream Environment Zone Subelememt; Conservation Element,
1984 Regional Plan Goals and Policies (Exemption to prohibition of
development in a SEZ to allow for certain public works projects.)

NOTE: This project was submitted under the original Preliminary Injunction
Order and as such, has been reviewed under the policies and ordi-

nances in effect at the time of that order.

Environmental Documentation:

The applicant has completed an Initial Environmental Checklist in order to
assess the environmental impacts of the project. E1 Dorade County has filed a
Categorical Exemption which satisfies the CEQA requirements. agency staff has
concluded that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment
{see attached checklist}.

Other Agency Approvals

-

Lahontan Regional Water Quslity Cedtrol Boerd: Waiver of Waste Discharge
Regquirements (pending)

graff Analysis:

a. Plan Area Statement: This project is located within Plan Area 134, Echo

View. The Plan Designation fof thHeE area 18 Regidentigl7Mitigation—Agency
staff has reviewed the adopted Plan Area Statement and has determined that
the project is consistent with said planning statement. No special
policies or considerations were identified.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 2.




: . Echo View Estates Erosion Control
Page Three

Land Capability District/Land Coverage: The project area consists of
multiple land capabilities; la, lb (SEZ), and 5. In order to install the
necessary drainage and erosion control facilities, land disturbance within
portions of the SEZ cannot be avoided. approximately 1,000 square feet of
SEZ will be disturbed as a result of the project.

Section 13.31 of Ordinance 81~5 provides for the Governing Board to approve
disturbance in a stream environment zone provided that the Governing Board
finds that such work is necessary for the protection of the public health,
safety or general welfare and that all other feasible alternatives not
involving disturbance in a SEZ have been exhausted.

Policy #7, Stream Environment Zone Subelement, Conservation Element of the
1984 amended Regional Plan provides that:

PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS ARE PERMISSIBLE USES IN STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONES IF:
{1) THE PROJECT IS NECESSARY FOR PUBLIC HEALTH, SATETY, OR ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION; (2) THERE IS NO REASONABLE ALTERNATIVE, INCLUDING SPANS, WEICH
AVOID OR REDUCE THE EXTENT OF ENCROACHMENT IN STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONES;

(3) THE IMPACTS ARE FULLY MITIGATED; AND (4) STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONE

LANDS ARE RESTORED IN THE AMOUNT OF 1.5 TIMES THE AREA OF STREAM ENVIRONMENT
ZONE WHICH IS DISTURBED OR DEVELOPED BY THE PROJECT.

The following information provides a basis for which these required
findings can be made:

Historically, during spring runoff or intense summer storms, runoff created
in the project area results in significant erosion problems. The proposed
drainage improvements and revegetation program will significantly reduce
the current erosion problems. The project, as designed, will provide for
added environmental protection of the waters of Lake Tahoe by reducing
sediment and nutrient transport through revegetation, detention basins,

and control of surface runoff. Due to the inherent nature of this type of
project, the only hydrologically sound location for some of the drainage
improvements is within portions of the SEZ. Since SEZ's are generally
located at points of lowest topography most drainage facilities must occur
in these areas to provide for the most efficient design. The project is
designed to reduce sediment and nutrient loads to the Lake and an area in
the amount of 1.5 times the area of SEZ land being disturbed will be
restored within the same watershed. B&pproximately 1.3 acres of existing
disturbed SEZ will be restored as a result of the project. The policy
requires .03 acres to be restored, therefore 1.27 acres of restoration will
be credited to the County to be used to cffset restoration required later,
if any is later reguired.

Although the policies and ordinances currently in effect reguire that the
above findings be made for this project, the 1987 Regional PFran provides
for land disturbance in a SEZ for SEZ restoration and erosion control
projects without any special findings being made (Conservation Element,
Stream Environment Zone Subelement, Policy 5.E).

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 2.




Echo View Estates Erosion Control
Page Four

Article V(g) Findings {Section 3.00, Ordinance B4-1):

The following is a list of the V(g) findings as set forth under Section
3.00 of Ordinance 84-1. Following each finding, Agency staff has briefly
summarized the evidence on which the required finding may be made.

1. The project is consistent and complies with the Agency ordinances,
maps, rules, regqulations, and policies in effect on August 25, 1983
where said ordinances, maps , rules, regulations, and policies are not
inconsistent or in conflict with the amendments to the Regional Plan
adopted by this ordinance. In the event said ordinances maps, rules,
regulations, OY policies are inconsistent or in conflict with said
amendments to the Regional Plan, the Agency shall f£ind that the
project is consistent and complies with said amendments to the
Regional Plan.

This project has been reviewed under all applicable existing TRPA

ordinances, maps, rules, regulations, and policies, including the

Goals and Policies of the Regional Plan and it has been determined
that the project is consistent with said ordinances, maps, rules,

regulations, Goals and Policies.

The project has been processed in accordance with the Agency's Rules
and Regulations of Practice and Procedure.

A complete application has been submitted, all required notices have
been made and the project is properly before the Governing Board for
consideration.

With respect to projects for which an environmental impact statement
has not been prepared, the project, including compliance with the
conditions of approval, will not have an agverse significant, indi-
vidual, or cumulative impact on the environment.

an Initial Envirommental Checklist has been completed for the project
and staff's analysis concludes that the project will not have any
adverse significant individual or cumulative impact on the
environment. In addition, a Categorical Exemption was filed in
accordance with CEQA requirements.

The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the project will not
be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort, or general
welfare of the Lake Tahoe Region.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 2.




Echo View Estates Erosion Control

Page Five

This project will improve storm drainage and prevent erosion in an
existing residential development. There is no evidence that the
project will be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort, or
general welfare of the Lake Tahoe Region.

