CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
LAHONTAN REGION

MEETING OF APRIL 9 AND 10, 2014
SOUTH LAKE TAHOE

ITEM: 9

SUBJECT: UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE-LAKE TAHOE BASIN
MANAGEMENT UNIT (LTBMU), WILLIAM KENT CAMPGROUND
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT — ADOPTION OF A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND EXEMPTION TO WASTE
DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS CONTAINED IN THE WATER
QUALITY CONTROL PLAN FOR THE LAHONTAN REGION
(BASIN PLAN)

CHRONOLOGY: Thisis a new item.

ISSUES: Should the Water Board adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) for the William Kent Campground Redevelopment Project
(Project)?

Does the LTBMU Project meet the criteria for Basin Plan prohibition
exemptions to allow the discharge of waste below the high water
rim of Lake Tahoe and within a Stream Environment Zone (SEZ)?

DISCUSSION: The LTBMU project is designed to change and improve existing
facilities and improve water quality at the William Kent Campground
near Tahoe City. In 2012 the LTBMU prepared an Environmental
Assessment (William Kent EA), and in 2013 signed a Decision
Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact (DN/FONSI) for the
William Kent BMP Retrofit and Administrative Site Redevelopment
Project. The William Kent Campground Redevelopment Project
(Project) is a subset of the larger LTBMU project analyzed in the
William Kent EA. The Project as analyzed in the MND includes
redesign and upgrade of some campground facilities, day-use
beach area storm water conveyance improvements, and
campground SEZ restoration. The Project does not include
construction of an administrative facility and relocation of the Meeks
Bay fire station as discussed in the William Kent EA.
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Staff has provided information in the proposed resolution to meet
the required criteria to grant exemptions to Basin Plan prohibitions.

The Water Board considered the William Kent EA and determined
that additional information was needed to satisfy the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Water
Board prepared a draft MND for the Project to inform the public and
interested agencies of the Project and describe additional mitigation
measures identified as necessary.

The draft MND was circulated for a 30-day public comment period
from January 9, 2014 to February 10, 2014. The Water Board
received seven letters commenting on the project, included as
Enclosure 2. Of the seven comment letters, the California
Department of Transportation and the California State Lands
Commission submitted comments which necessitated Staff to
gather additional information to respond to those specific
comments. Staff responses to comments are included as
Enclosure 3.

Prior to construction, the LTBMU must obtain a 401 Water Quality
Certification and coverage under the Order R6T-2001-0019,
General Waste Discharge Requirements and NPDES General
Permit No. CAG616002 for Storm Water Discharges Associated
with Construction Activity in the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit.

RECOMMEN-
DATION: Adoption of the Resolution as proposed.
ENCLOSURE ITEM Bates Number
1 Proposed Resolution R6T-2014-(Proposed) 9-5
2 Public comment letters 9-15
3 Water Board staff response to comments 9-31
4 Mitigated Negative Declaration for the William 9-43
Kent Campground Redevelopment Project
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ENCLOSURE 1
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
LAHONTAN REGION

RESOLUTION R6T-2014-(PROPOSED)

UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE-LAKE TAHOE BASIN MANAGEMENT UNIT,

WILLIAM KENT CAMPGROUND REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT — ADOPTION OF A

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND EXEMPTIONS TO WASTE
DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS CONTAINED IN THE WATER QUALITY CONTROL
PLAN FOR THE LAHONTAN REGION

El Dorado County

WHEREAS, the California Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Water
Board) finds:

1.

In December 2013, the United States Forest Service-Lake Tahoe Basin
Management Unit (LTBMU) submitted the following information to the Water Board
to obtain permits to implement facility upgrades and water quality improvements at
the William Kent Campground facility:

a. The Final Environmental Assessment for the William Kent BMP Retrofit and
Administrative Site Redevelopment Project (William Kent EA) dated February
2013, prepared by the LTBMU

b. The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) Decision Notice and Finding
of No Significant Impact for the William Kent BMP Retrofit and Administrative Site
Redevelopment Project (DN/FONSI) signed by the LTBMU Forest Supervisor on
February 4, 2014

c. A draft Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for William Kent BMP
Retrofit Project to comply with Board Order No. R6T-2011-0019, General Waste
Discharge Requirements-and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Permit No. CAG616002 for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction Activity in the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit (Construction Storm
Water Permit).

d. A request for exemptions to prohibitions contained in the Water Quality Control
Plan for the Lahontan Basin (Basin Plan).

