REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR/EIS

HOMEWOOD MOUNTAIN RESORT SKI AREA MASTER PLAN EIR/EIS

2415 CHAPTER 15 - HYDROLOGY, WATER RIGHTS, SURFACE
WATER QUALITY, AND GROUNDWATER

Section 15.1.4, DEIR/EIS age 1517, FEIR/EIS page 1517: Revision made in response to
TCPUD comment letter

Quail Lake Creek Watershed

Hydrology and Flooding. The Quail Lake Creek watershed contains several tributaries that
discharge to Quail Lake and the perennial Quail Lake Creek that flows south out of the Project
area. The Quail Lake Creek Watershed (also titled H64 or TMDL watershed 7040) has an area of
approximately 1.7 square miles or 947 acres, of which 26 percent of the total watershed area is
located within the Project area. The headwaters flow from an elevation of 8,400 feet msl at Knee
Ridge and discharge into McKinney Bay of Lake Tahoe near Lagoon Road. The upper portion of
this creek (RM 0.5 — RM 0.97) does not have water year-round. Quail Lake is located in the
lower half of the watershed. Less than half of the runoff from this watershed actually flows
through this lake. The abandoned Noonchester Gold Mine is located south and upgradient of
Quail Lake.
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diversion and water rights of the Project area.

i i i .1.11 below details the existing points of

Section 15.1.5, DEIR/EIS g@ge 15 20, FEIR/EIS pagel5- 20: Revision made in response to
Lahontan comment letter

North Base Area

The North Base Parking Lot BMP Drainage Improvement Project was implemented in the 1
2006 on Placer County APN 9B0-05. Sheet G5 of the plansheets present thamzing of the
systemcapacity to contain the 2@, 1hr storm volumgPlacer County APN9130-05). The
system captures and infiltrates runoff from the parking lot withn8@ corrugated metal pipe
SD-82 stormchamber units and a Vorteba VCL100 by Contech with a trench drain catch bas
Overflows from the system are routed to thenicipal separate storm sewer system€aitrans

and Placer Countstormwater-treatment-systems-along-State-Route{SR) 89

Section 15.1.6, DEIR/EIS @ge 1521, FEIR/EIS page 15-21: Revision made to provide
reference to new Appendix 2

15.1.6 Load Simulation Program in C++ (LSPC) B Existing Annual Loading at North
South, and Mid -Mountain Area and Tahoe Ski Bowl Way

The documenHMR Water Qualityp Quantification of Design @&nefits(Grismer 2010) details the LSP!
stormwater management analysis (Grismer 2010), which relies on three tracks of information as:
in part with the TMDLrelated studies of 2007 and 2008. The detailed LSPC stormwater manag
analysis for theProject area iprovidedin Appendix Z1 and Z2, summarized below for the existin
conditions, and discussed undenpact HYDRQ1 for the Proposed Project (AlternativélA) and
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.
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HOMEWOOD MOUNTAIN RESORT SKI AREA MASTER PLAN EIR/EIS

Section 15.1.9DEIR/EIS page 1524, FEIR/EIS page 184 Revision made in response
revised HMR Water Supply Assessment

15.1.9 Groundwater

The Project area involves the Tahoe Valley West Groundwater Sub-Basin (TVGB), which is one of the
three sub-basins comprising the greater North Lahontan Basin The TVGB is located within the larger
structural feature referred to as the Lake Tahoe Basin. The TVGB is bounded on the east by the western
shore of the Lake and on the west by the Sierra Nevada. The approximate north-south boundary is one-
half mile west of Dollar Point and two miles west of Meeks Bay (Nichols 2011). Within this sub-basin
elevations range from 6,225 feet msl at lake level to above 6,400 feet msl in the west (California
Department of Water Resources 2003).

Groundwater recharge in the Project area is primarily from infiltration of precipitation into faults and
fractures in bedrock, into soils and decomposed granite that overlies much of the bedrock and into
unconsolidated basin-fill deposits (Nichols 2011). Except where the land surface is impermeable or
where the groundwater table coincides with land surface, groundwater is recharged over the extent of the
flow path (Thodal 1997). No sub-basins in the Northern Lahontan Hydrologic Study Area are identified
as subject to critical conditions of overdraft according to California Department of Water Resources
(DWR) Bulletin 118-80 (DWR 2004). Bulletin 118 states that changes in groundwater storage in the
Tahoe Valley West Sub-Basin have been minimal. California’s Water Update (i.e., Bulletins 160-93 and
160-98) reiterated statements of no evidence of overdraft, with Bulletin 160-98 stating that no overdrafts
agre expected in the Study Area through 2020, even in drought years.

Kleinfelder completed groundwater evaluations in 2006, 2007 and 2008 for the North and South Base
areas. Existing conditions are summarized below as reported to TRPA in the Revised Soils Hydrologic
Scoping and Final Report (Kleinfelder 2010). Based on the results of precipitation evaluations using data
from the WETS station in Tahoe City (6,235 ft msl) and following the methodology outlined in the
Technical Standard for Water-Table Monitoring of Potential Wetland Sites and the Natural Resources
Conservation Services (NRCS) Engineering Field Handbook (1997), total precipitation preceding and
during the 2007 and 2008 monitoring periods was within normal range. The long-term annual
groundwater discharge within the Project area has not been calculated; although, historic groundwater
levels are well documented. A portion of the discharge occurs as groundwater pumping and another
portion occurs as groundwater discharge to perennial and seasonal stream baseflows.

The existing groundwater quality within the Project area is not well characterized, except for groundwater
chemistry analysis conducted for the Phase I Assessment Homewood Mountain Resort, which detected

some —Grven-that-grounawate used-tor-dome uses—at-the North-and-South-Base-areas,—groundwate
Hy— —cContamination from fuel tanks was—deteeted-during analysis (fer—the

Phase-Environmental-Site-Assessment{Robinson Engineering 2005). A low concentration of MTBE

was measured in the groundwater in the North Base area. The assessment concluded that natural
attenuation has reduced the MTBE concentration to levels near the California WQO and that additional
natural attenuation will result in the groundwater reaching the WQO. Given that groundwater is used for
domestic uses at the North and South Base areas, groundwater quality is assumed to be of adequate
drinking water quality.
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Section 15.1.11, DEIR/EIS age 15-27, FEIR/EIS page 1527: Revision made in response
TCPUD comment letteand revised HMR Water Supply Assessment

Currently, there are no reservoirs or water tanks that directly serve operations in the Project are
does not currently divert water roMadden Creek nor are tlgslans to do so. Accordingly, there is
storage basin or other storage facility associated with such a diversion. There are also no divers
Quail Creek, Quail Lake, or Homewood Creakplans for suchdiversions (personal communicatic
David Tirman, email received September 17, 2010)

The TCPUDservicesprevidthe South Base ardeom the Crystal Way Wellwhich HMR thenapplies
towardsesdomestic and irrigation water®r this base areéae-the-Seuth-Base-are@PN 097060022 anc
Mid-Mountain operationfrem-the-Crystalb-Way-Wel(Designation North Lahontan USGS Groundw:
Basin 65.02). This portion of the Project area is located in the McKinney/QuailD&athict.
CaliforniaOs Water Plan Update, Bullet®0-D8 states that no overdrafts are expected in the |
Lahontan Hydrologic Study Area, even in drought years, by 2020 (TCPUD 2006). The projectec
demand is estimated at 385 afeet/year or 0.84 actieet/yr per connection. (Nichols 2010).

Madden Creek Water Compa(iMCWC) supplies the North Base portion of the Project area. No d
available from Madden Creek Water Company, but the current demand of 160 connections is b
and it can be assumed that the water supply is sufficigmbottuce 134 acréeet/year, which is based
TCPUDOs projected annual demand per connection of 0.8#atiy@ar(Nichols 2010).

The revised Homewood-Mountain-Resort Water Supply Assessment (NCEichels 20110) prepared for th

Project areas attachedn Appendix AA1l. Sections V.A through V.D describe the TCPUD, MCV

snowmaking and groundwatsupplies respectivelyExisting snowmaking deamnd is approximately !

million gallons/year or 43.6 acifeet/year(SMI 2010, NCE 2011)Chapter 16, Section 16.1 details the

existing publicwater supply and existing demand for the Project area as reladecthestic usedeesho
Rebse i loalpeis er pmaking.

Section 15.2.1, DEIR/EIS age 15-31. FEIR/EIS page 15: Revision made in response
TCPUD comment letter

TRPA sSource water 09719101/1}-eperated—by—FCPUEand source water 08502048W1
operated-by-Agate-BayWater Compaane located in the vicinity of the Project arénit -
However, TRPA Source Water Assessment maps indicate that no source waters are
within 600 feet of the Project area.

A TherevisedHMR Water Supply AssessméNichols 201.0) was prepared for the Project art
which is attachedn Appendix AA-A. Public water supply is further analyzed in Chapter
Public Services and Utilities.
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REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR/EIS
HOMEWOOD MOUNTAIN RESORT SKI AREA MASTER PLAN EIR/EIS

Section 15.2.3, DEIR/EIS @ge 15-32, FEIR/Els page 1533 Revision made in response to
Lahontan comment letter

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)— General Construction

The State Board regulates construction activities resulting in the disturbance of one or more acres
of soils through the California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Federal Clean Water Act Section 402 Construction Activities and Land Disturbance Activities
(Order No. 2009-009DWQ). This permit does not cover disturbance to lands classified as SEZ
and does not cover construction activities within the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit. The State
Board defers to Lahontan Board Order No. R6T-2011-0019 2605-607for construction activities
within the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit.

Section 15.2.3, DEIR/EIS age 15-34, FEIR/EIS page 1535. Revision made in response to
Lahontan comment letter

California Regional Water Quality Control BoardOsBasin Plan for the Lahontan Region

Lahontan implements the California Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan for the
Lahontan Region or Basin Plan, which recognizes natural water quality, existing and potential
beneficial uses, and water quality problems associated with human activities in Placer County
(Lahontan 1995). Lahontan also has regulatory authority to enforce the requirements of the Clean
Water Act and the California Water Code. This includes the regulatory authority to enforce the
implementation of TMDLs, the adoption of waste discharge requirements (WDRs) to ensure
compliance with surface WQOs, and groundwater management.

Specifically the Basin Plan outlines the narrative and numeric WQOs for water bodies within the
Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit. Some water bodies have specific WQOs. In the Project area,
Madden Creek has numeric WQOs for Total Dissolved Solids, Chloride, Total Nitrogen, Total
Phosphorus, and Iron. Section 5.2 of the Basin Plan contains the waste discharge prohibitions,
including the waste discharge prohibitions on discharges to floodplains and SEZs.

Waste Discharge Requirements and Anti-Degradation Findings

Lahontan previously established WDRs for the Project area under Board Order No. 6-79-51,
which was adopted September 19, 1979, and Board Order No. 6-88-174, which was adopted
November 9, 1988. The current Board Order No. 6-95-86A2, adopted March 13, 2002, updated
WDRs to be consistent with requirements placed on other ski resorts within the Region and
established specific compliance dates, which extend those in Board Order No 6-88-174.
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Section 15.2.3, DEIR/EIS age 15-36, FEIR/EIS page 1537. Revision maden response to
Lahontan comment letteand TMDL adoption

The permit requiressubmittal ofa Notice of Intent (NOI) andhat the construction contract
develop and implement a sispecificstormwater pollution prevention plaB\WPPP to prevent
stormwater and groundwater pollution caused by construction activities. At a mini
implementatio of theSWPPPmustprevent debris, soil, silt, sand, rubbish, cement or concre
washings thereof, oil or petroleum products or other organic or earthen material from cons
or operation from entering into receiving watettseir tributaries andidjacent wetlands. Th
SWPPP outlingerosion control measures to be taken as well as BMBsrimel-andprevent to
the best available technologypaximum-extent-practicablhe discharge of pollutants to surfa
waters and groundwateAlthough the SWPP focuses primarily on protection of surface watt
it also contains a plan for responding to and managing accidental spills during constructio
plan for management and storage of pumped groundwater. The SWPPP addresse:
management of the netruction projectsite such as designating areas for material stor.
equipment fueling, concrete washout, and stockpiles.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Under CEQA, Lahontan is a responsible agency vétfard to the Project. The CalifeaiVater
Code section 13050(e) reads as follows: OWaters of the State means any surface \
groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state.O State waters
irrigation canals and surface impoundments (other than tlodsly sonstructed for wastewatel
wetlands, and waters of the United States (a subset of State waters). LahontanOs
concerning wetlandnd ripariarprotection are stated in chapter four of the Basin Plan as oul
under subsection Wetlands Ptection and Management (pages8 1214).

Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act requiBtates to compile a list of impaired water bod
that do not mee?WQOs The Clean Water Act also requires States tabdish total maximurr
daily loads (TMDLs) for such waters. The deep water transparency standard for Lake T
the average annual Secchi depth measured between 1967 and 1971, an annual avera
depth of 39.7 metersr®7.4 feet. The transparenstandard for Lake Tahoe has not been

since its adoption. In 2007, the average annual average Secchi depth was 70 feet or .
from the standard. Transparency loss is considered a water quality impairment from the

nutrients and sedimentConsequently, Lake Tahoe is listed under Section 303(d) as impait
inputs of nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment. The goal of the Lake Tahoe TMDL is to set
plan to restore Lake TahoeOs historic transparency to 97.4 feet.