The project, including compliance with the conditions of approval, is
concistent with, and thus will not adversely affect implementation of
the Regional Plan Goals and Policies, as amended hereby, including but
not limited to the Land Use, Water Quality, Transportation and Ajir
Quality, Conservation, Recreation, Public Services and Facilities, and
Implementation Elements of the Regional Plan. Further, the project
will not cause the environmental threshold carrying capacities to be
exceeded. (see Findings 6 through 13 below)

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Land Use
Element of the Regional Plan, as_amended hereby.

The adopted Plan Area Statement designates the proiect area as
Residential/Mitigation. The project is consistent with the planning
statement (see Section A above}.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Water
Quality Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby, and therefore
will not cause the adopted environmental threshold carrying capacities

for water guality to be exceeded.

The project is consistent with the Lake Tahoe Basin Water Quality
Management Plan (208 Plan) and has been identified in the Regicnal
plan Goals and Policies as a part of the Surface Water Management Plan
and SEZ Restoration Program.

The project is comsistent with the goals and policies of the Tran-
sportation and Air Quality Elements of the Regicnal Plan as amended
hereby, and therefore will not cause the adopted environmental thres-—

hoid carrying capacities for air guality to be exceeded.

The project includes the revegetation of approximately 2 acres of
existing denuded areas which will improve air guality in the area by
eliminating dust problems. The project proposes no changes to the
existing transportation facilities and therefore will not cause the
adopted environmental threshold carrying capacities for air guality to
be exceeded.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 2.




Echo View Estates Ercsion Control

Page B5ix

9.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Con-
servation Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby, and there-
fore will not cause the adopted environmental threshold carrying
capacities for vegetation, wildlife, fisheries, soils, and scenic
quality to be exceeded.

The project includes revegetation of 2 acres of existing denuded
areas, bank stabilization, planting and drainage improvements. There
is no evidence that the adopted environmental threshold carrying
capacities for vegetation, wildlife, fisheries, soils and scenic
quality will be exceeded.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Recrea-
tion Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby, and therefore
will not cause the adopted environmental threshold carrying capacities
for recreation development to be exceeded.

The project involves the installation of drainage improvements and
revegetation and there is no evidence that the adopted environmental
threshold carrying capacities for recreation development will be
exceeded.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Public
Services and Facilities Element of the Regional Plan, as amended

herebz.

The project is a public service erosion control and water quality
project and is consistent with the Goals and Policies of the Public
Services and Facilities Element of the Regional Plan.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Imple-
mentation Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby.

Since the project is an erosion control and water guality project for
an existing residential develcpment there is no impact on development
priorities anticipated. The project is a public service project, will
not require any new allocations, and is consistent with the
Implementation Element of the Regional Plan.

I+ has been demonstrated that the suppliers of water, sewage treat~
ment, fire protection, educational services, police protection and
other appropriate utilities have or will have the physical and legal
capacity to supply said services to the project.

Since the project is an erosion control and water quality project for
an existing residential development no new systems or expansion of

existing racilitieés will be required a5 & result of the project:

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 2,




Echo View Estates Erosion Control
Page Seven

Required Actions and Findings: Staff recommends that the Governing Board
approve the subject project by taking the following actions and making the
following findings:

I. A motion, based upon the staff summary, for a finding of no significant
environmental effect with direction to staff to prepare the necessary
certification documents to be included with the permit and for the
following findings:

1. The V(g) Findings (Section 3.00, Ordinance 84-1).

2. The project will not adversely affect implementation of the Regional
Plan or cause the environmental threshold carrying capacities to be
exceeded.

The land disturbance proposed in the SEZ is necessary for the
protection for the public health and safety and is necessary for
protection of the environment.

There are no feasible alternatives to land disturbance within the SEZ.
The impacts of disturbance in the SEZ have been fully mitigated.

Stream Environment Zone (SEZ) lands will be restored in an amount
equal to or greater than 1.5 times the area of SEZ which is being
disturbed.

A motion to approve the project, based upon the staff summary, subject to
the following conditicns:

1. The Standard Conditions of approval listed in Attachment D with the
following modification:

Delete:

1.(b) Security

1.(c) Drainage improvement calculations
20. Water conservation devices

21. Water heaters

22. Space heaters

23. Woodstoves

The following special conditions:
a. The project specifications shall indicate a maximum fertilizer

application rate of 300 pounds per acre based on the use of slow
rYélease fertilize¥s.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 2.
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

] ENVIRONMENRTAL CHECK LIST FOR
THE INITIAL DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

PROJECT NAME OR IDENTIFICATION  ECHO WIEW ESTATES, COUNTRY CLUB BEIGHTS

TAHOE MOUNTAIN ROAD AND TAHOE PARADISE 60

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS - The following gquestionnaire will be completed by the appli-
cant based on evidence submitted with the application. &All "yes" and "no, with
mitigation" answers will require further written comments. See Section III of this
questionnaire.

No, With Data
1. Land. Will the proposal result in: Yes No Mitigation  Insufficient

Compaction or covering of the
soil beyond the limits pre-
scribed in the land capabil-
ity system?

A change in the topography or
ground surface relief features
of site inconsistent with the
natural surrounding conditions?

Unstable earth conditions
during or after completion of
the proposal?

Changes in the soil or geologic
substructures? :

The continuation of or increase
in wind or water ercsion of soils,
either on or off the site?

Changes in deposition or erosion
of beach sand, or changes in
siltation, deposition or erosion
which may modify the channel of
a river or stream or the bed of
a lake?

Exposure of pecple or property
to geologic hazards such as
earthquakes, landslides, mud-
slides, ground failure, or
similar hazards?

10/22/84
FORMS1: Environmental Check List Page 1 of 8 3 1
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No, with Data
Air, Will the proposal result in: Yeu : Mitigation Insufficient

Substantial air emissions cr
detericoration of ambient air
quality?

The creation of objectionable
odors?

Alteration of air movement,
moisture or temperature, or any
change in climate, either iocally
or regiocnally?

Water. Will the proposal result in:

a. Changes in currents, or the course
or direction of water movemants?