The William Kent Campground is located on National Forest lands in Placer County
approximately two miles south of Tahoe City, CA. The project area includes
approximately 25 acres including a campground facility, administrative site and day-
use beach area.

The William Kent Campground was first developed in 1924 and the current
infrastructure dates to 1963. The campground has 95 campsite spurs, a paved road
system, six flush toilet restroom facilities, a sewer dump station, and small check-in
kiosk near the facility entrance. A Stream Environment Zone begins near the north-
west corner of the property and stretches toward the southern boundary before
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USFS- LTBMU -2- Resolution No. R6T-2014-(PROPOSED)

terminating near the north-east corner of the property. Storm water from the
surrounding neighborhood flows into the campground and is carried through the SEZ
in a shallow man-made channel. A portion of the southern-most campground road
and campsites are located within the SEZ.

4. The LTBMU released the William Kent EA on April 25, 2012, for a 30-day public
comment period, and issued the final document in February 2013. The project
analyzed in the William Kent EA includes: redevelopment of campground roads and
facilities, beach area water quality improvements, SEZ restoration, construction of
an administrative facility and wild-land firefighting station, and removal of the existing
Meeks Bay fire station. The project for which the LTBMU is seeking permitting and
prohibition exemptions does not include redevelopment of the campground
bathrooms, removal of the Meeks Bay fire station, or development of an
administrative facility and new fire station.

5. Implementation of the proposed work requires discretionary approvals from the
Water Board. The William Kent Redevelopment Project (hereafter referred to as the
“Project”), a subset of the larger federal project, includes:

a. Redesign and upgrade of campground facilities:
I. Construct new and redesigned camping spurs to relocate campsites out of
the SEZ
ii. Upgrade the waste dump station facility
iii. Upgrade potable water dispensers
iv. Relocate camp host sites
v. Redevelop the entrance road and information kiosk area
vi. Constructa new road and culvert across the SEZ

b. Day-use beach site water quality improvements to improve approximately 80-feet
of storm water conveyance at the Lake Tahoe shorezone by excavating existing
buried pipes and creating an open channel

c. Campground SEZ restoration and water quality improvements:
I... Construct micro-basins and swales for storm water retention and
infiltration
ii. Remove approximately 1060 linear feet of paved road, multiple small
culverts, and 12 campsites from the SEZ
lii. Reshape the storm water channel within the SEZ

6. The Project is subject to the requirements of both NEPA and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The LTBMU is the NEPA Lead Agency and the
Water Board is the CEQA Lead Agency.

7. The Water Board considered the William Kent EA and determined that additional
information was needed to satisfy the requirements of CEQA. The Water Board
prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration, including a CEQA Environmental
Checklist, to inform the public and interested agencies of the Project and describe
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USFS- LTBMU -3- Resolution No. R6T-2014-(PROPOSED)

9.

10.

11.

12.

additional mitigation measures identified as necessary to reduce impacts to less
than significant.

On January 9, 2014 the Water Board provided notice of intent to adopt a Mitigated
Negative Declaration for the Project (State Clearing House number 2014012017).
The Mitigated Negative Declaration was circulated for a public comment period from
January 9, 2014 to February 10, 2014.

Seven comment letters were received on the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

The Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the Water Board'’s independent
judgment and analysis. After considering the document and.comments received
during the public review process, the Water Board hereby determines that the
Project with mitigation measures will not have a significant effect on the
environment. The Mitigated Negative Declaration is hereby adopted. Mitigation
monitoring is described in the SWPPP and will be enforced through.the Construction
Storm Water Permit. The documents and other material, which constitute the
record, are located at the Water Board office at 2501 Lake Tahoe Boulevard, South
Lake Tahoe, CA. The Water Board will file.a Notice of Determination.