The Final Lake Tahe Total Maximum Daily Loadeport was released for public review a
comment in Jun01Q The report and the adoption and approval process are fully com
with CEQA. The document states thaetforthcoming adoption of the Final Lake Tahoe TMI
will not have a significant adverse impact on the environment (Lahontan and NDEP 2086¢
Lahontan Board adopted the Water Quality Control Plan Amendnienéd Maxmium Daily
Load for Sediment and Nuémts in Lake Tahoen November 16, 201Qyith the Sta¢ Baord
adoptingon April 19, 2011 and the EP&pproving the resolutioan Augustl6, 2011.
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Section 15.2.3, DEIR/EIS page 137 and FEIR/EIS page 187: Citation added in response
to TCPUD comment letteand revised HMR Water Supply Assessment

California Department of Water Resources (DWR)

The mission of the DWR is “to manage the water resources of California in cooperation with
other agencies, to benefit the State's people, and to protect, restore, and enhance the natural and
human environments” DWR is responsible for promoting California’s general welfare by
ensuring beneficial water use and development statewide. To guide development and
management of the State’s water resources, DWR is responsible for preparing the California
Water Plan Update (Water Code section 10000 et seq.).

Water Code section 10910(d) requires the identification of existing water supply entitlements,
water rights or water service contracts relevant to the Project and a description of the quantities of
water received in prior years by the public water supply system. Supplemental water demand and
relevant analysis is provided in the revised Homewood Mountain Resort Water Supply
Assessment (Nichols 20110), attached in Appendix AA-1.

Water Code section 10910 requires a determination if a project is included in the most recently
adopted Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The McKinney/Quail Sub-district is included
in the 2010 urban water management plan (UWMP) update prepared by TCPUD in-Mareh2006
(TCPUD 2011606), but this UWMP does not account for the Project.

Water Code section 10910 limits groundwater discussion to the basin or basins that serve the
Project. Additional requirements for groundwater discussions are found in Water Code section
10631(b) and 10910(f)(5), which require adequate description of groundwater basins and
assurance of sufficiency of the groundwater from the basin to meet the projected water demand of
the Project.
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Section 15.2.4, DEIR/EIS page 138, FEIR/EIS page 1538; Revision made to update permit
number

15.2.4 Placer County

Placer County published the Placer County Stormwater Management Manimll990 (Placer County
1990)and the Land Development Manual 2006 (Placer County 2006). The Placer County Tahoe Basin
Stormwater Management Plan describes the Placer County stormwater quality improvement program to
be implemented in compliance with Phase I of Lahontan Board Order No. R6T-2005-0026 (NPDES
Permit No. CAG616001) that was replaced by R6T-2011-0019 in April 2011. Placer County shares a
general permit with El Dorado County and the City of South Lake Tahoe for stormwater/urban runoff
discharges within the Lake Tahoe Basin; however, the Project area is individually permitted under Board
Order No. 6-95-86A2, which outlines the WDRs to specific to the ski area and its operations.

Placer County adopted the West Shore Area General Plan in 1998, which contains goals and policies that
apply to the Homewood area and the Project area. The conservation element of the plan addresses issues
related to natural resources of the Plan area, including water and fisheries and establishes goals and
policies relevant to these subjects. The safety element identifies goals and policies related to the
protection of the public from risks associated with flooding.

Section 15.2.5, DEIR/EIS page 184, FEIR/EIS page 1544, Revisions made per revised
HMR Water Supply Assessment

15.2.5 Tahoe City Public Utility District

TCPUD provides services for water, sewer and recreational facilities to the west and north shore areas of
Lake Tahoe, including unincorporated parts of Placer and El Dorado Counties. TCPUD operates five
independent water sub-districts that have separate groundwater supply wells (Nichols 201168). Since
water is not diverted from one sub-district to another, the sub-districts are considered separate entities
(Laliotis 2009). The sub-districts include Tahoe City Sub-Regional, Rubicon, McKinney/Quail, Alpine
Peaks and Tahoe-Truckee Forest Tract.

The Project area is within the McKinney/Quail sub-district, which is not considered a “public water
system” by Water Code section 10912. —FCPUD—prepared—their BWMP—inMareh—2006—The 2010
UWMP does not account for the Project. The revised HMR Water Supply Assessment (Nichols 201180),
attached in Appendix AA-1, -provides the supplemental analysis of the projected water demand for the
Project, including sufficiencies of supplies to meet demand through 2030. -

Section 15.2.6, DEIR/EIS page 184, FEIR/EIS page 1#45; Revisions made perevised
HMR Water Supply Assessment

15.2.6 Madden Creek Water Company

MCWC provides water to the North Base area of the Project area. MCWC is not considered a “public
water system” by Water Code section 10912 and has not prepared an UWMP. The projected water
demand for the service district is included in the MCWC FEPUD-annual water demand in the revised
HMR Waderster Supply Assessme(ichols 20116)-, which provides the supplemental analysis of the
projected water demand for the Project, including sufficiencies of supplies to meet demand through 2030.
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Section 15.2.3, DEIR/EIS page 146, FEIR/EIS page 1545-: Citation added in response to
TCPUD comment letter

Kleinfelder West, Inc. 2007. Stream Channel and Baseline Surface Water Assessment, Hom
Mountain ResordHomewood, CaliforniaSubmitted November 12, 2007.

Kleinfelder. 1994. Summary of Phase IV Municipal Well Installation and Aquifer Testing of McKi
Well No. 1. Tahoe City Public Utility District, McKinney Bay, CA.

Nichols Consulting Engineers. 2010. Preliminary Drainage Report of Homewood Mountain Res:
December 2010.
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Impact HYDRO-1, DEIR/EIS pagel5 49, FEIR/EIS page 1549: Revision made in response
to Lahontan commentdtter

The effectiveness of the systems cannot be definitively quantified using the data collected
for compliance with Lahontan monitoring and reporting requirements; however, because
annual and post-storm inspection and maintenance occurs in compliance with Board
Order No. RT6-95-86A2 R6T-2005-0007-and overflow does not typically occur from the
systems during spring runoff and typical storm events (see Appendix Y for monitoring
data for water years 2006 through 2009), the systems are capturing and infiltrating
stormwater runoff as designed and permitted. The potential impact to surface water
quality and beneficial uses under Alternative 2 is considered less than significant based
on the implementation of effective, reasonable and appropriate measures to protect water
quality of the Project area.

Compliance with Board Order NB6T-20050007andBoard Order No. ©586A2.

Presently, surface water quality in Madden Creek, Quail Lake Creek and Home
Creek is not significantly degraded by ski operations (personal communice
11/17/2@9, Bud Amorfini, Lahontan Staff; IERS 2010; personal communicati
10/8/2010, Bud Amorfini, Lahontan Staff). Since background Total Nitrogen and -
Phosphorus concentrations measured at monitoring stations above the Proje:
(stations M1 and E1) are occasionally above WQOs and statistically significant
increase is measured at the monitoring stations below the Project area (stagcausdy
E-2), exceedances WQOsare not directly linked to ski area operations and could
attributable to sorces such as atmospheric loading (for nitrogen) and soil, plant
animal material (for nitrogen and phosphorus) (Kleinfelder 200ybidity in receiving
water samples consistently measure below 4 to 6 ntu with most samples measuring
2 ntu. Cogentrations for Total Suspended Solids are typically below 10 n
(Appendix Y; Appendix W Figures 7 8 and 9. The data do not indicate negative
trending degradatioms a result of ski area operatioasd do not indicate consister
pollutant values beteen the downstream and upstream monitoring locatiombe

potential impact to surface water quality and beneficial uses under Alternative
considered less than significant based on compliance with Board Order N@OR6T
00195-00067and Board Order dl 6:95-86A2 (see Section 15.2.3).

Compliance with CWE Project area TOCs. Table 15-2 details the HMR CWE analysis
results for the existing conditions of the Project area. Figure 15-6, presented in the
analysis for the Proposed Project (Alternative 1/1A) and alternatives, provides a graphical
representation of the No Project (Alternative 2) compared to the Proposed Project
(Alternative 1/1A) and Alternatives 3, 4, 5 and 6. Based on the results, sediment yields
generated under the No Project (Alternative 2) exceed Project area TOCs for Intervening
Zone 7000, Madden Creek and Quail Lake Creek watersheds. Exceedance of Project
area TOCs is a significant impact. Because the No Project (Alternative 2) will not
change existing conditions of the Project area, the sediment yield in Intervening Zone
7000, Madden Creek and Quail Lake Creek would remain above the Project area TOCs
as measured by the HMR CWE analysis. Based on the points of significance for the
evaluation criteria for HYDRO-1, this impact is significant.
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Impact HYDRO-1, DEIR/EIS pagel5-52, FEIR/EIS page 1552 Revision made in response
to Lahontan comment letter

The Project is required to implement a TRPA-approved Erosion and Sediment Control
Plan in conjunction with the Lahontan-approved SWPPP that is required under Board
Order No. R6T-2011-00192065-667 (General Permit No. CAG616002) for discharges of
stormwater runoff associated with construction activity involving land disturbance in the
Lake Tahoe hydrologic unit. Installation of site-specific temporary BMPs and
maintenance and monitoring to ensure that disturbed areas, SEZs and stream channels are
protected during precipitation events and for over wintering will be required to minimize
effects from construction activities (e.g., ground disturbance) associated with the Project.
The Project Applicant will prepare a site-specific Erosion Control and BMP Plan based
on the final project design to define and map temporary BMPs for the control of erosion
and runoff from ground disturbing activities. BMPs will be installed in accordance with
Chapter 25 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances and Placer County codified regulations as
required for project permitting. The HMR Erosion and Sediment Control Plan will be
complimentary to the SWPPP that is required by Lahontan for NDPES permitting.

Impact HYDRG1, DEIR/EIS page 1566, FEIR/EIS page 1556; Revisions made to add
Alternative 1A analysis

Winter Roadway and Snowmelt Management. Snowmelt from snow disposal areas capresent not onl
a significant source of nutrients but also harmful hydrocarbons, metals, and bio
oxygen demand. The current TRPA Code of Ordinameérences the Handboak
Best Management Practiceshich is Voume Il of the 208 Plan angbrovides snow
storage guidelines, includingdequate sizing of the area aatiog to estimated sno'
amounts, avoidance of SEZ areas, and placement of storage grgasdient of
stormwater treatment and BMP facilitie$he TRPA CEP has a goal of improveshow
storage. The Project improves upon existing snow storage and managemerthe
Proposed Project (Alternative/11A) and Alternatives3, 5 and 6 through location
storage areas a greater distance from SEZ areas and in areas that will dragtéatimo
areas and to stormwater treatment systefigure 1534 illustrates the proposed snc
storage areas in the North Base and Figurd5L8nd 154A illustrates proposedsnow
storage areas in the South Baseler Alternative 1 and Alternative 1A, pextively-
Snow storage will not occur within Placer County ROWSEZ setbacks
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Figure 15-3A; DEIR/EIS pagel5-58, FEIR/EIS page 1558; Figure added for Alternative 1A

analysis
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Figure 154A. Snow Storage Areas Proposed for the South Base Area (Alternative 1A)
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Impact HYDRO-1, DEIR/EIS pagel5-59, FEIR/EIS page 15 60: Revision made in response
to change in Gapter3

Fuel Storage. Under Alternatives 11A, 3, 5 and 6 the maintenance facility currer
located in the South Base aregaldan proximity to Homewood Creek will be relocatec
the Mid-Mountain area. The existings,000-gallon fuel tank will remainn use at the
South Base areand could bdocated in close proximity to the chalets to be constru
during Phase-2ntit-thestart-of Phase 2-developmewhen-itwillbe-remeved The fuel
tank will be upgraded taneet the requirements of the NTFRIDd Lahontan, includ
secondary containment for accidental spiélad be located an adequate distance 1
Phase 2 structures tosure safety of residents.

At—that—peint-Nnew diesel fuel tanks constructed at the new -Miguntain are:
maintenance facility in Phase 1 developmentild alsowill-be usedexelusively — If
constructed, fthese MidMountain tanks wuldit be sized to satain operation
throughout the winter since they will be inaccessible by fuel trucks when roadwe
snow covered. The estimates for winter operations total 40,000 gallons that w
stored in two 20,00@allon above ground tanks located beneathmthmtenance facilit
within the crawl space. The tanks will be serviced from the paved apron adjacen
maintenance building. The use and operations are required to conform to the Cz
Fire Code and receive approval from the North Lake TdFioe Protection Distric
(NLTFPD), as discussed in Chapter 17, Public Safety and Hazards.