Changes in absorption rates,
drainage patterns, or the rate
and amount of surface water
runoff so that a 2 yr. 6 hr.:
storm runcff cannot be contained
on the site?

Alterations to the course or flow
of 100 vear flood waters?

Change in the amount of surface
water in any water body?

Discharge into surface waters,

or in any alteration of surface
water quality, including but not
limited to temperature, dissolved
oxygen or turbidity?

BAlteration of the direction or
rate of flow of ground waters?

Change in the guantity of ground
waters, either through direct
additions or withdrawls, or
through interception of an aquifer
by cuts or excavations?

Substantial reduction in the amount
of water otherwise available for
I_:n‘h'l 10 W igs?

-

FORMS1: Environmental Check List Page 2 of B8 32
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No, With Data
Mitigation Insufficient

Exposure of people or property
to water related hazards such as
flooding and/or wave action from
100 year storm occurrence oI
seiches?

Plant Life. 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 system?

Removal of riparian vegetation or
other vegetation associated with
critical wildlife habitat?

Introduction of new vegetation
that will redquire excessive
fertilizer or water, or will
provide a barrier to the normal
replenishment of existing species?

Change in the diversity of spe-
cies, or number of any species

of plants {including trees, shrubs,
grass, c¢rops, microflora and
aguatic plants)}?

Reduction of the numbers of any
unigue, rare or endangered species
of plants?

animal Life. Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in the diversity of species,
or numbers of any species of animals
{birds, land animals including rep-
tiles, fish and shellfish, benthic
organisms, insects or microfauna)?

Reduction of the number of any
unique, rare or endangered species
of animals?

Introduction of new species of
animals into an area, or result in
& barrier to the migration Or move-
ment of animals?

FORMS1: Environmental Check List Page 3 of B
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No, With Data
Mitigation Insufficient

C. Deterioration to existing fish or
wildlife habitat?

Noise. Will the proposal result in:

a. Increases in existing noise
levels?

b. Exposure of pecople to severe
noise levels?

Light and Glare. Will the proposal
produce new light or glare inconsistent
with the surrounding area?

Land Use. Will the proposal result in
a substantial alteration of the present
or planned land use of an area?

Natural Resources. Will the proposal
result in:

a. Increase in the rate of use of any
natural resources?

b. Substantial depletion of any non-
renewable natural resource?

Risk of Upset. Does the proposal
involve a risk of an explesion or the
release of hazardous substances (in-
cluding, but not limited to, oil, pes-
ticides, chemicals or radiation) in the
event of an accident or upset condi-
tions?

Population. Will the propogfal alter
the location, distribution, density,
or growth rate of the human population
planned for the Region?

Housing. Will the proposal affect
existing housing, or create a demand
for additional housing?

Transpprtation/Circulation. Will the
proposal result in:

FORMEl: Environmental Check List Page 4 of 8 34
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No, With Data
Mitigation Insufficient

Generation of 100 or more vchicle
trips or in excess oI 1% of the
remaining road capacity?

Effects on existing parking
facilities, or demand for new
parking?

Substantial impact upon existing
transportation systems?

Alterations to present patterns
of circulation or movement of
people and/or goods?

Alterations to waterborne,
rail or air traffic?

Increase in traffic hazards to
motor vehicles, bicyclists or
pedestrians?

Public Services. Will the proposal have
an unplannedé effect upon, or result in a
need for new or altered governmental
services in any of the following areas:

Fire protection?

Police protecticn?

Schools?

Parks or other recreational
facilities?

Maintenance of public facilities,
including roads?

£. Other governmental services?

15. Enercy. Will the prapossd Swsaid %z

a. Use of substantial amounts of
fuel cr energy? - ﬁ

FORMS1: Environmental Check List Page 5 of B
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No, With Data
Mitigation Insufficient

Substantial increase in demand
upon existing sources of energy,
or reguire the development cof new
sources of energy?

Utilities. Except for planned improve-
ments, will the proposal result in a need
for new systems, or substantial alter-
ations to the following utilities:

Power or natural gas?

Communications systems?

Water?

Sewer or septic tanks?

Storm water drainage?

Solid waste and disposal?

Human Health. Will the proposal result in:

a. Creation of any health hazard or
potential health hazard {excluding
mental health)?

b. Exposure of people to potential
health hazards?

desthetics., Will the propeosal result
in the cbstruction of any scenic vista
or view open to the public, or will the
proposal result in the creation of an
aesthetically offensive site open to the
public view?

Recreation. Will the propesal result in
an impact upon the guality or quantity
of existing recreational opportunities?

nrcheclogical /Histerical. Will the
proposal result in an alteration of a
significant archeological or histori-
cal site, structure, object or build-
ing?

FORMS1: Environmental Check List Page 6 of B 36

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 2




. . No, With Data
_ : Mitigation Insufficient

21. Mandatorv Findings of Significance.

B. Does the project have the poten-
tial to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish population
to érop 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 elim-
inate important examples of the major
periods of California or Nevada his-
tory or prehistory?

Does the project have the poten-

tial to achieve short~term, to the
disadvantage of long~term, environ-
mental 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.)

Does the project have impacts which
are individually limited, but cumula-
tively considerable? (A project may
impact on two or more separate re-
sources where the impact on each re-
source is relatively small, but where
the effect of the total of those im-
pacts on the environmental is signifi-
cant.)

Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause substan-

t+ial adverse effects on human being,
either directly or indirectly?

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

21l impacts identified with "ves" answers under Section II should be described below
and evaluated as to their significance. All "no, with mitigation" responses regquire
a2 description of the identified impact and the mitigation measure(s) proposed to
mitigate the impact so that there is no significant impact.