The LTBMU requested an exemption to waste discharge prohibitions contained in
the Basin Plan for the following Project activities that will be occurring within SEZs
and below the high water rim of Lake Tahoe.

a. Campground storm water channel reshaping, requiring approximately 9,100-
square feet of temporary SEZ disturbance and excavation of approximately 220-
cubic yards

b. Paved roadway, culverts and campsite removal and restoration, requiring
approximately 15,800-square feet of temporary SEZ disturbance and excavation
of approximately 250-cubic yards

c. New road segment and culvert installation, requiring approximately 1,400-square
feet- of new permanent SEZ disturbance and placement of approximately 160-
cubic yards of fill

d.Beach site storm water culvert removal, requiring approximately 800-square feet
of temporary disturbance and placement of approximately 30-cubic yards of fill
below the high water rim of Lake Tahoe

e. Beach site storm water open channel construction, requiring approximately
1,600-square feet of new permanent disturbance, excavation of approximately
202-cubic yards, and placement of approximately 50-cubic yards of fill below the
high water rim of Lake Tahoe

The Basin Plan specifies the following discharge prohibitions:
a. The discharge or threatened discharge, attributable to new development or

permanent disturbance in Stream Environment Zones, of solid or liquid waste,
including soil, silt, clay, rock, metal, plastic, or other organic mineral or earthen
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USFS- LTBMU -4- Resolution No. R6T-2014-(PROPOSED)

materials, to Stream Environment Zones in the Lake Tahoe Basin is prohibited.
(Chapter 5, Waste Discharge Prohibitions, page 5.2-4)

b. The discharge, attributable to human activities, of solid or liquid waste materials,
including soil, silt, clay, sand, and other organic and earthen materials to lands
below the highwater rim of Lake Tahoe or within the 100-year floodplain of any
tributary to Lake Tahoe is prohibited. (Chapter 5, Waste Discharge Prohibitions,
page 5.2-3)

13.The activities listed in Findings 11.a.-11.c. will result in the temporary and permanent
discharges to SEZs and activities in Findings 11.d. and 11.e. will result in discharges
to lands below the high water rim of Lake Tahoe; therefore, these activities require
an exemption to the prohibitions stated in Finding 12 above.

14.The Project activities within the campground SEZ require an exemption to the
prohibition in Finding 12.a. above. The Basin Plan contains a provision that the
Water Board may grant exemptions to the prohibition stated in Finding 12.a. for
outdoor recreation projects if all of the following findings can be made:

a. The project by its nature must be sited in an SEZ

The Project by its very nature must be located in the SEZ as the purpose is to
restore SEZ within the William Kent campground while maintaining a connected road
system within the facility. The William Kent Campground is located within a confined
site, surrounded by non-Forest Service property on all sides. The SEZ boundary
within the campground primarily follows the storm water channel that collects runoff
from the surrounding neighborhood. During development of the campground in the
1960s a paved road was constructed through the SEZ within the campground.
Because this Project will move a significant portion of the campground away from
this SEZ, a minimized portion must remain to connect the road system. The Project
will remove the road and campsites within the SEZ in south-eastern portion of the
property. A storm water channel is adjacent to the paved road through much of this
area. The channel will be reshaped from a V-shaped ditch to a broader swale to
improve function, capacity, and more closely mimic natural conditions. To maintain
access to the road and campsites in the south-western portion of the campground
the LTBMU will construct a new segment of paved road and culvert to cross the SEZ
and storm water channel.

b. Thereis no feasible alternative, which would reduce the extent of SEZ
encroachment

There is no feasible alternative that would completely avoid encroachment in the
SEZ and still maintain a functional and viable campground. The Project will reduce
the number of campsites in the campground. The extent of SEZ encroachment is
minimized by limiting the area of disturbance to a maximum of 10-feet on both sides
of the road to be removed and along the storm water channel. One of the main
goals of this project is to locate infrastructure away from SEZ. The portions of the
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USFS- LTBMU -5- Resolution No. R6T-2014-(PROPOSED)

Project within the SEZ boundary were minimized. The Project will reduce roadway
crossings over the storm water channel from nine to four. The new SEZ crossing
was located to minimize impacts to the SEZ. This crossing allows for access to the
campsites in the south-west portion of the campground and maintains a one-way
loop for vehicle access through the campground. Maintenance of the one-way loop
was critical to avoid significant impacts to traffic circulation within the facility.

The Project will reduce the amount of campground SEZ coverage from 23,028
square feet to 7,212 square feet.

c. Impacts are fully mitigated

Impacts in the SEZ will be mitigated through temporary Best Management Practices
(BMPs) during construction and permanent BMPs post-construction. The LTBMU
will implement design features and BMPs, as described within the SWPPP and
Mitigated Negative Declaration. These BMPs will prevent construction activities
from discharging sediment and other pollutants/into the SEZ and limiting disturbance
to within the Project footprint.