Moving the maintenance facilitiuettanksfrom the South Base area, where accide
spills could reach Homewood Creek and SEZ areas, to thevididhtain area, whic
contains no active stream channel, reduces the potential for surface water quality
from accidental spills.Retaining the existing fuel tank at the South Base area dot
increase potential impacts to Homewood Creek, assuming the fuel tamopsrlp
maintained and serviced.and coverage associated with the fuel tank is Bjithiefeet
including the tank, access road and retained containment area.
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Impact HYDRO-1, DEIR/EIS page 1561, FEIR/EIS page 1562 Alternative 1A analysis
differs from Alternative 1

to the Proposed Project (Alternative 1) would slightly increase stormwater runoff
volumes. Alternatives 1A, 5 and 6 would construct slightly less impervious surfaces,
which would slightly decrease stormwater runoff volumes. Stormwater treatment system
capacity is analyzed in more detail for impact HYDRO-2.

Placer County requires installation of standard mitigation measures to permanently
mark/emboss with prohibitive language such as “No Dumping! Flows to Creek” or other
language as approved by the ESD, and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping.
Diversion of stormwater runoff around trash storage areas to minimize contact with
pollutants is also required. Mitigation measures to assure compliance with these Placer
County codified regulations are detailed as mitigation measures HYDRO-1b and
HYDRO-Ic.

CEP Resolution Compliance — Reduction in Land Coverage and Sediment Loading. The
CEP Resolution for the Project requires reductions in land coverage and sediment loading
for the Project area. The Proposed Project (Alternative 1/1A), Alternatives 3, 5 and 6
reduce total existing land coverage within the Project area by 13, 8, 23 and 20 percent,
respectively, and relocate land coverage from lower capability LCDs la and 1b to higher
capability LCDs 2, 4, 5 and 6. Land coverage is detailed in Chapter 14, Geology, Soils
and Seismicity under impact GEO-3.

Reductions in land coverage are expected to result in reductions in sediment loading.
Sediment loading was modeled for the North Base, South Base and Mid-Mountain areas
and for Tahoe Ski Bowl Way (redevelopment areas). The LSPC stormwater management
analysis for quantification of the Project design benefits relies on three tracks of
information associated in part with the TMDL-related studies of 2007 and 2008. The
detailed LSPC stormwater management analysis for the Project area is provided in
Appendix Z-1. The analysis was rerun to model Alternative 1A proposed conditions.
The results as compared to Alternative 1 are summarized in the sections below with data
output and supporting graphs attached in Appendix Z-2. Using measured infiltration and
sediment yield data and daily climate data for a range of WYs and conditions three
treatment scenarios were modeled. These include the runoff and the treatment
effectiveness of the existing stormwater treatment systems (termed “Existing
Conditions”), the proposed stormwater treatment systems (termed the “Project SWMP”)
and the stormwater treatment systems that would meet the TRPA 20-year, 1-hour design
storm requirements (termed the “20-year BMP SWMP”). Results are presented as annual
total sediment load, expressed as kilograms per year (kg/yr).

It is important to note that this loading exercise is based on daily data representing
particular water year conditions and cannot be directly compared to the HMR CWE
modeling analysis that considers long-term averaged data to represent relative annualized
sediment yields.

Table 15-7 summarizes the annual total sediment load modeled for the redevelopment
areas for Alternative 1 under wet WYs 1995 and 2006 and dry WYs 1994 and 2003
precipitation regimes. The focus of the comparison is between the Project SWMP and the
20-year BMP SWMP, with the Project SWMP representing what is proposed under the
Propesed—Projeet(Alternative 13 and the 20-year BMP SWMP representing what is
required under current TRPA Code of Ordinances. The North and South Base areas are
the more substantial areas of the overall Project area affecting loading and serve to
illustrate the model concepts.
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Impact HYDRO-1, DEIR/EIS page 1562, FEIR/EIS page 1563: Alternative 1A analysis
differs from Alternative 1, addition of Appendix-2

Appendix Z1 presets additional gaphs for comparisons of annual sediment loaétimg
Alternative 1 for WYs 1994, 2003 and®006. Appendix Z2 presents m@phs for
comparisons of annual sediment loadiiog Alternative 1Afor WYs 1994, 2003 anc
2006. Figure 155, which repesents comparisons of annwsdiment loadindor the
North and South Base areas for VRY06,is presented below to represent a waeste
scenario under a very wet WYUnder Alternatives 1 and 1A ancdhder a precipitation
regime for a very wet WY, the &ect SWMP for the North and South Base area:
expected to decrease annual total sediment by approxim&ggré8entand 81 percent
respectivelyas compared to the 3@ar BMP SWMRTable 158).

While simple summary statements are difficult to makeergthe complexity of storms
antecedent soil moisture conditions and other variables, the data shows that in
years, which represent worsase scenarios, sediment and presumably fine sedi
loads from the Project SWMP desifpr Alternative l1and 1A are 80to 86 percentess
than those produced by the standard/g&@ BMP SWMP desigr(Grismer 2010).

Based on results presented in Appendi®, Alternative 1A under a precipitation regin
for a very wet WY (2006) would reduce stormwater runoff byadditional89,732cf and
sediment load by 102,061 lag compared to Alternative(Tables 157).
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Table 157, DEIR/EIS pagel5-63, FEIR/EIS pagel5-64: Addition of Alternative 1A analysis

Table 15-7

Annual Stormwater Sediment Loads for Existing, 20-year BMP and Project SWMP Designs -
Wet (1995 & 2006) and Dry (1994 & 2003) WY Analyses

Project Area Existing Conditions (kg)* 20-yr BMP SWMP (kg)* Project SWMP (kg)*
1994WY | 1995WY | 2003WY | 2006WY | 1994WY | 1995WY | 2003WY | 2006WY | 1994WY | 1995WY | 2003WY | 2006WY

North Base Area 246,584 | 3,749,270 | 1,496,700 | 3,715,798 | 520,583 | 4,489,815 | 1,925,338 | 4,387,778 | 10,339 | 652,201 | 222,518 | 646,511

South Base Area 56,549 | 1,851,045 | 651,730 | 1,800,059 | 249,545 | 2,420,741 | 1,023,528 | 2,411,095 | 9,479 | 372,205 | 131,627 | 368,548
Mid-Mtn Base Area | 15353 | 475818 | 166,708 | 461,902 | 21,493 | 491,426 | 177,498 | 497,680 | 28,649 | 187.886 | 68,063 | 162,855
Tahoe Ski Bowl Way | 98,685 | 1,324,050 | 522,235 | 1,260,036 | 100,199 | 1,209,091 | 492,269 | 1,125,043 | 72,542 | 510,820 | 219,642 | 491,384

Alt 1 Total 419,165 | 7,402,179 | 2,839,377 | 7,239,801 | 893,813 | 8,613,068 | 3,620,637 | 8,423,602 | 123,003 | 1,725,107 | 643,854 | 1,671,304
North Base Area 246,584 | 3,749,270 | 1,496,700 | 3,715,798 | 511,488 | 4,448,699 | 1,905,269 | 4,352,857 15,734 688,260 237,997 693,640
South Base Area 56,549 1,851,045 | 651,730 | 1,800,059 | 172,342 | 2,263,700 | 924,871 | 2,254,841 0 250,157 79,280 219,359

Mid-Mtn Base Area | 15353 | 475818 | 166,708 | 461,902 | 21,493 | 491,426 | 177,498 | 497,680 | 28,649 | 187,886 | 68,063 | 162,855
Tahoe Ski Bowl Way | 98,685 | 1,324,050 | 522,235 | 1,260,036 | 100,199 | 1,209,091 | 492,269 | 1,125,043 | 72,542 | 510,820 | 219,642 | 491,384
Alt 1A Total** 419,165 | 7,402,179 | 2,839,377 | 7,239,801 | 807,515 | 8,414,911 | 3,501,910 | 8,232,426 | 118,919 | 1,639,118 | 606,986 | 1,569,243

Source: HMR Water Quality — Quantification of Design Benefits, Dr. Mark Grismer, May 26, 2010

Notes: ~ * 1 kilogram = 0.001 Metric Tonnes
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Table 15-8, DEIR/EILS page 15-64, FEIR/EIS page 15-65: Addition of Alternative 1A analysis

Table 15-8

Decrease in Stormwater Sediment Loads for Project SWMP Compared to 20-year BMPs SWMP Designs in

Wet (1995 & 2006) and Dry (1994 & 2003) WY Analyses

Project Area Project SWMP (kg*)
1994WY % Change 1995WY % Change 2003WY % Change 2006WY % Change

North Base Area 510,243 98.0% 3,837,614 85.5% 1,702,820 88.4% 3,741,267 85.3%
South Base Area 240,065 96.2% 2,048,536 84.6% 891,901 87.1% 2,042,547 84.7%
Mid-Mtn Base Area -7,156 -33.3% 303,540 61.8% 109,435 61.7% 334825 67.3%
Tahoe Ski Bowl Way 27,657 27.6% 698,271 57.8% 272,627 55.4% 633,659 56.3%
Alt 1 - Overall 772,804 86.5% 6,889,956 80.0% 2,978,786 82.3% 6,754,304 80.2%
North Base Area 495,753 96.9% 3,760,439 84.5% 1,667.271 87.5% 3,659.217 84.1%
South Base Area 172,342 100.0% 2,013,543 88.9% 845,591 91.4% 2035482 90.3%
Mid-Mtn Base Area -7,156 -33.3% 303,540 61.8% 109435 61.7% 334825 67.3%
Tahoe Ski Bowl Way 27,657 27.6% 698,271 57.8% 272,627 55.4% 633,659 56.3%
Alt 1A - Overall 690,590 85.5% 6.777.788 80.5% 2.896.927 82.7% 6,665,189 81.0%

Source: HMR Water Quality — Quantification of Design Benefits, Dr. Mark Grismer, May 26, 2010

Notes: * 1 kilogram = 0.001 Metric Tonnes
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Impact HYDRO-1, DEIR/EIS page 15-66, FEIR/EIS page 15-67: Alternative 1A analysis
differs from Alternative 1

The HMR CWE analysis concludes that implementation of the Proposed Project
(Alternative 1/1A) or Alternative 3, 5 and 6 will reduce sediment yields originating
within the Project area watersheds as compared to existing conditions. Three of the four
sediment yields will be at or below their Project Area TOC through implementation of
the Project. The results are discussed below according to watershed.

Intervening Zone 7000.The existing sediment yield for Intervening Zone 7000 is 62
T/yr, which exceeds the Project Area TOC (55 T/yr) by 7 T/yr. Under the Proposed
Project (Alternative 1) and Alternatives 3, 5 and 6, the sediment yield will be reduced to
56, 58, 56, and 56 T/yr, respectively, a reduction of 5.3 T/yr which is within 1 T/yr of the
Project Area TOC for Intervening Zone 7000. This 1 T/yr is within the expected 10
percent margin of error of the CWE model (personal communications September 22,
2010 — Mark Grismer). The CWE analysis was rerun to reflect the Proposed Project
under Alternative 1A. Model results indicate an additional 0.5% reduction in sediment
yield compared to the Alternative 1 reduction to 56 T/yr. Therefore, Alternative 1A is a
very slight improvement in sediment yield over Alternative 1, though well within the
model predictive error.

The HMR CWE analysis takes into consideration the installation of the stormwater
treatment systems proposed for Alternatives 1, 1A, 3, 5 and 6 in the North Base area that
are located in Intervening Zone 7000; however, because the model is based on
standardized sedimentation rates that are applied to certain land uses, the model may not
adequately assess the treatment levels of these systems. Additionally, treatment level
sediment reduction assumptions for the model exercise erred on the conservative side
when treatment systems, BMPs and other approaches had a reported range of
effectiveness. The Project installs a number of higher-level treatments that are not
reflected fully in the CWE model, as to not overstate the treatment effects. If higher level
treatment assumptions were incorporated into the model, post-project sediment yields
under Alternative 1, 1A, 3, 5 and 6 conditions would likely decrease by 2 to 10 Percent.
Thus, where sediment yields are close to the TOC, specifically in Intervening Zone 7000,
the actual reduction can be expected to be greater than modeled (IERS 2010).
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Impact HYDRO-1, DEIR/EIS page 15-67, FEIR/EIS page 15-68: Alternative 1A analysis
differs from Alternative 1

Madden Creek Watershed. Sediment yieldn Madden Creek watersheddarrently 459
Tlyr, which exceeds the Projectréa TOC for this atershed (i.e 435 T/yr) by 24 Tlyr.
Under the Proposed Project (Alternative 1) and Alternatives 3, 5 asedBnent yield
would be reduced to 425 T/yr, whichbiglow the ProjectArea TOC for Madden Cree
watershed. The CWE analysis was rerun to reflehe Project under Alternative 1/
Model resilts indicate an additional 0.5 perceatluction in sediment yield compared
the Alternative 1 reduction td25 T/yr. Therefore, Alternative 1As a very slight
improvement in sediment yieldver Alternative 1, though well within the mode

predictive error.