FORMS1: Environmental Check List Page 7 of B 37
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Iv CERTIFICATION
. *1 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, ané that the facts, statements, and information presented are true and
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

l/Wé /'/ /Q!&f

{name of person completing this form)

7/

(sig re of person completing this form)

DETERMINATION (to be completed by TRPA)
On the basis of this evaluation:
The Agency finds the proposed activity to be categericallv exempt under

Section of Ordinance 81~ , prepared in accordance with
article VII(f) of the Tahoe Regicnal Planning Ccmpact as amended.

The Agency finds that the proposed project could not have a significant
effect on the environment and a finding of no sicnificant impact will be
prepared.

The Agency finds that the project could have a significant effect on the
envircnment, but because of the listed mitigation measures which have been
added to the project should have no significant effect on the envirconment
and a conditional finding of no sionificant impact will be prepared.

The Agency finds that the proposed project may have a significant effect on
the environment and an environmental impact statement will be reguired.

atyre Aof Evaluater

o 38
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
STAFF SUMMARY

Project Name: E]l Dorade County Erosion Control - Tahoe Paradise 60

application Type: Public Service - Erosion Control

Applicant: EI Dorado County

Applicant Representative: James Haen

Location: Approximately 5% miles south of the South Tahoe "Y" along Scuth Upper
Truckee Road in the Tahoe Paradise 60 Subdivision, El Dorado County.

TRPA File Number: 520-100-00/87-8

Project Description:

The project consists of the repair of a 50" x 200' gully, which exceeds 30 feet
at its deepest point, immediately adjacent to the Upper Truckee River. The
project specifically includes the following:

Installation of 213 lineal feet of 36" CMP culvert.
Installation of rip-rap outfall.

Filling of existing ditch to natural grade.
Revegetation of all disturbed areas.

The total estimated cost of the project is $30,000 which is being funded by
TRPA Water Quality Mitigation Funds.

Site Description:

The site consists of an existing 50' x 200" eroded gully ranging from 5' to 30'
in depth. This gully has eroded annually in storm events, threatening adjacent
properties as well as depositing large amounts of sediment directly into the
Upper Truckee River.

Review Per Section:

Subparagraph A(2), Preliminary Injunction Order

Section 3.00, Ord. 84-1 (Article V(g) Findings)

Section 4.30(2), Ord. 84-1 (Review of Other pPending and New Projects)
Section 4.31(1) and (2), Ord. 84-1 (Review Criteria}

Section 5.00, Ord. 84~1 {Implementation of Regional Plan)

Section 4.12(d), California Side Land use Ordinance (Public Works
Proiects)
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... Tahoe Paradise 60 Erosion Control
" Page Two

Section 13.31, Ord. 81-5 (Exemption to Prohibition of Disturbance in a
SEZ)

Policy #7, Stream Environment Zone Subelememt; Conservation Element,
1984 Regional Plan Goals and Policies {Exemption to prohibition of
development in a SEZ to allow for certain public works projects.)

NOTE: This project was submitted under the original Preliminary Injunction
Order and as such, has been reviewed under the policies and ordi-

nances in effect at the time of that order.

Envirconmental Documentation:

The applicant has completed an Initial Environmental Checklist in order to
assess the environmental impacts of the project. El Dorado County plans to file
a Categorical Exemption which will satisfy the CEQA requirements. Agency staff
has ceoncluded that the project will not have a significant effect on the
environment {see attached checklist).

Other Agency Approvals

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Beoard: Waiver of Waste Discharge
Requirements (pending)

Staff Analysis:

a. Plan Area Statement: This project is located within Plan area 13B, Tahoe
Paradise Nahane. The Plan Designation for the area is Residential/
Mitigation. Agency staff has reviewed the adopted Plan Area Statement and
hag identified the following items (underlined) as being applicable to the
project. Following each item is a brief statement addressing consistency.

1. Planning Considerations:

a. Parts of the Plan Area are subject to flooding.

The project proposal will correct an existing drainage problem
and should reduce possible flooding and further erosion in the
immediate area.

Interior subdivision drainage is poor.

The project includes the installation of a new drain pipe with a
rock rip~rap ocutfall which will improve the existing drainage system.
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. Tahoe Paradise 60 Ercsion Control
Page Three

2. Improvement Programs:

a. The following capital improvement programs required by the
Regional Goals and Policies Plan for this area shall be
implemented: Improvements required by the Surface Water
Management Plan and Stream Environment Zone Restoration Program.

The project involves surface water drainage improvements and
stabilization of a portion of the SEZ which is consistent with
these programs.

Land Capability District/Land Coverage: The project area consists of

land capabilities 1b (SEZ) and 5. In order to install the necessary
drainage and erosion control facilities, land disturbance within a portion
of the SEZ cannot be avoided. Approximately 1,000 sguare feet of SEZ will
be disturbed as a result of the project.

Section 13.31 of Ordinance 81-5 provides for the Governing Board to approve
disturbance in a stream environment zone provided that the Governing Board
finds that such work is necessary for the protection of the public health,
safety or general welfare and that all other feasible alternatives not
inveolving disturbance in a SEZ have been exhausted.

Policy #7, Stream Environment Zone Subelement, Conservation Element of the
1984 amended Regional Plan provides that:

PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS ARE PERMISSIBLE USES IN STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZOMNES IF:
(1) THE PROJECT IS NECESSARY FOR PUBLIC HEALTE, SAFETY, OR ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION; (2) THERE IS NO REASONABLE ALTERNATIVE, INCLUDING SPANS, WHICH
AVOID OR REDUCE THE EXTENT OF ENCROACEMENT IN STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONES;

(3} THE IMPACTS ARE FULLY MITIGATED; AND (4} STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONWE

1ANDS ARE RESTORED IN THE AMOUNT OF 1.5 TIMES THE AREA OF STREAM ENVIRONMENT
ZONE WHICH IS DISTURBED OR DEVELOPED BY THE PROJECT.