Specific BMPs include, but are not limited to: scheduling Project implementation
when surface flows have ceased and the SEZ is dry; preservation of existing
vegetation; waste management; sediment tracking prevention; and implementing
stockpile and site management practices.. Additionally, permanent BMP micro-
basins will be constructed within the campground to capture and infiltrate storm
water from impervious surfaces. These micro-basins will be one of the first features
built to capture storm water runoff from construction activities. Permanent BMPs for
disturbed SEZ areas will include uniform decompaction, recontouring the existing
channel to mimic a'natural swale condition, and application of wood muich or
hydromulch with native seed.

The LTBMU will monitor the temporary and permanent BMPs as described in the
SWPPPR. The LTBMU will monitor SEZ restoration areas the year following Project
completion to assess stability and revegetation success.

d. SEZs are restored in an amount 1.5 times the area of SEZ disturbed or
developed for the Project

The new permanent SEZ disturbance from the Project activities totals approximately
1,400-square feet. Approximately 15,800-square feet of existing SEZ impervious
cover will be removed and restored through removal of the paved road and spurs.
Recontouring the existing storm water channel to mimic a natural drainage swale will
result in temporary SEZ disturbance of approximately 9100-square feet. The
LTBMU will decompact and revegetate all areas of temporary SEZ disturbance. The
Project is expected to result in expansion of the SEZ and improved water retention.
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USFS- LTBMU -6- Resolution No. R6T-2014-(PROPOSED)

15.Removal of the existing storm water culverts and construction of the new open
channel requires an exemption to the prohibition in Finding 12.b. above. The Basin
Plan contains a provision that the Water Board shall grant exemptions to the
prohibition in Finding 12.b. for restoration projects if all of the following findings can
be made:

a. The project is necessary for environmental protection.

The restoration project will enable non-peak storm water flows to reduce velocity and
infiltrate before reaching waters of Lake Tahoe. This provides an‘environmental
protection benefit within the constraint of established adjacent land uses which
generate the storm water runoff conveyed in the channel restoration project area.
Approximately 80 feet of subsurface pipe will be replaced by a 110-foot long open
channel.

b. There is no reasonable alternative which avoids or reduces the extent of
encroachment.

The storm drain pipes at the beach site collect runoff from a portion of Highway 89,
the William Kent Campground, and portions of the neighborhood above the
campground. There are currently several infiltration basins that capture most surface
water before entering the storm drain pipes, but a drainage location must remain to
accommodate large storms in which surface water overtops the basins and flows
into the lake.

To remove a portion of storm drain pipe and concrete headwall from the shoreline of
Lake Tahoe at the day-use site there is no reasonable alternative which avoids or
reduces encroachment below the high water of Lake Tahoe. The current pipe outfall
and concrete headwall are located at 6227-feet elevation, approximately two feet
below the high-water elevation. The constructed channel maintains the slope and
elevation of the pipe which will be removed. During periods of lake high water
(elevation 6,229.1-feet), water will back into the channel as currently occurs within
the pipe.

Project design includes stabilization of exposed slopes with boulders ranging in size
from approximately three feet to one foot diameter, and grade control structures at
the channel bottom and outfall. Fill from the channel excavation area will be placed
in the void left by the pipes and the shorezone stabilized with boulders and gravels.
There will also be willow stakes planted below this high water mark.

16.The Water Board has notified the Project proponent and interested agencies and
persons of interest of its intent to adopt this Resolution. The draft Resolution was
circulated for public comment from March 10-31, 2014.

17.The Water Board, in a public meeting, heard and considered all relevant comments

pertaining to the proposed activities and the proposed Basin Plan prohibition
exemptions.
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USFS- LTBMU -7- Resolution No. R6T-2014-(PROPOSED)

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1. The Project is necessary for SEZ restoration and for the LTBMU'’s long range
plans for public outdoor recreation, and meets the eligibility criteria for
exemptions to the Basin Plan waste discharge prohibitions as outlined in
Findings 14 and 15 above.

2. The Water Board hereby grants exemptions to the Basin Plan prohibitions stated
in Finding 12 above for the activities described in Finding 11 above.

3. The LTBMU shall conduct BMP implementation and monitoring as described in
the Mitigated Negative Declaration and SWPPP.

4. Prior to construction commencing, the LTBMU must obtain 401 Water Quality
Certification and coverage under the Construction Storm Water Permit.

|, Patty Z. Kouyoumdjian, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
full, true, and correct copy of a Resolution adopted by the California Regional Water
Quiality Control Board, Lahontan Region, on April 9 and 10, 2014.