Homewood Creek Watershed. Sediment yieldin Homewood Creekwatershedis
currently828 T/yr, which is below its Project Area TOC (865 T/yr). Under the Prop:
Project (Alternative 1)the sediment yieldwill be reduced to 799 T/yr and und
Alternatives 3, 5 and 6sediment yieldwill be reduced to 777, 784 and 784 Th
respectively. The CWE analysis was rerun to reflect the Project under Alternative
Model resllts indicate an additional 0.5 pert¢eaduction in sediment vield compared
the Alternative 1 reduction to 799 T/yr. Therefore, Alternative i$fa very slight
improvement in sediment yieldver Alternative 1 though well within the mode
predictive error.

Quail Lake Creek Watershed. Sedment yield from Quail Lake Creekwatershedis
currently152 T/yr, which exceed the Project Area TOC (147 T/yr) by 5 T/yr. Unde
Proposed Project (Alternative 1) and Alternatives 3, 5 ande@iment yieldwill be
reduced to 151, 149, 149 and 150 Thgspectively The CWE analysis was rerun
reflect the Project under Alternative 1A. Modeluks indicate an additional 0.5 perce
reduction in sediment yield compared to the Alternative 1 reduction to 151
Therefore, Alternative 1Ais a very slight improvement in sediment yieladver
Alternative 1 though well within the model predictive error
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Mitigation Measures HYDRGLd, DEIR/EIS page 1569, FEIR/EIS page 1571 Stormwater
monitoring duration requirement added

Post-Project Stormwater Monitoring. Post-project stormwater monitoring shall be

performed annually for a minimum of five years following construction or for the period
required in the Lahontan permit for comparison with pre-project monitoring results and

for determination of compliance with State and TRPA discharge standards. Fine
sediment shall be monitored as specified by TRPA and future Lake Tahoe TMDL
research directives.

Monitoring results shall address the following components:

Compliance of project area runoff with State and TRPA discharge standards;
Stormwater treatment system effectiveness;

Permanent BMP effectiveness;

Revegetation/Landscaping effectiveness;

Assessment of performance of strategies outlined in the Stormwater treatment
calculations; and

BMP and Stormwater treatment system maintenance regimes.
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Impact HYDRO2, DEIR/EIS page 1573, FEIR/EIS page 1575. Revision made in response
to Lahontan comment letter

Construction and operation of the Proposed Project (Alternative 1/ 1A) or Alternative 3
will not cause increased runoff resulting in flooding or stream bank erosion or contribute
runoff in rates or volumes that will exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems so that a 20-year, 1-hour storm runoff (approximately one inch
per hour) cannot be contained on the site. Stormwater treatment systems are proposed to
capture, treat, and infiltrate a minimum of the 20-year, 1-hour storm volume on-site; thus
removing this stormwater volume from entering existing municipal separate storm sewer
systems stormwater—systems—downgradient from the North Base area and Homewood
Creek in the South Base area. Stormwater treatment system capacities are maximized for
measured site conditions.

The current surface water drainage patterns of Homewood Creek will be altered through
the removal of the existing culvert under Tahoe Ski Bowl Way in the South Base area.
The Proposed Project (Alternative 1/1A) and Alternative 3 will implement the
Homewood Creek SEZ Restoration project in the South Base area for improvements to
existing surface water drainage patterns and stream bank and channel conditions and to
alleviate flood risk within the Project area and to private residences down stream. Figures
15-7, 15-8, and 15-9 were prepared by Nichols Consulting Engineers to analyze the
potential downstream impacts of removing the existing culvert crossing at Tahoe Ski
Bowl Way and replace it with a bottomless arch bridge crossing. Figure 15-7 shows the
calculated pre- and post-project 100-year flood plain for Homewood Creek. Removal of
the culvert will improve the existing condition, which currently overtops the roadway
during a 100-year event. The proposed bridge crossing will convey the 100-year peak
flow without overtopping the roadway, and there will be no downstream impacts to
existing structures or property, as the creek attenuates to the 100-year water surface
elevation prior to leaving the Homewood property.

Impact HYDRO-2, DEIR/EIS page 15-80, FEIR/EIS page 1581: Alternative 1A analysis
differs from Alternative 1

A description of the proposed stormwater treatment systems follows. §iguid and

15-11A illustrates the Alternative and 1A overall stormwater treatment design for t
North Base Area and Figusel5-12 and 1512A illustrates the overall stormwate
treatment design for the South Base Area, noting that the South Base stort
treatment systems have subsequently been relocated outside of the proposec
County ROW as updadeon preliminary Civil Plan Sheet C12 (see Figur@)3 Also

note that Nortk4, North5, South3 and Souti! are groundwater reinjection galleries,
described in impact HYDR@, and arenot stormwater infiltration galleriesTables 159

and 159A detal the calculations in support of sizing for the stormwater treatment sy
capacitieaunder Alternative 1 and 1A respectively

The sectiondelowdescribdirst thestormwater treatmempproactfor Alternative lthat
are therfollowed by a narrative othe differencedetween Alternative 1 and 1Avhich
arehighlightedyellow in Tablel5-9A.
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New Figures 15-11A (North Base Alt 1A), and 15-12A (South Base Alt 1A), DEIR/EIS page

15-81, FEIR/EIS page 15-83 and DEIR/EIS page 15-82, FEIR/EIS page 15-85, respectively;

Alternative 1A analysis differs from Alternative 1
Figure 1511A. Stormwater Treatment SystemsDNorth Base Area (Alternative 1A)
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Figure 15-12A. Stormwater Treatment Systems — South Base Area (Alternative 1A)
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Table 159, DEIR/EIS pagel5- 83, FEIR/EIS page 1586: Addition of Total Capacity calculation

Table 15

Stormwater Treatment System Calculations — North, South, Mid-Mountain Areas, Tahoe Ski Bowl Way and Off-site
Caltrans/Placer/HMR EIP Project (Alternative 1)

North #4 Tahoe Ski | Tahoe Ski | Tahoe Ski CALTRANS
Underground Basin | Underg Underground Basin Bowl Way #1 Bowl Way #2 Bowl Way #3
. 71,200 | 33,600 | 157,400 280,400

CONTRIBUTING WATERSHED AREA (sf) * ] 337,400 169,030

OPEN SPACE AREA* (sf)
Total Open Space Area 30,785 23,910 47,416 108,027 114,853 75,253 9,271 17,534 85,691 158,289
TREATED PERVIOUS AREA* (sf)
Type A Revegetation Strategy (cf) ** 0 0 45,293 16,423 45,810 2,450 15,140 0 0 64,023
Type B Revegetation Strategy (cf) ** 0 0 47,313 45,523 82,930 46,800 27,000 0 0 12,100
Total Contributing Pervious Area 0 0 92,606 61,946 128,740 49,250 42,140 0 0 76,123

CONTRIBUTING IMPERVIOUS AREA* (sf)

|North Base Buildings

Building A 0 0 0 47,360 0 0 0 0 0 0 0|
Building B 0 0 87,050 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0]
Building C 0 0 0 25,360 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Building D 0 0 21,110 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Building E 17,850 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Building P 0 0 0 32,700 0 0 0 0 0 0 0|
Hardscape 0 0 37,218 27,617 0 0 0 0 0 0 0]
Road 6,785 19,890 0 34,390 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Base Buildings

Building A.1 0 0 0 0 21,751 0 0 0 0 0 0
Building A.2 0 0 0 0 37,735 0 0 0 0 0 0
Building B 0 0 0 0 0 39,771 0 0 0 0 0|
Hardscape 0 0 0 0 12,626 0 0 0 0 0 0|
Road 0 0 0 0 17,195 4,756 0 0 0 0 0
Tahoe Ski Bowl Way

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 43,280 0

Road 0 0 0 0 0 0 19,789 16,066 28,429 0 0|

Mid-Mountain
Building 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45,988 0

Off-site Water Quality Mitigation (CALTRANS ROW)

Roadway 28,314
Total Impervious Area (sf) 24,635 19,890 145,378 167,427 89,307 44,527 19,789 16,066 71,709 45,988 28,314
Required Infiltration Volume - 20yr/1hr Storm (cf) 2,053 1,658 12,115 13,952 7,442 3,711 1,649 1,339 5,976 3,832

INFILTRATION VOLUME (cf)

REQUIRED

Required Infiltration Volume (cf) 2,053 1,658 12,115 13,952 7,442 3,711 1,649 1,339 5,976 3,832
PROPOSED

Proposed Infiltration Gallery Capacity (cf) 2,681 2,167 15,904 23,441 9,650 8,040 See LID See LID See LID See LID
"OVER & ABOVE" INFILTRATION

Proposed Infiltration Gallery Capacity "Over and Above" 20yr/1hr Capacity (cf) 628 510 3,789 9,489 2,208 4,329 NA NA NA NA
Percentage "Over and Above" 20yr/1hr Capacity ** 30.6% 30.7% 313% 68.0% 20.7% 116.7% - - - -
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North #1 North #2 North #4 Tahoe Ski Tahoe Ski Tahoe Ski CALTRANS
g Basin | L g Basin Underground Basin Bowl Way #1 Bowl Way #2 Bowl Way #3
LID* STRATEGY REDUCTIONS (cf)
Porous Pavers/Pavement (cf) ** 0 0 321 525 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cisterns (cf) (Roof Runoff Volume Removed)** 600 0 2,400 2,400 1,200 1,200 0 0 0 0
Bioretention Area for Stormwater Treatment (cf) ** 4,205 4,327 6,806 8,969 3,036 566 1,780 1,600 7,436 4,000
Total LID Volume Reductions (cf)*** 4,805 4,327 9,527 11,894 4,236 1,766 1,780 1,600 7,436 4,000
TOTAL REDUCTIONS
REQUIRED
Required Infiltration Volume (cf) 2,053 1,658 12,115 13,952 7,442 3,711 1,649 1,339 5,976 3,832
PROPOSED
Proposed Infiltration Gallery Capacity "Over and Above" 20yr/1hr Capacity (cf) 628 510 3,789 9,489 2,208 4,329 0 0 0 0
Proposed LID Volume Reductions (cf) 4,805 4,327 9,527 11,894 4,236 1,766 1,780 1,600 7,436 4,000
TOTAL CAPACITY. 7,486 6,494 25431 35,335 13,886 9,806 1,780 1,600 7,436 4,000
"OVER & ABOVE" INFILTRATION
Total "Over and Above" Capacity (cf)** 5,433 4,837 13,316 21,383 6,444 6,095 131 261 1,460 168
Total Percentage "Over and Above” 20yr/1hr Capacity ** 265% 292% 110% 153% 87% 164% 8% 20% 24% 4%
TREATMENT VAULT FLOW (cfs)
REQUIRED
Treatment Vault Flow for 20yr/1hr (cfs) 0.148 0.443 - 0.750 0.375 0.161 0.431 0.351 0.62
PROPOSED
Proposed Treatment Vault Flow (cfs) 0.222 0.665 - 1.125 0.563 0.242 0.647 0.527 0.930
"OVER & ABOVE" TREATMENT CAPACITY (cfs)
Percentage "Over and Above" 20/yr/1hr Vault Flow 50% 50% - 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%

Source: NCE and HBA 26102011

Notes: Following notes are for Tables 15-9 and 15-9A
Impervious coverage (i.e., land coverage) is detailed in Tables 14-4 and 14-6 in Chapter 14, Geology, Soils ands Seismicity.

* Definition of Terms:

1. Contributing watershed area = Open Space + Pervious Area + Impervious Area

2. Open Space = undisturbed area with no change to existing infiltration rates

3. Pervious Areas = areas that have no land coverage but will have infiltration rates increased through Type A or Type B Revegetation Strategies as described in Chapter 3.

4. Impervious Areas = area that will have land coverage and will require infiltration of captured and conveyed stormwater runoff

5. LID = a site design strategy with a goal of maintaining or replicating the pre-development hydrologic regime through the use of design strategies to create a functionally
equivalent hydrologic landscape (EPA 2000). LID Strategies effectively attenuate, disconnect or remove a volume of runoff that does not require mechanical pretreatment
prior to entering the stormwater system.

*% Calculations and Assumptions:

1. Type A Revegetation Strategy (cf) = Area (sf) * Depth (12 inches) * 30% void space = Volume (cf). Strategy is detailed in Chapter 3, Description of Proposed Project and
Alternatives.

2. Type B Revegetation Strategy (cf) = Area (sf) * Depth (12 inches) * 30% void space = Volume (cf). Strategy is detailed in Chapter 3, Description of Proposed Project and
Alternatives.

3. Infiltration Rates = To be suitable for infiltration, underlying soils should have an infiltration rate of 0.52 in/hr or greater, as initially determined from NRCS soil textural
classification, and subsequently confirmed by field geotechnical tests (SMRC www .stormwatercenter.net accessed October 8, 2010). The soils within the North and South
Base areas have infiltration rates measured at 4 in/hr (Kleinfelder 2010)

4. Bioretention calculation= (Bioretention area, sf) * (depth, 1.5 ft) * (void space, 30%); Minimum soil depth is 1.5 feet (18 inches to provide acceptable minimum pollutant
attenuation and good growing conditions for selected plants. Void space is recommended at 30% to dictate the composition of engineered soils and maintain a minimum long-
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term hydraulic conductivity of 1.0 in/hr; up to 40% void space is typically used in bioretention planting mix soils (RPugeA&®mn Team 2005)A porosity valueor void
spacgVv/Vt) of 0.32 can be used to design for infiltration practic®¥RCwww.stormwatercenter.natccessed October 8, 2010).