The following information provides a basis for which these reguired
findings can be made:

During spring runoff or intense summer storms, runcff created in the
project area results in significant gullying and erosion of the existing
drainage channel. The proposed drainage improvements and revegetation =~
program will significantly reduce the current erosion problems. The
project, as designed, will provide for added environmental protection of
the waters of Lake Tahoe by reducing sediment and nutrient transport
through revegetation, and control of surface runoff. Due to the inherent
nature of this type of project, the only hydrologically sound location for
some of the drainage improvements is within a portion of the SEZ. Eince
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SEZ's are generally located at points of lowest topography most drainage
facilities must occur in these areas to provide for the most efficient
design. The preoject is designed to reduce sediment and nutrient loadsz to
the Lake and an area in the amount of 1.5 times the area of SEZ land being
disturbed will be restored within the same watershed.

Although the policies and ordinances currently in effect require that the
above findings be made for this project, the 1987 Regional Plan provides
for land disturbance in a SEZ for SEZ restoration and erosion control
projects without any special findings being made (Conservation Element,
Stream Environment Zone Subelement, Policy 5.E).

Article V(g)} Findings (Section 3.00, Ordinance 84-1):

The following is a list of the V(g) findings as set forth under Section
3.00 of Ordinance 84-1. Following each finding, agency staff has briefly
summarized the evidence on which the required finding may be made.

1. The project is consistent and complies with the Agency ordinances,
maps, rules, regulations, and policies in effect on August 25, 1983
where said ordinances, maps , rules, regulations, and policies are not
inconsistent or in conflict with the amendments to the Regional Plan
adopted by this ordinance. In the event said ordinances maps, rules,
regulations, or policies are inconsistent or in conflict with said
amendments to the Regional Plan, the Agency shall f£find that the
project is consistent and complies with said amendments to the
Regional Plan.

This project has been reviewed under all applicable existing TRPA

ordinances, maps, rules, regulaticns, and policies, including the

Goals and Policies of the Regional Plan and it has been determined
that the project is consistent with said ordinances, maps, rules,

regulations, Goals and Policies.

The project has been processed in accordance with the Agency's Rules
and Regulations of Practice and Procedure.

A complete application has been submitted, all required notices have
been made and the project is properly before the Governing Board for
consideration.

With respect to projects for which an environmental impact statement
has not been prepared, the project, including compliance with the
conditions of approval, will not have an adverse significant, indi-
vidual, or cumulative impact on the environment.
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An Initial Environmental Checklist has been completed for the project
and staff's analysis concludes that the project will not have any
adverse significant individual or cumulative impact on the
environment.

The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the project will not
be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort, or general
welfare of the Lake Tahoe Region.

This project will improve stcrm drainage and prevent erosion in an
existing residential development. There is no evidence that the
project will be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort,
general welfare of the Lake Tahoe Region.

The project, including compliance with the conditions of approval, is
consistent with, and thus will not adversely affect implementation of
the Regional Plan Goals and Policies, as amended hereby, including but
not limited to the Land Use, Water Quality, Transportation and Air
Quality, Conservation, Recreation, Public Services and Facilities, and
Implementation Elements of the Regional Plan. Further, the project
will not cause the environmental threshold carrying capacities to be
exceeded. (see Findings 6 through 13 below)

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Land Use
Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby. '

The adopted Plan Area Statement designates the project area as
Residential/Mitigation. The project is consistent with the planning
statement {see Section A& above).

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Water
Quality Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby, and therefore
will not cause the adopted envirommental threshold carryving capacities
for water quality to be exceeded.

The project is consistent with the Lake Tahoe Basin Water Quality
Management Plan (208 Plan) and has been identified in the Regjonal
Plan Goals and Policies as a part of the Surface Water Management Plan
and SEZ Restoration Program.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Tran-
sportation and Air Quality Elements of the Regional Plan as amended
hereby, and therefore will not cause the adcpted environmental thres-—
hold carrying capacities for air quality to be exceeded.
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The project proposes no changes to the existing transportation facili-
ties and therefore will not cause the adopted environmental threshold
carrying capacities for air gquality to be exceeded.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Con-
servation Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby, and there-
fore will not cause the adopted environmental threshold carrying
capacities for vegetation, wildlife, fisheries, socils, and scenic
guality to be exceeded.

The project includes drainage improvements ané revegetation of an
existing eroded drainage channel. There is no evidence that the adopted
environmental threshold carrying capacities for vegetation, wildlife,
fisheries, soils and scenic quality will be exceeded.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Recrea-
ticon Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby, and therefore
will not cause the adopted environmental threshold carrying capacities
for recreation development to be exceeded.

The project involves the installation of drainage improvements and
revegetation and there is no evidence that the adopted envirommental
threshold carrying capacities for recreation development will be
exceeded.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies cf the Public
Services and Facilities Element of the Regional Plan, as amended
hereby.

The project is a public service erosion control project and is
consistent with the Goals and Policies of the Public Services and
Facilities Element of the Regional Plan.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Imple-
mentation Element of the Regional Plan, as amended hereby.

Since the project is an erosion control project for an existing
residential development there is no impact on development priorities
anticipated. The project is a public service project, will not
require any new allocations, and is consistent with the Impiementation
Element of the Regional Plan.

It has been demonstrated that the suppliers of water, sewage treat-
ment, fire protection, educational services, police protection and
other appropriate utilities have or will have the physical and legal
capacity to supply said services to the project.
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Since the project is an erosion control project for an existing
residential development no new systems or expansion of existing
facilities will be reguired as a result of the project.

Required Actions and Findings: Staff recommends that the Governing Board
approve the subject project by taking the following actions and making the
following findings:

I. A moticn, based upon the staff summary, for a finding of nco significant
environmental effect with direction ot staff to prepare the necessary
certification documents to be included with the permit and for the
following findings:

1. The V(g) Findings (Section 3.00, COrdinance 84-1),

2. The project will not adversely affect implementation of the Regional
Plan or cause the environmental threshold carrying capacities to be
exceeded.