PATTY Z. KOUYOUMDJIAN
EXECUTIVE OFFICER
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TAHOE-TRUCKEE SANITATION AGENCY

A Public Agency Directors
13720 Butterfield Drive O.R. Butterfield
TRUCKEE, CALIFORNIA 96161 Dale Cox
(530) 587-2525 ¢ FAX (530) 587-5840 Enk Henrikson
S. Lane Lewis
Jon Northrop

General Manager
Marcia A. Beals

VIA U.S. MAIL AND E-MAIL

22 January 2014

Ms. Laurie Scribe

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
2501 Lake Tahoe Boulevard

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
LScribe(@waterboards.ca.gov

RE: Mitigated Negative Declaration for William Kent Campground Redevelopment Project
Dear Ms. Scribe:

We recently received the Notice of Intent to Certify a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for
the William Kent Campground Redevelopment Project (Project). The proposed improvements to
the campground that are described in the MND will change some of the T-TSA billing factors on
the property. Once the Project has been completed, T-TSA will need to reevaluate the site to
ensure that the proper billing factors are assigned to the property and that the appropriate T-TSA
charges have been paid.

With respect to dewatering plans for the Project, careful consideration should be given to the best
methods for treating and disposing of construction water.

Please be advised that T-TSA does not allow discharge of construction dewatering water to the
sanitary sewer system or the water reclamation plant.

Please separately coordinate with the Tahoe City Public Utility District (TDPUD) as they will
also be providing sewer service to the campground.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (530) 587-2525.

Sincerely,
y ’

Jason A. Parker
Engineering Department Manager

cc: Marcia Beals, General Manager
Coral Taylor, TCPUD

NORTH TAHOE ¢ TAHOE CITY ¢ ALPINE SPRINGS  SQUAW VALLEY ¢ TRUCKEE
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Laurie Scribe
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board B { g
2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd. y =<
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

RE:  Mitigated Negative Declaration - William Kent Campground Redevelopment
Project - 1995 W, Lake Blvd. - APN 084-010-006

Dear Ms. Scribe,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the above-
referenced project. The District has the following comments related to this document:

- CEQA Environmental Checklist, Section XVII. Utilities and Service Systems, p. 32
o State that the Tahoe City Public Utility District provides wastewater collection.
You may also wish to state that the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency provides
wastewater treatment.
- USDA Environmental Assessment, Section 1.11.11 Local Agency Permitting
Requirements and Coordination, p. 24
o Note that a Tahoe City Public Utility District “Commercial Permit” will be
required, as the proposed project will affect the provision of sewer service as well
as the billing for this property. (The proposed camp host site relocation, upgrade
of waste dump station facility, and addition of utilities at some campsites all have
some impact to the District’'s wastewater collection system.)
- Appendix B, CASQA BMP Standard Specifications, NS-2 Dewatering Operations, p.2
o Please note that both a Tahoe City Public Utility District and a Tahoe-Truckee
Sanitation Agency “Temporary Discharge Permit” will be required, should water
from dewatering operations be discharged to the sanitary sewer system.

Enclosed is a Commercial Permit Application. Before beginning construction, please submit the
enclosed application, along with site plans showing sewer service locations, and floor plans (for
the proposed restrooms and administrative building). The District will perform a review, collect
a permit fee, and issue a permit. As part of the project, the District will perform inspections, may
revise billing at the completion of the project, and may collect additional sewer connection fees.
You may also want to contact Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency, (530) 587-2525, for any
conditions of service or sewer connection fees related to the proposed project.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (530) 580-6328.

P.O. Box 5249, 221 Fairway Drive, Tahoe City, California 96145 (530)583-3796 * FAX (530)583-1475 y
9-16 ~



MND - William Kent Campground Redevelopment Project
January 15, 2014
Page 2 of 2

Sincerely,

T L 25—
Coral R. Taylor, P.E.
Technical Services Supervisor

Attachments (1) - TCPUD Commercial Permit Application

C Cindy Gustafson, General Manager
Matt Homolka, P.E,, Assistant General Manager, District Engineer
Tony Laliotis, Director of Utilities
Terri Viehmann, District Clerk/ Executive Assistant to General Manager
Linda Coberly, Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency
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TAHOE CITY PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT

Commercial Permit Application
Note: Complete one application per structure
(] New Construction [] Remodel [] Tear down/Rebuild [] Other

Business Name

Owner Name APN

Street Address

Subdivision Unit/ Lot
Mailing Address

Owner Phone
O PlacerCounty [J EIDorado County

Building Permit #

General Contractor:

Contractor Phone

O Single Unit structure [J Multiple unit structure No. of Units This App is for Unit #
O Food Service Establishment (Complete FOG application, also)

Existing Square Footage Additional Square Footage
(Entire structure) (As a part of this project)

WATER SERVICE DETAILS

Water Service Agency: [J TCPUD [J Other:
Water Contractor Name Phone
Plumbing Contractor Phone

As a part of this project, will you:

1. Install a water service line? O Yes [ONo Size Mat'l
2. Relocate, remove, replace or build

over any existing water service lines? O Yes [J No
3. Install a fire sprinkler line? O Yes [ONo Size Mat'

Will any of the following be located at the property? (whether part of this project or existing)

O Sewage pump 0O Auxiliary water O lIrrigation line 0O Swimming pool 0O Booster Pump

O Hydronic heat O Livestock O Lawn sprinklers O Hottub O 2" Floor

O Boiler O Fire sprinkler O Drip irrigation O Sauna O Dishwasher

O Heated driveway/ DO Fire Pumper Connection DO Injection fertilizeror O Carbonated O Solar
and/orwalkways [ Stop & drain valve chemicals beverage machine O

Backflow prevention assemblies are required where hazardous substances may be connected to the water system.
A cross-connection inspection will be performed of the entire project at the time of final.
Contact the Technical Services Department at (530) 583-3796, ext 6, if you have questions.

SEWER SERVICE DETAILS

Sewer Contractor Name Phone

As a part of this project, will you:

1. Install a sewer line? COYes [JNo Size Mat'l
2. Relocate, remove, replace or
build over any existing sewer lines? OYes ONo Describe

ABS, clay and Orangeburg pipe are not acceptable materials for sewer service lines and must be removed if encountered in
service. Caps must be of the same material as the pipe; Certain T-Cones are acceptable.
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Business Name:

TAHOE CITY PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT

Attachment to Commercial Application for Service

Business Owner's Name APN:
Property Owner's Name TCPUD Acct #
Physical Address Unit No.
Type of Connection Description of Plumbing Fixtures (connected to sewer system)
Current Quantity Quantity .
Please place check in space below if you have this service: Bllling Added Removed For District Use
Residential units # of units: Bathtub
Motel w/ kitchen # of units: Shower
Motel w/o kitchen # of units: Drinking Ftn, ea head
Campsite w/ sewer # of sites Floor Drain, 2"
Campsite w/o sewer # of sites Washing Machine
Restaurant & Bar #of inside seats: _____ [ Large Washing Machine
Restaurant & Bar # of outside seats: Laundry Sink
Snack Bar (Single-serve or <30 seats) | Mop Basin, 2" or 3"
Carbonated beverage svc # of units: Dental Unit / Cuspidor
Coffee direct connect # of units: Dental Lab Sink, 1.5"
Backwash filter # of units: Sink, clinic/flushing rim, 3"
Washer - under 10# # of Machines: Sink, washup
Washer - 10# and greater # of Machines: Sink, kitchen
Landscape Irrigation # of connections: Sink, kit w/ dishwasher
Hydronic Heat Glycol: GARBAGE DISPOSALS ARE NOT ALLOWED
Boiler Type: Dishwasher w/ indep drain
Sewage Pump # of units: Sink, comm 1.5" w/ disp
Auxiliary Water Comm garbage disposal (2")
Air Conditioner / Cooler Sink, bar
Booster Pump Lavatory / Faucet (single)
Vacuum / Pump connection Size: Toilet (flush-type, 1.6 gpf)
2nd Floor Toilet (flushometer, 1.6 gpf)
Fire Sprinkler Connection Toilet (>1.6gpf, any type)
Fire Pumper Connection Urinal (1 gpf)
Other
# of Employees Other
Other
Other
Signature of Owner or Agent: Date:

COMMENTS:
Completed by: Title:
Phone Number: email:
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Public Comment — William Kent
Jan Brisco, 530-583-6882

janbrisco@Iltol.com

taken via phone on 1/16/14 by Laurie Scribe

1. Terminate split rail fence above Lake Tahoe High Water. Fences cannot be constructed below
high water mark (per TRPA).