5. Porous Paver Calculation= (porous paver area, sf) * (A®¥frstorm, 1 inch) = vaime (cf) * 40%= reduction of stormwater volunfeorous pavers and pavement allow
stormwater to infiltrate into underlying soils promoting pollutant treatment and recharge as opposed to producing laegeofolunoff requiring conveyance and treatment.
Porous pavers have been measured to reduce stormwater runoff volumes by up to 80% depending on site conditions and (E#teP@d@e The conservative
assumption of 40% is used in the reduction equation to assure systems are not undersized addrtaeongnter and early spring site conditions for cold weather climates.

6. Cisterns = Total Cistern Capacity, cf = Total Volume Reduction from Stormwater Treatment Systamrediuction is longerm storagendis primarily clean runoff from
roofsthat does not require mechanical treatment

7. Percentage "Ove& Above" Capacity= [(Proposeldfiltration Gallery Capacity, cf) (Required Infiltration Volume, cf)] / (Required Infiltration Volume, cf)

8. Total "Over andAbove' Capacity = (Proposed lItiiation Gallery Capacity "Over and Above" 20yr/1hr Capacity (cf) + Proposed LID Volume Reductions, cf)

9. Total Percentage "Over and Above" 20yr/1hr Capacity = (T&tabrand-BeyondCapacity- Required Infiltration Volumegf)/(Required Infiltration \6lume, cf))

*** Bjoretention Area Reductions

1. The calculations do not consider runoff directed to bioretention areas located directly above starfithratexninfiltration galleries Nortk3, North4, Southl and Souti? in
reductionpecentaggmercatages as to not overstate the "over and above" treatment capacities. To provide the most conservative calculédionisudfér from the edge

of gallery is included in the adjustment. This runoff will still enter stormwater infiltration gallerdarther soil treatment but will not increase runoff volumes to Vortech
vaults and Contech Stormfilters.
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A, insert at DEIR/EIS page 15-86, FEIR/EIS page 15-89: Alternative 1A analysis differs from Alternative 1

Stormwater Treatment System Calculations — North, South, Mid-Mountain Areas, Tahoe Ski Bowl Way and Off-site
Caltrans/Placer/HMR EIP Project (Alternative 1A)

L Basin_| Underground Basin Underground Basin Bowl Way #1 Bowl Way #2 Bowl Way #3
CONTRIBUTING WATERSHED AREA (sf) * 1 55,420 | 43,800 285,400 337,400 343,749 169,030 71,200 1 33,600 i 157,400 280,400
OPEN SPACE AREA* (sf)
Total Open Space Area 30,785 23,910 47,416 102,332 216,069 83,984 47,511 17,534 85,691 158,289
TREATED PERVIOUS AREA* (sf)
Type A Revegetation Strategy (cf) T 0 0 45,293 16,423 17,420 12,143 3,900 0 0 64,023
Type B Revegetation Strategy (c) ** [ ) 0 47313 45523 26,570 14,040 0 0 0 12,100
I
Total Contributing Pervious Area ) 0 92,606 61,946 43,990 26,183 3,900 0 0 76,123
CONTRIBUTING IMPERVIOUS AREA* (sf)
North Base Buildings
Building A o o [ 47,360 o o [ o o o o
Building B [ [ 87,050 o [ [ [ o [ [ o
Building C [ [ [ 24,840 [ [ [ [ [ [ [
Building D [ [ 21,110 ) [ [ [ [ [ o 0
Building E 17,850 ) 0 0 ) ) 0 0 0 0 0
Building P [ [ [ 42,070 [ [ [ [ [ o o
Hardscape o [ 37,218 27,130 [ [ [ o [ [ [
Road 6,785 19,890 0 37,730 [ [ [ 0 [ 0 0
South Base Buildings
Building A o o 0 o 23,420 o [ 0 [ [ 0
A1 o o [ o 2,526 [ [ o o o o
A2 [ [ [ o 2,494 [ [ o [ [ o
A13 [ [ [ [ 2,526 [ [ [ [ [ [
Ala [ [ [ o 2,526 [ [ [ [ [ o
AL5A o [ [ o 2,506 [ [ [ [ [ [
AL6 o [ [ [ 2,526 [ [ [ [ o [
AT ) ) ) 0 2503 ) ) 0 0 o 0
A18 [ 0 0 o 2,526 o 0 o o 0 0
A19 o o 0 o 2510 o 0 o o ] o
B-1 [ o 0 o o 2,526 0 o o ] o
B-2 o o [ o o 2,509 [ o o [ o
83 o o [ o o 2,505 [ o o o o
B4 [ [ [ o [ 25528 [ o [ [ o
B-5 0 0 ) 0 ) 2,491 ) 0 0 ) 0
86 [ [ [ o o 2526 [ 0 [ [ o
87 o o [ 0 o 2,509 [ [ o [ 0
8.8 [ [ [ [ [ 25526 [ [ [ [ [
89 ) ) ) 0 o 2,526 ) 0 ) ) 0
B-10 o o 0 o o 2,506 o o o [ 0
B-11 o 0 0 o o 2,526 0 o o ] o
B-12 [ o 0 o o 2,502 [ o o [ o
813 o o [ o o 2,526 [ o [ o o
B-14 [ [ [ o [ 2,492 [ o [ [ o
815 [ [ [ [ [ 25526 [ [ [ [ o
Hardscape [ [ [ [ 3070 [ [ [ [ [ [
Road 0 0 0 0 34,557 21,139 0 0 0 0 0
Tahoe Ski Bowl Way
Townhomes [ 0 o o 0 o 43,280 [ o
Road [ 0 0 0 [ [ 19,789 16,066 28,429 [ 0
Mid-Mountain
Building [ ) [ 0 [ ) [ 0 [ 45,988 0|
Off-site Water Quality Mitigation (CALTRANS ROW)
Roadway 28,314
Total Impervious Area (sf) 24,635 19,890 145,378 173,122 83,690 58,863 19,789 16,066 71,709 45,988 28314
Required Infiltration Volume - 20yr/1hr Storm (cf) 2,053 1,658 12,115 14,427 6974 4,905 1,649 1339 5976 3832
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Table 15-9A, page 89:

North #1 North #2 Tahoe Ski Tahoe Ski Tahoe Ski CALTRANS
Underground Basin | Underground Basin Bowl Way #1 Bowl Way #2 Bowl Way #3

INFILTRATION VOLUME (cf)

REQUIRED
Required Infiltration Volume (cf) 2,053 1,658 12,115 14,427 6,974 4,905 1,649 1,339 5,976 3,832
PROPOSED
Proposed Infiltration Gallery Capacity (cf) 2,681 2,167 14,432 23,089 9,650 8,040 See LID See LID See LID See LID
"OVER & ABOVE" INFILTRATION
Proposed Infiltration Gallery Capacity "Over and Above" 20yr/1hr Capacity (cf) 628 510 2,317 8,662 2,676 3,135 NA NA NA NA
Percentage "Over and Above" 20yr/1hr Capacity ** 30.6% 30.7% 19.1% 60.0% 38.4% 63.9% - - - -
LID* STRATEGY REDUCTIONS (cf)
Porous Pavers/Pavement (cf) ** 0 0 321 525 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cisterns (cf) (Roof Runoff Volume Removed)** 600 0 2,400 2,400 1,200 1,200 0 0 0 0
Bioretention Area for Stormwater Treatment (cf) ** 4,112 4,327 11,511 5,077 7,850 6,614 1,935 1,600 7,436 4,000
Total LID Volume Reductions (cf) 4,712 4,327 14,232 8,002 9,050 7814 1,935 1,600 7,436 4,000
TOTAL REDUCTIONS
REQUIRED
Required Infiltration Volume (cf) 2,053 1,658 12,115 14,427 6,974 4,905 1,649 1,339 5,976 3,832
PROPOSED
Proposed Infiltration Gallery Capacity "Over and Above" 20yr/1hr Capacity (cf) 628 510 2,317 8,662 2,676 3,135 0 0 0 0
Proposed LID Volume Reductions (cf) 4712 4327 14,232 8,002 9,050 7,814 1,935 1,600 7,436 4,000
TOTAL CAPACITY 7,393 6,494 28,664 31,091 18,700 15,854 1,935 1,600 7,436 4,000
"OVER & ABOVE" INFILTRATION
Total "Over and Above" Capacity (cf)™* 5,340 4,837 16,549 16,664 11,726 10,949 286 261 1,460 168
Total Percentage "Over and Above" 20yr/1hr Capacity ** 260% 292% 137% 116% 168% 223% 17% 20% 24% 4%
TREATMENT VAULT FLOW (cfs)
REQUIRED
Treatment Vault Flow for 20yr/1hr (cfs) 0.148 0.443 - 0.750 0.375 0.161 43.1% 35.1% 62.0% -
PROPOSED
Proposed Treatment Vault Flow (cfs) 0.222 0.665 - 1.125 0.563 0.242 0.647 0.527 0.930 -
"OVER & ABOVE" TREATMENT CAPACITY (cfs)
Percentage "Over and Above" 20/yr/1hr Vault Flow 50% 50% - 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% -
Source: NCE and HBA 2011

Notes: See notes under Table 15-9 above.
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Impact HYDRO-2, DEIR/EIS page15-86, FEIR/EIS page 1591: NORTH-1 and NORTH2
Alternative 1A analysis differs from Alternative 1

One cistern tank (600 cubic feet removed) will capture a portion of Building E roof
runoff. The remaining runoff is routed to North-1. A bioretention area is proposed along
SR 89. The bioretention area and cistern hydrologically disconnect or attenuate 4,805
cubic feet of runoff to increase the treatment capacity of North-1 to 2465 percent above
the TRPA required infiltration volume.

Under Alternative 1A, North-1 capacity remains 2681 cubic feet, bioretention is slightly
reduced to 4,712 cubic feet, and percent above the TRPA required infiltration volume is
260 percent.

The separation of the bottom of North-1 to the seasonal high water table is 1.5 feet.
During stormwater infiltration, this separation decreases to 0.8 feet, which poses a
potentially significant impact. Mitigation measure HYDRO-2a details the actions
required to reduce this potential impact from planned stormwater treatment systems to a
level of less than significant.

Underground Gallery North-2. North-2 conveyance begins on the hotel entrance road
with snowmelt occurring over the heated walkway area. Stormwater runoff sheet flows
across the hotel building road and into the bioretention area for stormwater treatment in
the middle of the roundabout. Overflow for this bioretention area is provided through a
curb cut-out to a drop inlet on the east side of the roundabout that ultimately ends in the
stormwater infiltration gallery.

Stormwater that does not enter the bioretention area is conveyed through a stormdrain
pipe to the first treatment vault (Vortechs) for coarse sediment removal. The vault is
sized to convey 0.665 cfs, which is 50 percent greater than the required flow rate. After
leaving the Vortechs unit the stormwater is routed to the secondary treatment facility, a
Contech Stormfilter, for fine sediment removal down to 15 microns. Immediately after
exiting the secondary treatment facility the stormwater enters the stormwater infiltration
gallery for soil treatment. North-2 has the capacity to infiltrate up to 2,167 cubic feet of
runoff, which exceeds the TRPA Code of Ordinances requirement to capture and treat the
20-year/1-hour storm volume (1,658 cubic feet) by close to 31 percent.

Bioretention areas are proposed around the hotel entrance road and roundabout, which
will hydrologically disconnect or attenuate 4,327 cubic feet of runoff, increase the
potential treatment capacity of North-2, reduce total runoff volumes entering North-2 and
allow for treatment capacity that is 292 percent more than the TRPA required infiltration
volume. North-2 and LID strategies are the same under Alternative 1A.
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Impact HYDRO-2, DEIR/EIS page15-87, FEIR/EIS page 1592 NORTH-3 Alternative 1A
analysis differs from Alternative 1

North-3 has the capacity to infiltrate up to 15,904 cubic feet of runoff, which exceeds the
TRPA Code of Ordinances requirement to capture and treat the 20-year/1-hour storm
volume (12,115 cubic feet) by just over 31 percent. LID strategies, including porous
pavers and pavement (321 cubic feet reduction), the cisterns (2,400 cubic feet removed
and stored), and bioretention areas (6,806 cubic feet reduction) described above, serve to
hydrologically disconnect or attenuate runoff volumes to North-3. The reduction and
attenuation in runoff volume increases the potential treatment capacity of North-3 to 110
percent above the TRPA required infiltration volume.