The land disturbance proposed in the SEZ is necessary for the
protection for the public health and safety and is necessary for
protection of the enviromment.

There are no feasible alternatives to land disturbance within the SEZ.
The impacts of disturbance in the SEZ have been fully mitigated.
Stream Environment Zone (SEZ} lands will be restored in an amount
equal to or greater than 1.5 times the area of SEZ which is being

disturbed.

4 motion to approve the project, based upon the staff summary, subject to
the following conditions:

1. The Standard Conditions of approval listed in Attachment D with the
following modifications:

Delete:

1.{b} Security

1.(c) Drainage improvement calculations
20. Water conservation devices

21. Water heaters

22. Space heaters

23. Woodstoves
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2.

The following special conditions:

a.

The project specifications shall indicate a maximum fertilizer

application rate of 300 pounds per acre based on the use of slow
release fertilizers.

The applicant shall restore a SEZ in the amount of 1.5 times the
area of SEZ being disturbed as a result of the project. Based on
the calculation of 1,000 square feet of proposed disturbance, the
amount to be restored shall be equal to or greater than 1,500
square feet. Said restoration shall occur within the same
watershed as the subject project.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 3,
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TAHdﬁ REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

] ENVIRONMENTAL CHECX LIST FOR
THE INITIAL DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

PROJECT NAME OR IDENTIFICATION ECHO VIEW ESTATES, COUNTRY CLUB‘HEIGHTS

TAHOE MOUNTAIN ROAD AND TAHOE PARADISE 60

I1  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS - The following questionnaire will be completed by the appli-
cant based on evidence submitted with the application. All "yes" and “no, with
mitigation" answers will require further written comments. See Section III of this
guestionnaire.

No, With Data
1. Land. Will the proposal result in: Mitigation Insufficient

a. Compaction or covering of the
soil beyond the limits pre~
scribed in the land capabil-
ity system?

A change in the topography or
ground surface relief features
of site inconsistent with the
natural surrounding conditions?

Unstable earth conditions
during or after completion of
the proposal?

Changes in the soil or geologic
substructures?

The continuation cof or increase
in wind or water erosion of soils,
either on or off the site?

Changes in deposition or erosion
of beach sand, or changes in
siltation, deposition or erosion

" which may modify the channel of
a river or stream or the bed of
a lake?

Exposure of people or property
to geologic hazards such as
earthquakes, landslides, mud-
slides, ground failure, or
similar hazards?

10/22/84
FORMS]: Environmental Check List Page 1 of 8 48
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No, With Data
Air. Will the proposal result iu: Ve Mitigation Insufficient

Substantial air emissions or
deterioration of ambient air
quality?

The creation of objectionable
odors?

Alteration of air movement.
moisture or temperature, or any
change in climate, either iocally
or regicnally?

Water. Will the proposal resuli in:

a. -Changes in currents, or the course
or direction of water movemsnts?

Changes in absorption rates,
drainage patterns, or the rate
and amount of surface water
runoff sc that a 2 yr. 6 hr.
storm runcff cannot be contained
on the site?

Alterations to the course or flow
of 100 yvear flood waters?

Change in the amount of surface
water in any water body?

Discharge into surface waters,

or in any alteration of surface
water guality, including but not
limited to temperature, dissolved
oxygen or turbidity?

Alteration of the direction or
rate of flow of ground waters?

Change in the quantity of ground
waters, eithex through direct
additions or withdrawls, or
through interception of an aguifer
by cuts or excavations?

Substantial reduction in the amount
cf water otherwise available for

public-water—suppiies?

FORMS1l: Environmental Check List ' Page 2 of B 49
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Ho, With Data
Mitigation Insufficient

Exposure of people or property
to water related hazards such as
flooding and/or wave action from
100 year storm occurrence or
seiches?

Plant Life. Will the proposal result in:

&. Removal of native vegetation in
excess of the area utilized for
the actual development permitted
by the land capability system?

Removal of riparian vegetation or
other vegetation associated with
critical wildlife habitat?

Introduction of new vegetation
that will require excessive
fertilizer or water, or will
provide a barrier to the normal
replenishment of existing species?

Change in the diversity of spe-
cies, or number of any species

of plants (including trees, shrubs,
grass, crops, microflora and
aguatic plants}?

Reduction of the numbers of any
unigque, rare or endangered species
of plants?

animzl Life. Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in the diversity of species,
or numbers of any species of animals
{(birdés, lané animals including rep-
tiles, fish and shellfish, benthic
organisms, insects or microfauna)?

Reduction of the nunber of any
unigue, rare or endangered species
of animals?

Introduction of new species of
animals into an area, or result in
) z bBarrier to the migrationor move~
. ment of animals?

FORMS1: Environmental Check List Page 3 of B 50
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No, With Data
Yes Mitigation Insufficient

¢. Deterioration to existing fish or
wildlife habitat?

Noise, Will the proposal result in:

a. Increases in existing noise
levels?

b. Exposure of people to severe
noise levels?

Light and Glare. Will the proposal
produce new light or glare inconsistent
with the surrounding area?

Land Use. Will the proposal result in
a substantial alteration of the present
or planned land use of an area?

Natural Resources. Will the proposal
result in:

2. Increase in the rate of use of any
natural resources?

Substantial depletion of any non-
renewable natural resource?

Risk of Upset. Does the proposal
involve a risk of an explosion or the
release of hazardous substances (in-
cluding, but not limited to, oil, pes-
ticides, chemicals or radiation} in the
event of an accident or upset condi-
tiens?

Pepulation. Will the proposal alter
the location, distribution, density,
or growth rate of the human population
planned for the Region?

Housing. Will the proposal affect
existing housing, or create a demand
for additional housing?

ranspertation/Circulation. Will the
proposal result in:

FORMS1: Environmental Check List Page 4 of B8 5 l
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No, With Data
Mitigation Insufficient

Generation of 100 or more vehicle
trips or in excess of 1% of the
remaining road capacity?