2. Terminate the Project at the high water mark, no construction below high water mark.
Concerns regarding channel shaping and bank work proposed below high water line. Dynamic

lake shore process along shorezone.

3. Inthe past there has been flooding of the Sunnyside boat house on west side of highway,
concerns that project should not increase or exacerbate any flooding risk to the property.

9-20



STATE OF CALIFORMIA—CALIFORMNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 3—SACRAMENTO AREA OFFICE

2379 GATEWAY QAKS DRIVE, SUITE 130
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

PHONE (916) 274-0638

FAX (916) 274-0602

TTY 711

www.dot.ca.gov

LIMAUIMNEY O, BRCYWN Ir, Governor

Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

February 6, 2014

032014-PLA-0003
03-PLA-89, PM 6.35
SCH#2014012017

Ms. Laurie Scribe

California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Lahontan Region

2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd.

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

U.S. Forest Service - Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, “William Kent Campground
Redevelopment Project” — Mitigated Negative Declaration

Dear Ms. Scribe:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the project referenced above. The project consists of the
William Kent Campground, an administrative site, and the William Kent day-use beach area; and
proposes to 1) redesign and upgrade campground facilities, 2) provide water quality
improvements to the day-use beach area, and 3) provide campground stream environment zone
restoration and water quality improvements. This project is located adjacent to State Route (SR)
89, approximately two miles south of Tahoe City. Access to the campground is directly from SR
89, with campground property on both sides of the Highway.

The following comments are based upon the Mitigated Negative Declaration package.

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that any work or traffic control that would encroach onto the State Highway
right of way (ROW) requires an encroachment permit that is issued by Caltrans. To apply, a
completed encroachment permit application, environmental documentation, and five sets of plans
clearly indicating ‘State ROW’, must be submitted to Bruce Capaul, District Office Chief, Office
of Encroachment Permits, California Department of Transportation, District 3, 703 ‘B’ Street,
Marysville, CA 95901.

Hydraulics — Runoff and Water Volumes

The development of this project will increase impervious surface area through the construction
of new roads, driveways, and buildings, with a corresponding increase in surface water runott.
No net increase to 100-year storm event peak discharge may be made to occur within the State

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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in peak runoff discharge for the 100-year storm event to the State highway ROW and to
Caltrans’ drainage facilities must be reduced to at or below the pre-construction levels through
project drainage mitigation measures. Also, cumulative effects on drainage due to development
within the region should be considered in the overall development plan of this area. Any
cumulative impacts to Caltrans’ drainage facilities arising from effects of development on
surface water runoff discharge from the 100-year storm event should likewise be minimized
through project drainage mitigation measures.

A Drainage Report with all back-up calculations should be prepared to address retention/
detention of excessive runoff generated as a result of the project; this Report should be submitted
to Caltrans District 3 Hydraulics Branch for review.

Hydraulics — Runoff and Water Quality

Runoff from the proposed project that will enter the State’s highway ROW and/or Caltrans’
drainage facilities must meet all Regional Water Quality Control Board water quality standards
prior to entering the State’s highway right-of-way or Caltrans’ drainage facilities. Appropriate
storm water quality Best Management Practices may be applied to ensure that runoff from the
site meets these standards (i.e., is free of oil, grease, sand, sediment and metals). Once the
drainage facilities are installed, the property owner must properly maintain these systems.

Please provide our office with copies of any further actions regarding this project. We would
appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on any changes related to this project.

If you have any questions regarding these comments or require additional information, please
contact Susan Wilson, Intergovernmental Review Coordinator, at (916) 274-0639 or by email at:

susan.wilson@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

4

MARLOQ TINNEY, Chief
Office of Transportation Planning — East

c: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

“Caltrans improves mobility across California™
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ' EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION JENNIFER LUCCHESI, Executive Officer
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South : (916) 574-1800  FAX (916) 574-1810

Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 California Relay Service From TDD Phone 1-800-735-2929
) : i from -Voice Phone 1-800-735-2922

Contact Phone: (916) 574-1900
-Contact FAX: (916) 5741885

February 7, 2014
File Ref: SCH# 2014012017

- Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
Attn.: Laurie Scribe, (530) 542-5465
2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd.
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Subject: Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the William Kent
Campground Redevelopment Project, Placer County

Dear Ms. Scribe:

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff has reviewed the subject MND for
the William Kent Campground Redevelopment Project (Project), which is being
prepared by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB).
LRWQCB, as a public agency proposing to carry out a project, is the lead agency under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et
seq.). The CSLC is a trustee agency because of its trust responsibility for projects that
could directly or indirectly affect sovereign lands, their accompanying Public Trust
resources or uses, and the public easement in navigable waters. Additionally, because
the Project potentially involves work on sovereign lands and could affect Public Trust

- resources, the CSLC may act as a responsibie agency if necessary.