Under Alternative 1A, North-3 has the capacity to infiltrate up to 14,432 cubic feet of
runoff, which exceeds the TRPA Code of Ordinances requirement to capture and treat the
20-year/1-hour storm volume (12,115 cubic feet) by just over 19 percent. LID strategies,
including porous pavers and pavement (321 cubic feet reduction), the cisterns (2,400
cubic feet removed and stored), bioretention areas (11,511 cubic feet reduction, which is
greater than described above for Alternative 1) serve to hydrologically disconnect or
attenuate runoff volumes to North-3. The reduction and attenuation in runoff volume
increases the potential treatment capacity of North-3 to 137 percent above the TRPA
required infiltration volume.

Impact HYDRO-2, DEIR/EIS page 15-88, FEIR/EIS page 1593: NORTH-4 Alternative 1A
analysisdiffers from Alternative 1

Type A and Type B revegetation techniques to increase soil infiltration rates and water
holding capacities on the slopes above the North Base area will be applied to 16,423 and
45,523 square feet, respectively. These revegetation areas are not considered in the direct
stormwater treatment capacity calculations, but are noted as important LID alternatives in
replacement of cutoff trenches that would capture and convey surface runoff from these
steeper contributing slope area to existing down stream drainage systems or channels.

Under Alternative 1A, North-4 has the capacity to infiltrate up to 23,089 cubic feet of
runoff, which exceeds the TRPA Code of Ordinances requirement to capture and treat the
20-year/1-hour storm volume (14,427 cubic feet) by 60 percent. LID strategies,
including porous pavers and pavement (545 cubic feet reduction), four cisterns (2,400
cubic feet removed and stored) and bioretention areas (5,077 cubic feet reduction)
described above, serve to hydrologically disconnect or attenuate runoff volumes to North-
4. This reduction and attenuation of this runoff volume subsequently increases the
potential treatment capacity of North-4 to 137 percent above the TRPA required
infiltration volume. Type A and Type B revegetation techniques to increase soil
infiltration rates and water holding capacities on the slopes above the North Base area
will be applied to 16,423 and 45,523 square feet, respectively.
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Impact HYDRO-2, DEIR/EIS page15-88, FEIR/EIS page 1594: SOUTH-1 Alternative 1A
analysis differs from Alternative 1

South-1 has the capacity to infiltrate up to 9,650 cubic feet of runoff, which exceeds the
TRPA Code of Ordinances requirement to capture and treat the 20-year/1-hour storm
volume (7,442 cubic feet) by almost 30 percent. LID strategies, including the cisterns
(1,200 cubic feet removed and stored) and bioretention areas (3,036 cubic feet reduction),
serve to hydrologically disconnect or attenuate runoff volumes to South-1. This
reduction and attenuation of runoff volume subsequently increases the potential treatment
capacity of South-1 to 87 percent above the TRPA required infiltration volume.

Type A and Type B revegetation techniques to increase soil infiltration rates on the
slopes above the South Base area will be applied to 45,810 and 82,930 square feet,
respectively. These revegetation areas are not considered in the direct stormwater
treatment capacity calculations, but are noted as important LID alternatives in
replacement of cutoff trenches that would capture and convey surface runoff from these
steeper contributing slope area to existing down stream drainage systems or channels.

Under Alternative 1A, the South Base is configured differently than Alternative 1 and
proposes less total land coverage and less contiguous hardscape. Construction of Chalets
instead of fewer, larger buildings described for Alternative 1, allows for additional
bioretention areas. As a result of the reconfiguration, South-1 has the capacity to
infiltrate up to 9,650 cubic feet of runoff, which exceeds the TRPA Code of Ordinances
requirement to capture and treat the 20-year/l1-hour storm volume (6,974 cubic feet, a
reduction from Alternative 1 because of less land coverage) by 38 percent. LID
strategies, including the cisterns (1,200 cubic feet removed and stored) and bioretention
areas (7,850 cubic feet reduction), serve to hydrologically disconnect or attenuate runoff
volumes to South-1. This reduction and attenuation of runoff volume subsequently
increases the potential treatment capacity of South-1 to 168 percent above the TRPA
required infiltration volume.

Type A and Type B revegetation techniques to increase soil infiltration rates on the
slopes above the North Base area will be applied to 17,420 and 26,570 square feet,

respectively.
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Impact HYDRO-2, DEIR/EIS page 15-89, FEIR/EIS page 15-95: SOUTH-2 Alternative 1A
analysis differs from Alternative 1

and stored) are provided to capture Building B roof runoff with the remaining runoff
routed to the bioretention area and South-2.

South-2 has the capacity to infiltrate up to 8,040 cubic feet of runoff, which exceeds the
TRPA Code of Ordinances requirement to capture and treat the 20-year/1-hour storm
volume (3,711 cubic feet) by almost 117 percent. LID strategies, including the cisterns
(1,200 cubic feet removal) and bioretention areas (566 cubic feet reduction) described
above, serve to hydrologically disconnect or attenuate runoff volumes to South-2. This
reduction and attenuation of runoff volume subsequently increases the potential treatment
capacity of South-2 to 164 percent above the TRPA required infiltration volume.

Type A and Type B revegetation techniques to increase soil infiltration rates on the
slopes above the North Base area will be applied to 2,450 and 46,800 square feet,
respectively. These revegetation areas are not considered in the direct stormwater
treatment capacity calculations, but are noted as important LID alternatives in
replacement of cutoff trenches that would capture and convey surface runoff from these
steeper contributing slope area to existing down stream drainage systems or channels.

Under Alternative 1A, South-2 has the capacity to infiltrate up to 8,050 cubic feet of
runoff, which exceeds the TRPA Code of Ordinances requirement to capture and treat the
20-year/1-hour storm volume (4,905 cubic feet) by 64 percent. LID strategies, including
the cisterns (1,200 cubic feet removed and stored) and bioretention areas (6,614 cubic
feet reduction), serve to hydrologically disconnect or attenuate runoff volumes to South-
2. This reduction and attenuation of runoff volume subsequently increases the potential
treatment capacity of South-2 to 223 percent above the TRPA required infiltration
volume.

Type A and Type B revegetation techniques to increase soil infiltration rates on the
slopes above the North Base area will be applied to 12,143 and 14,040 square feet,

respectively.
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Impact HYDRO-2, DEIR/EIS page 15-90, FEIR/EIS page 15-96: Tahoe Ski Bowl Way
Alternative 1A analysis differs from Alternative 1

Tahoe Ski Bowl Way Extension. This project component is included as programmatic-
level in the HMR Master Plan. Figure 15-13 illustrates the stormwater treatment
approach for the Tahoe Ski Bowl Way portion of the Project area, including treatment
vault and bioretention area layout. Bioretention areas will infiltrate the roadway runoff
after the stormwater is conveyed through pre-treatment facilities.

Stormwater conveyance along the Tahoe Ski Bowl Way Extension is broken into two
sections. The first section includes road runoff sheet flowing to a drop inlet at a low
point on Tahoe Ski Bowl Way approximately half way in between the South Base Area
and the proposed Townhomes. The runoff will enter the primary and secondary
treatment vaults before being dispersed into the bioretention area for stormwater
treatment. Stormwater is conveyed first to the treatment vault (Vortechs) for coarse
sediment removal. The vault is sized to convey 0.647 cfs, which is 50 percent greater
than the required flow rate. After leaving the Vortechs unit the stormwater is routed to
the secondary treatment facility, a Contech Stormfilter, for fine sediment removal down
to 15 microns. Immediately after exiting the secondary treatment facility the stormwater
enters a bioretention area sized to infiltrate 1,780 cubic feet of runoff, which exceeds the
TRPA Code of Ordinances requirement to capture and treat the 20-year/1-hour storm
volume (1,649 cubic feet) by 8 percent. Under Alternative 1A, the bioretention areas
along this portion of the roadway are expanded to infiltrate 1,935 cubic feet, which
exceeds the TRPA Code of Ordinances requirement to capture and treat the 20-year/1-
hour storm volume (1,649 cubic feet) by 17 percent.

The second section includes approximately 600 linear feet of the roadway leading up to
the Townhome turnaround. Stormwater runoff will sheet flow to the curb and gutter and
flow north to the drop inlets south of the Townhomes. The runoff will enter the primary
and secondary treatment vaults before being dispersed into the bioretention area for soil
treatment. The vault is sized to convey 0.527 cfs, which is 50 percent greater than the
required flow rate. The bioretention areas are sized to treat 1,600 cubic feet of runoff,
which exceeds the TRPA Code of Ordinances requirement to capture and treat the 20-
year/1-hour storm volume (1,339 cubic feet) by 20 percent. There is no change to the
stormwater treatment approach under Alternative 1A.

Approximately 15,140 square feet will receive Type A revegetation treatment and 27,000
square feet of Type B revegetation to increase soil infiltration rates. Under Alternative
1A, Type A revegetation is reduced to 3,900 sf and no Type B revegetation occurs.

Townhome roof runoff is directed to adjacent bioretention areas for infiltration and soil
treatment. Bioretention areas are sized to treat 7,436 cubic feet of runoff, which exceeds
the TRPA Code of Ordinances requirement to capture and treat the 20-year/1-hour storm
volume (5,976 cubic feet) by 24 percent. There is no change to the stormwater treatment
approach under Alternative 1A.
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The proposed systems are based on a design that assumes maximum allowable land
coverage for each unit or a worst-case scenario for analysis to assume that at a minimum,
peak runoff volumes from the TRPA design storm can be retained, treated and infiltrated
on site. The proposed systems are based on a design that assumes maximum allowable
land coverage for each unit or a worst-case scenario for analysis to assume that at a
minimum, peak runoff volumes from the TRPA design storm can be retained, treated and
infiltrated on site. Additional environmental review will occur prior to Phase 2D,
Townhomes and Tahoe Ski Bowl Way Extension, project entitlement application. The
secondary access road has not been analyzed for grading or water quality impacts in this
EIR/EIS.

Impact HYDRO-2, DEIR/EIS pagel1592, FEIR/EIS page15-99: Mid-Mountain Alternative
1A analysis added

There is no change to the stormwater treatment approach under Alternative 1A.

Impact HYDRO2, DEIR/EIS page 1592, FEIR/EIS page 15100 Off-site CEP/EIP Project
Revised
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Off-Site CEP Required EIP ProjectThe HMR CEP resolution requires HMR t
participate in an ofbite EIP project in fulfilment of over and above CEP objectiv
Placer County is planning to consit the Placer Countiiomewood Mountain Resor
Water Quality Improvement Project (WQIP) to the immediate north of the Project are
summer of 2012 TheWQIP includes the collection and treatment of stormwater rurc
from an existing residential and comarcial area in Homewood that runs from Silv
Street north to Fern Street and from SR 89 west to Sacramento Street. HMROs T
Map and Conditional Use Permit will be conditioned to construct frontage improve
on Silver Street to include water ditya facilities for a portion of what is known as th
OSilver CatchmentO; an area to the immediate north of HMR and bound on the n
edge by Trout Streghs illustrated in Figure 155. Appendix BBL1 illustrates the total
WOQIP project area that is liteeated as four PLRM catchments areas.

Placer County currently plans on construction of the WQIP during the summer of
HMROs improvements will be included in the project®s Conditions of Approval f
Specific details regarding HMROs financial tdbntion (timing and amount) are to b
included as part of the projeBrevelopment Agreemerurrently being generated wit
Placer County. Ultimately the contribution by HMR to the WQIP will represent
sediment and nutrient loadductionoutside of theHMR project arean the surrounding
Homewood area. Existing PLRM baseline sediment loads are estimated at |
pounds/year of Total Suspended Solids (TSS) and 1,755 pounds/year of Fine Se
Particle (FSP) from the four delineated catchments withenVWHQIP project area. Th
PLRM results indicate a 74 percent reduction in TSS and a 75 percent reduction i
reducing annual sediment loads from the WQIP project area to 793 pounds/year ¢
and 439 pounds/yeaf FSP

The final monetary participatio by HMR to theWOQIP that addresses load reductiar
across the four PLRM catchmemsll be used to determine the percentadehe total
catchmentwide TSS and FSReductiondo be credited to HMR
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Figure 15-15. DEIR/EIS page 15-94, FEIR/EIS page 15-102: Off-Site CEP/EIP Project
Design Schematic (Replacement Figure)

ll\HOMEWOOD/JMA CEP PROJECT PARTICIPATION
UMITS WITH THE PLACER COUNTY HOMEWOOD
WQIP, THE HOMEWOOD PROJECT WILL BE
SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
REQUIRING THE APPLICANT TO WIDEN AND
IMPROVE SILVER STREET ALONG THE PROJECT
FRONTAGE, INCLUDING APPROPRIATE WATER
QUALITY FACILITIES TO COLLECT AND TREAT ALL
IMPERVIOUS SURFACES OF SILVER STREET
WITHIN THE SILVER STREET ROW, FOR THE
LENGTH OF THE PROJECT FRONTAGE.

e ’
HIGHWAY 89 & mm wm mm mln s o
40 0 40 80
e T S HOMEWOOD MOUNTAN RESORT
WQIP IMPROVEMENTS—COORDINATION PLAN
09/16/2011 510_”-5 "':,_’%E_T NORTH BASE-SILVER STREET

Impact HYDRO-2, DEIR/EIS page 1595, FEIR/EIS page 15102 Alternative 1A analysis
added

Appendix X-1 presents the Preliminary Drainage Report for Alternative 1A. The
differences between Alternative 1 and Alternative 1A peak flows are quantified in the
SWMM Tables in appendix A of the corresponding drainage reports. Conclusions in the
Preliminary Drainage Report state that the design for the Alternative 1A incorporates
current requirements by Placer County for stormwater collection and conveyance as well
as the requirements by the TRPA. The SWMM post-development calculations show a
cumulative reduction in peak flow from existing to proposed conditions for the 10 and
100-year storm events. The proposed stormwater treatment systems for collection,
conveyance and infiltration will comply with the Placer County SWMM dated September
1, 1990.