Effects on existing parking
facilities, or demand for new
parking?

Substantial impact upon existing
transportation systems?

Alterations to present patterns
of circulation or movement of
people and/or goods?

Alterations to waterborne,
rail or air traffic?

Increase in traffic hazards to
motor vehicles, bicyclists or
pedestrians?

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:

Fire protection?

Police protection?

schools?

Parks or other recreational
facilities?

Maintenance of public facilities,
including roads?

£. Other governmental services?

15. Energy. Will the proposal result in:

a. Use of substantial amounts of
fuel or énergy?

FORMS1: Environmental Check List Page 5 of B 52
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No, with Data
Mitigation Insufficient

Substantial increase in demand
upon existing sources of enercy,
or require the development of new
sources of energy?

Utilities. Except for planned improve-
ments, will the proposal result in a need
for new systems, or substantial alter-
ations to the following utilities:

Power or natural gas?

Cormunications systems?

Water?

Sewer or septic tanks?

Storm water drainage?

Solid waste and disposal?

Human Health. Will the proposal result in:

a. Creation of any health hazard or
potential health hazard (excluding
mental health)?

Exposure of people to potential
health hazards?

Aesthetics., Will the proposal result

in the obstruction of any scenic vista
or view open to the public, or will the
proposal result in the creation of an
aesthetically offensive site open to the
public view? '

Recreation. Will the proposal result in
an impact upon the quality or gquantity
of existing recreational opportunities?

Archeclogical /Historical, Wwill the
proposal result in an alteration of a
significant archeological or histori-
cal site, structure, object or build-
ing?

FORMS1l: Environmental Check List Page 6 of B 5 3
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No, With Data
. Mitigation Insufficient

21, Mandatorv Pindings of Sianificance.

a. Does the project have the poten-
tial to degrade the gquality 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 elim-
inate important examples of the major
periods of California or Nevada his-
tory or prehistory?

Does the project have the poten-

tial to achieve short-term, to the
disadvantage of long-term, environ-
mental 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.)

Does the project have impacts which
are individually limited, but cumula-
tively considerable? (A project may
impact on two or more separate re-
sources where the impact on each re-
source is relatively small, but where
the effect of the total of those im-
pacts on the environmental is signifi-
cant.)

Does the project have environmental

effects which will cause substan-

tial adverse effects on human being,

either directly or indirectly? X

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

All impacts identified with "yes" answers under Section II should be described below
and evaluated as to their significance. All "no, with mitigation" responses reguire
a description of the identified impact and the mitigation measure(s) proposed to
mitigate the impact so that there is no significant impact.

FORMSl: Environmental Check List Page 7 of 8 54
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CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attachecd exhibits
present the data and information reguired 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.

LZEAZ?\S 1/(/6A£@’

(name of person completing this form)

bl

(sig re of person completing this form)

DETERMINATION (to be completed by TRPA}
On the basis of this evaluation:
The Agency finds the proposed activity to be categoricallv exempt under

Section of Ordinance B1- ; prepared in accordance with
Article VII(f) of the Tahoe Regicnal Flanning Compact as amended.

The Agency finds that the proposed project could net have a significant
effect on the environment and a finding of no significant impact will be
prepared.

The Agency finds that the project could have a significant effect on the
environment, but because of the listed mitigation measures which have been
added to the project should have no significant effect on the envircnment
and & conditional finding of no significant impact will be prepared.

The Agency finds that the proposed project may have a significant effect on
the environment and an environmental impact statement will be required.

2-to-e Clao#

Date re jﬂ?ﬁvaluator

_Lz,_'&g,usc Vevie
Title
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
STAFF SUMMARY

Project Name: Lake Tahoe Airport Erosion Controel

Application Type: Public Service - Erosion Control

Applicant: City of South Lake Tahoe

Applicant Representative: Carol Drawbaugh, City Engineer

Location: Lake Tahoe RAirport, City of South Lake Tahoe

Assessor's Parcel Numbers: 32-090-02/04/06/08/09/10/11 and 32-100-04/05/07

Project Description: The project consists of revegetation, stabilization of
existing steep slopes, road shoulders and eroding channels and installation
of CMP drain pipe. Specifically, the project includes the following:

1. Slope excavation and regrading (7,556 cubic yards) to relocate
existing access road and reduce existing slopes.

Revegetation of existing unstable slopes (13.3 acres).
Revegetation of existing SEZ in the runway area (16.5 acres).
Installation of 145 lineal feet of infiltration trench.
Installation of 450 lineal feet of 24" CMP drain pipe.
Installation of 2,050 lineal feet of concrete rolled curb.
Installation of 1 grouted rock chute.

Installation of 1,050 lineal feet of wood retaining wall {3 feet
high}.

c. Installation of 1,645 lineal feet of rock-lined drainage channel.

The estimated cost of the project is $642,000 and is being funded by an erosion
control grant through the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Site Description: -

The project site contains approximately 272 acres. A large portion of the site
is flat and covered with paved runways, taxiways, aprons, aircraft parking areas
and structures used in support of the Airport operations. The remainder of the
site consists primarily of hilly vegetated areas and eroded steepened slopes,
The February 1986 storm caused a certain amount of storm water damage that will
be repaired as a part of this project.
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Lake Tahoe Airport Erosion Contrel
Page Two

Review Per Section:

Subparagraph &(2), Preliminary Injunction Order

Secticn 3.00, Ord. 84-1 (Article V(g) Findings)

Section 4.30 (2), Ord 84-1 {Review of Other Pending and New Projects)
Section 4.31(1) and (2}, Ord. B84-1 (Review Criteria)

Section 5.00, Ord. 84-1 (Implementation of Regional Plan)

Section 4.12(d), California Side Land Use Ordinance (Public Works
Projects)

Section 13.31, Ord. 81-5 (Exemption to Prohibition of Disturbance in a
SEZ}

Policy #7, Stream Environment Zone Subelement: Conservation Element,
1984 Regional Plan Goals and Policies (Exemption to prohibition of
development in a SEZ to allow for certain public works projects).