Placer County staff review of the Preliminary Drainage Report indicates that the report
adequately demonstrates that the proposed development has a less than significant impact
on peak flow runoff leaving the Project arca. Therefore, Placer County does not require
onsite stormwater detention capacity in excess of the systems proposed as part of the
Alternative 1A.
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Impact HYDRG2, DEIR/EIS page 15101, FEIR/EIS pagel5-108 Alternative 1A analysis
added

Placer County 10-year and 100-year Peak Flow Analysis. The SWMM post-development
calculations, presented in Appendix X and X-1, show a cumulative reduction in peak
flow from existing to proposed conditions for the 10 and 100-year storm events. Placer
County staff review of the Preliminary Drainage Report (NCE 2010, 2011) indicates that
the report adequately demonstrates that the proposed development has a less than
significant impact on peak flow runoff leaving the Project area. Because Alternatives 5
and 6 propose less impervious surface than Alternatives 1, 1A and 3, the conclusions of
the Preliminary Drainage Report support that under Alternatives 5 and 6, the stormwater
treatment systems for collection, conveyance and infiltration will comply with the Placer
County SWMM dated September 1, 1990.

Although the Project will improve upon project area drainage, reduce post-project runoff
volumes and maintain peak flows compared to existing conditions, implementation of
standard mitigation measures HYDRO-2b, HYDRO-2¢ and HYDRO-2d assure
compliance with Placer County codified regulations to reduce impacts from drainage and
stormwater runoff to a level of less than significant. Implementation of these measures
minimize potential impacts to down-gradient properties and existing drainage facilities by
assuring that the rate or amount of surface runoff does not exceed existing conditions and
does not significantly impact downstream properties or existing drainage facilities.
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Impact HYDRO-3, DEIR/EIS page 15-104, FEIR/EIS page 15-112: Alternative 1A analysis
added

The maximum depth of proposed excavation at the South Base area ranges from 19 to 21
feet bgs. The maximum estimated depth of groundwater interception ranges from 4 to 13
feet. Interception could occur over a distance of 376 feet along the western retaining wall
of the proposed parking structure for the North Building, along 100 feet of the
northwestern retaining wall of the South Building parking structure and along 110 feet of
the southwestern retaining wall of the South Building parking structure. The maximum
depth of excavation could be from 4 to 13 feet below seasonal high groundwater levels
measured in this area. Under Alternative 1A, the parking structure for the North Building
(Building B) is eliminated.

The maximum depth of proposed excavation at the Mid-Mountain area ranges from 8 to
20.5 feet. Based on the presence of shallow bedrock and site topography, which is close
to a ridgeline, groundwater should not be encountered to the proposed depths of the
retaining walls.

The conclusions are based upon the building and underground parking structure cross-
sections prepared for the North Base, South Base and Mid-Mountain areas superimposed
over modeled groundwater elevations, which were based on groundwater monitoring well
observations during 2006, 2007 and 2008 (see Appendix D for groundwater data). The
cross-sections are presented on Sheets C19, C20 and C21 of the Civil Plan set. Because
groundwater movement will be intercepted, the impact is considered significant based on
TRPA Code of Ordinances and requires mitigation to reduce and minimize impacts to
groundwater.

Preliminary calculations for Alternatives 1, 3, 5 and 6 are shown below for proposed
groundwater reinjection galleries North-5, North-6, South-3 and South-4 identified in
Figures 15-8 and 15-9. Note that the groundwater reinjection galleries are separate and
distinct systems from the proposed stormwater treatment systems.

Under Alternative 1A, the parking associated with Building B for the South Base area
(i.e., North Parking) is eliminated and thus South-3 is also eliminated. The groundwater
mitigation reduces to 48.1 cubic feet/hour in the South Base under Alternative 1A.
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Impact HYDRO3, Table 1510, DEIR/EIS pagel5-106, FEIR/EIS page 15113 Alternative
1A analysis adde@orth Building Parking eliminated under Alternative 1A)

Table 15-10

Projected Groundwater Flows for Operational Mitigation of Intercepted Groundwater

Location Finished Length of Depth of Maximum Groundwater Flow Flow
Floor Retaining Retaining Depth of Gradient (ft) Rate of 4 | Rate of 9
Elevation Wall (ft) Wall (ft) Groundwater in/hr in/hr
(ft) Interception (ft) (gpm) (gpm)
North Base
Parking Garage
(Cross-Sections 1 6,240 878 29 to 32 17 0.17 15 37
through 4)
North Base Total 15 37
South Base
North Building
Parking (Cross- 6,280 376 19 13 0.12 3 9
Section 5)*
South Building
Parking (Cross- 6,270 100 19 4 0.2 0.5 1
Section 6)
South Building
Parking (Cross- 6,270 110 21 4 0.2 1 1
Section 7)
South Base Total 4 11
Mid-Mountain
Retaining Walls
(Cross-Section 8) 7,285 14
7,323 8
7,327 11.5
Cut slopes for
Water Tanks 7,480 20.5
(Cross-Section 10)

Source: Kleinfelder 2010

* Eliminated under Alternative 1A.
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Impact HYDRO-3, DEIR/EIS page 15-107, FEIR/EIS page 15-114: Alternative 1A analysis
added

To deternme the vertical and horizontal sphere of influence of the groundv
reinjection galleries, Kleinfelder staff modeled a-&y period of reinjection o
intercepted groundwater using the UCAM2 model (Unconfined or Confined Analy
Model authored by Ban J. Peck, PG, CHG of Schlumberger Water Services, Inc. |
Nevada 89502). The maximumodeled groundwater rise is &@&ot directly under the
groundwater reinjection galleries with the extent of a-féd rise in groundwate
extending up to 40 feetdm the edge of gallery. The effect will extend radially bece
the background groundwater gradient is 0.02 foot/1.0 foot, an extremely sf
gradient. SotHydrologic exhibitsfor Alternative 1,attached in Appendix Dillustrate
the spheres of influees modeled for the groundwater reinjection galleries. As dep
on the SoHHydrologic exhibits, the sphere of influence of the groundwater reinje«
galleries will not extend beyond the Project area boundaries and will not cause eft
parcels djacent to the North and South Base ar@és preliminary crossections for
Alternative 1A soilshydrologic exhibits correspond to Civil Plan Sheets C10, C11
C12 added as Appendix-B.
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Impact HYDRO-3 and Mitigation Measures HYDRO-3a, DEIR/EIS page 15-108, FEIR/EIS
page 15-115: Revisions made in response to TCPUD comment letter and TRPA and Placer
County staff review

The Project proposes the following measures to minimize the potential for nutrie
escape the root zone and be delivered to groundwater:

¥ Use of noamowed or slowgrowing turf grass species, preferably local native
naturalized species with annual fertilizer requirements that do not excee
pounds per 1,000 square feet;

¥ Implementation of a Fertilizer Management Plan that meets the requireme
Section 81.6f TRPA Code or Ordinances;

¥ Determination of appropriate fertilizer rates by a-seilegetation specialist an
based on the results of soil nutrient testimigh phosphorus fertilizer use onl
when supported by soil testing results

¥ Incorporation of értilizer into soils prior to seed application to prevent burn
and low germination rates;

¥ Use of Biosol or other organic, slenglease fertilizers that do not contain nitre
or ammonium with careful application to avoid application on hardscape;

¥ Prohilt fertilizer use on bioretention areas for stormwater treatment after ir
establishment; and

¥ Installation of a highly controlled spray irrigation system to avoid over irriga
and overspray onto hardscape.

Implementation of these project measurdsneduce potential impacts to groundwater
quality from landscaped areas. However, to assuretkmg protection of groundwater
quality, a posproject groundwater monitoring program will be necessary.

Groundwater QuantityGroundwater rechargend thus quantitywill not be affected by
changes in impervious surfaces because land coverage will decrease in the wat
comprising the Project area and stormwater systems will capgresd and infiltrate
stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces. Heeg groundwater quantity could b
impacted by increased diversions of groundwater for use in proposed snown
systems expansions under the Proposed Project (Alternative 1/1A) and Alternative
and 6. The Project couldpotentially substantially-defdete groundwater supplies c
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net de
aquifer volume or a lessening of local groundwater supplies (i.e. the production r
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a Iéwehich would not support existing lan
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granBrdpndwaterrecharge-wil

use-land-coverage-wil-dec

The North Base well has an estimated 500 gallons per minute pumping rate a
McKinney Wwell No. 1 has a rate of around 1,000 gallons per miftiiteinfelder 1994)

HMR proposes to use thesels to supplyfer-a-pertion-efthe 60.8 million gallonyear
of snowmaking water needefdr with—the proposed snowmaking system expansi
Although pump rates are well documentBecausethe recharge, recovery and stora
capacities of the Project areells and the proposed TCPUD McKinnégwell No. 1are
unknown, the potential impact to groundwater quality is considered signjfieajptiring
mitigation measureHYDRO-3a to reduce potential impacts to a level of less t
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significant.- Note that tFhe potential impacts to groundwater quantity as related to source
water protection are analyzed in impact HYDRO-5 below.

HYDRO-3a. Implement Operation Dewatering Plan/ Implement Engineered
Groundwater Mitigations

Groundwater intercepted as part of the drainage collection and conveyance systems for
the underground parking structures shall include methods to infiltrate all collected
groundwater for the purposes of groundwater recharge. The reinjection galleries for
intercepted groundwater shall be separate entities from the stormwater treatment
infiltration galleries and the distance between the groundwater and stormwater infiltration
galleries shall be maximized to minimize potential for mixing. Collected groundwater
shall be infiltrated locally in the general area where collected from. Systems shall be
adequately sized to infiltrate no less than 100 percent of the collected volume. Tests and
studies shall be conducted to confirm sufficient infiltration can be obtained for any and
each given system with no adverse effects resulting from the infiltration/recharge activities.
Prior to Improvement Plan approval for any and each project phase, a Geotechnical
Evaluation Report certified by a Registered Civil Engineer shall be submitted to the ESD for
review and approval for each groundwater infiltration/recharge system. The report shall, at a
minimum, confirm the adequacy of soils to sufficiently and successfully infiltrate collected
groundwater, and shall provide design recommendations based on applicable investigation
and testing criteria. The report shall likewise provide evidence that proposed
infiltration/recharge systems will not detrimentally affect onsite or offsite structures or

properties. ational-mitigation—mez . on—for—the

Mitigation Measure HYDRGQG3a, DEIR/EIS page 15110, FEIR/EIS page 15118 Revision
made to add Well No. 1 per TCPUD comment letter

HYDRO-3c. Complete a Water Balance Analysis for the HMFOperated Well and
the TCPUD McKinney Well No. 1

The Project Applicant shall prepare a hydrogeologic report for the HMR-operated wells
and the TCPUD McKinney Well No 1 to determine recharge, recovery and storage
capacities of the aquifers. The report shall:
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Impact HYDRG4, Mitigation Measure HYDRO-4a and 4¢ DEIR/EIS page 15113
FEIR/EIS page 15121 Revision made in response téTFPD and Calfire comment letters
and Placer County review

HYDRO-4a. Emergency Reponse and Evacuation Plan

The Roject Applicant shall prepare and submit an emergemsponse and evacuati
planto TRPA, Placer CountgSD andthe North TahoeFire ProtectionDistrict (NTFPD)
for review and approval before construction permits are dssuighe plan shall includ
detailed descriptions of how emergemegponse and evacuation will occur in the cas
a large earthquake and potential sejeliethe 100yr event wildfire and avalanche
Emergency response and evacuation measlral addess the requirement of Plac
County Local Hazard Mitigation Plaand at a minmhum identifies steps that hefvoid,
reduce, alleviate, anahitigate disaster damageasd potential loss of life Additionally,
Projectareaemergency amess and evacuationsiens shalbe consistent with NTFPD
Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation Guide.

HYDRO-4b: Comply with Placer County Stormwater Management Manual Sectior
VI

The Project Applicant shalhsw the limits of the future, unmitigated, fully develop
100-year flood plain (after grading) for Homewood Creek on the Improvement Plar
designate same as a building setback line unless greater setbacks are required
project conditions.

HYDRO-4c: Comply with Placer CountyFlood Damage Prevention Ordinane

To comply with Placer County Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance, Article 1
specifically 15.52.170 C.1 Elevation and Floodproofiting Project Applicant shalhsw
finished structure pad elevations 2 feet above they®@0 flood plain line for SoutBase
buildingsA-and-Bunder Alternative 1, 1A, 3,4, 5and 6-on the Improvement Plans a
Informational Sheet filed with the Final Map. Pad elevations shall be certified
California registered civil engineer or licensed land surveyor and subnidtetie
Engineering and Surveying Department. This certification shall be completed p
construction of the foundation or at the completion of final grading, whichever ¢
first. No construction is allowed until this certification has been recdiyatie ESD ani
approved by the Flood Plain Manager. Benchmark elevation and location shall be
on the Improvement Plans and Informational Sheet to the satisfaction of DRC.

Impact HYDRO5, DEIR/EIS page 15114, FEIR/EIS page 15 122; Corrections made to
Source Water Entities &sed on follow up with Agate Bay Water Company and TCPUD, as
TRPA Source Water Maps incorrectly assigned

Analysis: Less than Significaritnpact; No Project (Alternative 2)

The No Project Alternative (Alternative 2) will not change the existing public water
demand within the TCPUD McKinney-Quail Water Service Area or the Madden Creek
Water Service Area. Source water 09719101/1 1;-eperated-by-FEPUD and source water
08502048 W 1 1;-operated-by-Agate Bay-Water Company are located in the vicinity of the
Project area. However, TRPA Source Water Assessment maps indicate that no source
waters are located within 600 feet of the Project area. Additionally, no contaminating
land uses are identified within 600 feet of a drinking water source as identified on TRPA
Source Water Assessment Maps.
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Impact HYDRO-5, DEIR/EIS page 15-115, FEIR/EIS page 15-123; Revisions made to reflect
the revised HMR Water Supply Assessment and Placer County staff review

Analysis: Significant Impact, Proposed-Project{Alternatives 1, 1A, }and-Alternatives 3, 5 and 6

Source Water Protection. TRPA Code of Ordinance Chapter 83 sets forth regulations
pertaining to recognition of source water, prevention of contamination to source water
and protection of public health relating to drinking water. Source water is defined as
water drawn to supply drinking water from an aquifer, or a well or from a surface water
body by an intake, regardless of whether such water is treated before distribution.

Source water 09719101/11;—eperated—by—TFCPHUD and source water 08502048W11;
operated-by-Agate Bay Water-Company are located in the vicinity of the Project area.
However, TRPA Source Water Assessment maps indicate that no source waters are
located within the boundary or within 600 feet of the Project area. The potential impact
from the Proposed Project (Alternative 1/1A) and Alternatives 3, 5 and 6 to source waters
is less than significant.

Public Water Supply. The revised Drafi-HMR Water Supply Assessment (NCE 20110)
was prepared for the Project area and;whiek is attached in Appendix AA-1. The demand
of the Proposed Project and Alternatives 3, 5 and 6 on TCPUD and MCWC public water
supplies are referenced to Impact PSU-1 in Chapter 16, Public Services and Utilities,
which analyzes: —Fhe-annual-demand-is—communicated—in—aere-feet/year for-diseussions
coneerning-the- TROA—and seuree—water proteetion—tThe potential effects of the Project
on the ability of the water purveyors (i.e. TCPUD and MCWC) to meet the public water

supply needs are-analyzed-in Chapter 16, Public Services-and Utilities.—

Table 16-3 presents estimated domestic and snowmaking demand rounded to the nearest
acre-foot/year. —Estimated annual domestic water demand eensumption-for residential,
commercial, and irrigation uses for the Proposed Project (Alternative 1/1A) and
Alternative 3 is 64 acre-feet/year, 17 acre-feet/year —for Alternative 4, 80 acre-feet/year
for Alternative 5, and 68 acre-feet/year —for Alternative 6 (see Table 16-3 for water
demand presented in million gallons/year). Snowmaking is estimated to require up to
187 acre-feet/-per-year -(Snow Makers, Inc. Snew-Maehines; tre—2010; NCE 2011) under
Alternatives 1,1A, 3, 5 and 6.

Snowmaking. Snowmaking is proposed as a programmatic-level project component and
will require further environmental review prior to project conditioning and/or approvals.
The following preliminary analysis presents a worst-case scenario for snowmaking water
demand and presents quantities in units of acre-feet/year to comparison with allocations
under TROA. Build out of the Project area under the Proposed Project (Alternative
1/1A) and Alternatives 3, 5 and 6 will increase the use of surface water and groundwater
for snowmaking from a current annual use of 43.6 acre-feet/year to cover 23.8 acres of
ski trail to up to appreximately—187 acre-feet/year to cover 102.3 acres of ski trail
(SnowMakers Inc. 2010).

The potential water supplies identified for snowmaking operation total between 2,100 and
2,400 gallons per minute and include: 1,000 gallons per minute from the TCPUD
McKinney well (non-potable, non-public supply); 800 gallons per minute from the HMR-
owned North Base well (non-publicpetable supply); and 300 gallons per minute from
TCPUD domestic supplies that are available from 6 am to 6 pm; and 300 gallons per
minute from MCWC domestic supplies that are available from 6 am to 6 pm, which -are
identified and-weuld-serve-only as —a—supplemental supply sources (Snowmakers Inc.
2010; NCE 2011). Snowmaking operations intend to use the 1,800 gallons per minute
non-potable supply as the primary water sources. Maximum pumping requirements are
identified as 2,000 gallons per minute on the North Side and 1,300 gallons per minute on
the South side of the Project area. The opening and continued maintenance of ski trails
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with snowmaking can be phased as to minimize the use of water from the TCPL
MCWC supplies, but under a worst case scenario these supplies would be utiliz¢
concluded for impact PSU, the current rate of flow is not sufficient to meet pt
demand forsnowmaking under the Proposed Project (Alternatité\land Alternatives
3, 5, and 6.HMR and the TCPUD McKinneQuail Water Service Area would requi
upgraded extraction, pumping, treatment, conveyance, and storage capacity to s
new demand oftte Project areaThis is considered a significant impact on public we
supply and mitigation is required.

Impact HYDRO5, DEIR/EIS page 15117, FEIR/EIS page 18125 Revisions made to reflect
the revised HMR Water Supply Assessmantl Placer County staff review

Based on the information provided in the HMR Water Supply Assessment (N
20116) and the Snowmaking Planning document (Snowmaket§02) and the HMR
Ski AreaMaster Plan (MIAMR 20110) the impacts of expanding snowmaking operati
on domestic watesupplies of TCPUD and MCWC service districise less thai
significant. Existing TCPUD and MCWCwater supplies can adequately serve
existing Project areavater demand and futungrojectedwater demand for the servi
areas through?03Q The Project Wl be responsible for water systegbnnections
improvements talistribuion systemsand onsite storage systems for the Project a
However, because there is a possibility that public water supply will neede
supplementfuture snowmaking demand der a worscase scenario andre—unclear
there isGiven-theuncertainty associated wittorthcoming TROA allocations anthe
reporting requirements for water supply divertedtfersnowmakingusedemanedwith-the
forthcoming—diversionallocationsfortheFROA, the impact is potentially significal
based on the evaluation criteria for HYDRBO Mitigation Measure HYDRGH will

reduce potential impacts to public water supply from waters diverted for u
snowmaking to a level of less than significant byuaimg metersareinstalled to monitol
the monthlypumping and usageom individual wells allowing for accurate reporting ¢
application or usé¢hat isanticipated.

Irrigation. Landscaping proposed for the Project area has been designed to redu
irrigation demand through the use of levater use vegetation and incorporation of L
measures such as cisterns for storage of roof runoff and bioretention areas for sto
treatment. The approach for calculating landscape water uses for the Bregeist from
a landscape rehabilitation focus because the Project needs to achieve reve
erosion control, fire safety, water quality and water conservation in concert with

improvements for the North and South Base areas. Based on the DVERO®Budge
Workbook, which calculates the maximum applied water allowance and estimate
water use, the following irrigation demand is estimated for the Project area (L+P |
Works 2010):

* North Base Are®8.32 acrefeet/year;
* South Base Are®2.12 acrefeet/year; and
* Mid-Mountain Areab0.36 acrefeet/year.

For the Proposed Project (AlternativilA) the total maximum irrigation demand for t
Project area is estimated at 10.8 deet/yearor X MGY based on calculations presen
in Appendix CC. Once landscaping has been established this irrigation deme
expected to decrease substantiallyigation demand could decrease under Alterna
1A depending on the ratio of landscap@gato bioretention areassociated with eac
chalet. Baed on current configurations and total land coverage in the North and
Base areaandirrigable acreage reported in thevisedHMR WaterSupply Assessme
(Appendix AA-1), irrigation demand iscomparableunder Alternative 1 and Alternativ
1A.
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Mitigation Measure HYDRG5, DEIR/EIS page 15118, FEIR/EIS page 15126, Revisions
made to reflect the revised HMR Water Supply AssessraadtPlacer County staff review

Mitigation: HYDRO-5. Water Use/Water Rights Monitoring Program/Install meters at Points
of Diversions and Application or Use

To ensure that water from HMR’s various supplies is used in appropriate quantities and
locations, a Water Use/Water Rights monitoring program shall be implemented. The
goal of the program shall be to measure or estimate the quantity of water supplied by
each source and document the location at which the water is used or applied. Meters
shall be installed to monitor the monthly pumpage from individual wells. Additionally,
the monitoring shall include monthly measurements of groundwater levels in the existing
and proposed wells.

With the existing and proposed water supply monitoring facilities, determination of the
quantity of water supplied to Homewood from each water supply source and the points of
application or use of this water shall occur. By knowing the use restrictions on water
from each source, the maximum water use permitted in any area shall be known, and thus
water uses shall be limited to the maximum permitted.

The Project Applicant shall prepare an annual report indicating the quantity of water used
from each of its sources and the maximum entitlement from each of its sources. The
report shall be provided to TCPUD and/or MCWC RPA—andPlacer-County—for use in
ensuring compliance with existing regulations and forthcoming reporting requirements
under TROA.

Impact HYDRO-5, DEIR/EIS page 15119, FEIR/EIS page 15127: Revision to text

After
Mitigation: Less than Significaritnpact; Propesed-ProjectAlternatives 1, 1A }andAlts 3,5and 6

Implementation of mitigation measures HYDFEOHYDRO-3c, and PSUlawill assure
compliance with the forthcoming TROA rdgtions for the State of California
allocations.The payment ofconnection and service fees approved byPUD andor
MCWC will ensure sufficient water to meet peak demand in the Project ahea.
completion of PSUla efa-final\WWSAto identify the quantity andource of potable ang
nonpotable water to serve the Project must demonstrate that water source(s) are a
and meet State and Federal requirements for quality and quantity.

[
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Impact HYDRO-C1, DEIR/EIS page 15119, FEIR/EIS page 15130, Revisions mad to
reflect the revised HMR Water Supply Assessmamtl Off-site CEP/EIP Project

Water Rights/Source Water Protection. The Project proposes no development of existing
surface water rights. Groundwater diversions for snowmaking will be metered and
reported as determined by the forthcoming TROA. The Project, along with other future
projects in the TCPUD and MCWC service districts will be required to pay the
connection and service fees approved by TCPUD and MCWC to support infrastructure
that is necessary to ensure sufficient water delivery to meet peak demand in the Project
area. Senate Bill 210 requires the preparation of WSAs to identify the quantity and
source of potable and non-potable water to serve project areas to demonstrate that water
source(s) are adequate and assure that they meet State and Federal requirements for
quality and quantity to that cumulatively significant impacts to public water supply do
not occur. Although the HMR Ski Areca Master Plan Project does not qualify as a
“project” under Section 10912 of the Water Code and a formal WSA is not required,
Appendix AA-1 presents the revised HMR Water Supply Assessment (NCE 2011) and
project water demand for informational purposes.

Combined Cumulative Impacts. No significant project-level impacts to hydrology or
surface water or groundwater resources from construction or long-term operation of the
Project are identified that would persist after implementation of compliance measures,
Placer County standard mitigation measures and impact specific mitigation measures. At
present, there are no other known projects in the Madden, Homewood, and Quail Lake
Creek watersheds or Intervening Zone 7000 with direct or indirect impacts to water
resources with the exception of roadway improvement projects in planning by Placer
County and Caltrans.

Improvement upon existing channel conditions, surface water quality and stormwater
quality will result from implementation of the Project, and as such, potential incremental
effects will not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to hydrology and water
resources. Cumulatively the Project is expected to provide direct beneficial effects to
beneficial uses and surface water quality in the Homewood, California area through
reductions in 1mperv1ous surfaces and resultant runoff quantlty and the actlve treatment

tfeatment—system—Other beneﬁts of the PI'O]eCt 1nc1ude partlclpatlon in the Placer

County-Homewood Mountain Resort WQIP, reduced effects from surface parking and
snowmelt from parking lots, landscaping with goals of water conservation and
bioretention for stormwater treatment, along with indirect effects from improved site
management that reduces airborne contaminants.
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