NOTE: This project was submitted under the original Preliminary Injunction
Order and as such, has been reviewed under policies and ordinances

in effect at the time of that order.

Environmental Documentation:

The applicant has completed an Initial Environmental Checklist in order to
assess the environmental impacts of the project. The City has filed a
categorical exemption which satisfies the CEQA requirements. Agency staff has
concluded that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment
{see attached checklist).

Other Agency Approvals

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board: Waiver of Waste Discharge
Regquirements , July 9, 1987/

Staff Analysis:

a. Plan Area Statement: This project is located within Plan Area 116,
dirport. The Plan Designation for the area is Commercial - Public Service/
Redirection. Agency staff has reviewed the adopted Plan Area Statement and
has identified the following items {underlined} as being applicable to the
project. Fcllowing each item is a brief statement addressing consistency.

Improvement Programs: The capital improvement and other improvement
programs recguired by the Regional Goals and Policies Plan for this area
include:

a. Improvements required bv the Surface Water Management Plan of the
208 Water Quality Plan. The project is consistent with this

requirement in that surface water drainage facilities wilil be
substantially improved.
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Lake Tahoe Airport Erosion Control
. Page Three

Stream Zone Restoration as Indicated in the Stream Zone
Restoration Program. The project includes restoration of
approximately 16.5 acres of SEZ which is consistent with the SEZ
Restoration Program.

Land Capability District/Land Coverage: The project area consists of
land capabilities 1b (SEZ), and 5. 1In order to install the necessary
drainage and erosion control facilities, land disturbance within portions
of the SEZ cannot be avoided. Approximately 2.8 acres of the SEZ will be
disturbed as a result of the project.

Section 13.31 of Ordinance 81-5 provides for the Governing Board to approve
disturbance in a stream environment zone provided that the Governing Board
finds that such work is necessary for the protection of the public health,
safety or general welfare and that all other feasible alternatives not
involving disturbance in a SEZ have been exhausted.

Policy #7, Stream Environment Zone Subelement, Conservation Element of the
1984 amended Regional Plan provides that:

PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS ARE PERMISSIBLE USES IN STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONES IF:
(1) THE PROJECT IS NECESSARY FOR PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY, OR ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION; (2) THERE IS NO REASONABLE ALTERNATIVE, INCLUDING SPANS, WHICH
AVOID OR REDUCE THE EXTENT OF ENCROACHMENT IN STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONES;

{3) THE IMPACTS ARE FULLY MITIGATED; AND (4) STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONE

LANDS ARE RESTORED IN THE aMOUNT OF 1.5 TIMES THE AREA OF STREAM ENVIRONMENT
ZONE WHICH IS DISTURBED OR DEVELOPED BY THE PROJECT.

The following information provides a basis for which these required
findings can be made:

Due to inadequate drainage facilities and eroded slopes, storm runoff
created in the project area results in significant erosion problems. The
proposed drainage improvements and revegetation program will significantly
reduce the current erosion problems. The project, as designed, will
provide for added environmental protection of the waters of Lake Tahoe by
reducing sediment and nutrient transport through revegetation, and control
of surface runoff., Due to the inherent nature of this type of project, the
only hydrologically sound location for some of the drainage improvements is
within portions of the SEZ. Since 5EZ's are generally located at points of
lowest topography most drainage facilities must occur in these areas to
provide for the most efficient design. The project is designed to reduce
sediment and nutrient loads to the Lake and an area in the amount of 1.5
times the area of SEZ land being disturbed will be restored within the
project site. Approximately 16.5 acres of existing disturbed SEZ will be
restored within the project site. The pelicy required 4.2 acres to be
restored, therefore 12Z.3 acres of rvestoration will be credited to the City
to be used to offset restoration to be required later, if any is later
reguired,
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Although the policies and ordinances currently in effect require that the
above findings be made for this project, the 1987 Regional Plan provides
for land disturbance in a SEZ for SEZ restoration and erosion control
projects without any special findings being made (Conservation Element,
Stream Environment Zone Subelement, Policy 5.E).

Article V(g) Findings (Section 2.00, Ordinance 84-1):

The following is a list of the V(g) findings as set forth under Section
3.00 of Ordinance 84-1. Following each finding, Agency staff has briefly
summarized the evidence on which the required finding may be made.

1. The project is consistent and complies with the Agency ordinances,
maps, ruies, regulations, and policies in effect on August 25, 1983
where said ordinances, maps , rules, regulations, and policies are not
inconsistent or in conflict with the amendments to the Regional Plan
adopted by this ordinance. In the event said ordinances maps, rules,
regulations, or policies are inconsistent or in conflict with said
amendments to the Regional Plan, the Agency shall find that the
proiject is consistent and complies with said amendments to the
Regional Plan.

This project has been reviewed under all applicable existing TRPA

ordinances, maps, rules, regulations, and policies, including the

Goals and Policies of the Regional Plan and it has been determined
that the project is consistent with said ordinances, maps, rules,

regulations, Goals and Pclicies.

The project has been processed in accordance with the Agency's Rules
and Regulations of Practice and Procedure.

A complete application has been submitted, all regquired notices have
been made and the project is properly before the Governing Board for
consideration.

With respect to projects for which an environmental impact statement
has not been prepared, the project, including compiiance with the
conditions of approval, will not have an adverse significant, indi-
vidual, or cumulative impact on the environment.

-

aAn Initial Environmental Checklist has been completed for the project
and staff's analysis concludes that the project will not have any
adverse significant individual or cumulative impact on the
environment. In addition, a Categorical Exemption was filed in
accordance with CEQA reguirements.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 4.