CSLC Jurisdiction and Public Trust Lands

The CSLC has jurisdiction and management authority over all ungranted tidelands,
submerged lands, and the beds of navigable lakes and waterways. The CSLC also has
certain residual and review authority for tidelands and submerged lands legislatively
granted in trust to local jurisdictions (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 6301, 6306). All -
tidelands and submerged lands, granted or ungranted, as well as navigable lakes and
waterways, are subject to the protections of the Common Law Public Trust.

As general background, the State of California acquired sovereign ownership of all
tidelands and submerged lands and beds of navigable lakes and waterways upon its
admission to the United States in 1850. The State holds these lands for the benefit of all
people of the State for statewide Public Trust purposes, which include but are not
limited to waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-related recreation, habitat
preservation, and open space. On navigable non-tidal, waterways, including Lake
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Tahoe, the State holds fee ownership of the bed of the waterway landward to the .
ordinary iow water mark and a Public Trust easement landward to the ordinary high
water mark, except where the, boundary has been fixed by agreement or court decision
such boundaries may not be readily apparent from present day site inspections.

A portion of the project involving the water culvert and access path may extend into the
Public Trust easement. This easement provides that members of the public have the
right to navigate and exercise the incidences of navigation in a lawful manner on State
waters that are capable of being physically havigated by oar or motog-propelled small
craft. Such uses may include, but not be limited to, boating, rafting, sailing, rowing,
fishing, fowling, bathing, skiing, and other water-related public uses. The proposed
project must not restrict or impede the easement right of the public.

This conclusion is without prejudice to any future assertion of State ownership or public

rights, should, circumstances change, or should additional information become

available. This letter is not intended, nor should it be construed as, a waiver or limitation
~of any right, title, or interest of the State of California in any lands under its jurisdiction.

Project Description

The U.S. Forest Service — Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU) is planning to
redevelop facilities and conduct water quality improvement activities at the William Kent
Campground property. The property covers approximately 25 acres on the west shore
of Lake Tahoe and consists of the William Kent Campground, an administrative site,
and the William Kent day-use beach area. In 2012, the LTBMU prepared an
Environmental Assessment for the William Kent Campground Best Management
Practices (BMP's) Retrofit and Administrative Site Redevelopment Project (William Kent
EA) and in 2013 signed a Decision Notice/Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) in
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The Project includes:
redesigning and upgrading the campground facilities, Stream Environment Zone (SEZ)
restoration in the campground and beach site, redevelopment of an administrative
facility, relocation of the Meeks Bay Fire Station to the administrative facility, and
decommissioning and removal of the current Meeks Bay Fire Station.

CSLC Staff Comménts

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the MND for the Project. The CSLC staff
has no comments on environmental issues addressed in the MND at this time. As a
trustee and potentially responsible agency, the CSLC will need to rely on the Final MND
for the issuance of any new or amended lease as specified above; the information
above provides additional description of the CSLC's jurisdiction with respect to the
proposed Project.

Please send copies of future Project-related documents, including electronic copies of
the Final MND, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), and Notice of
Determination (NOD) when they become available, and refer questions concerning
environmental review to Christopher Huitt, Senior Environmental Scientist, at (916) 574-
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2080 or via e-mail at christopher.huitt@slc.ca.gov. For questions concerning CSLC
leasing jurisdiction, please contact Beverly Terry, Public Land Manager, at (916) 574-
0343, or via email at beverly.terry@slc.ca.gov. '

Sincerely,

Cy R. Oggins,
Division of Envirohmental Planning
and Management

cc. Office of Planning and Research
Beverly Terry, LMD, CSLC
Christopher Huitt, DEPM, CSLC
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OUNTY OF PLACER

ommunity Development Resource Agency ENGINEERING &
SURVEYING
MEMORANDUM
DATE: FEBRUARY 7, 2014
TO: MAYWAN KRACH, ECS
FROM: REBECCA TABER

SUBJECT: WILLIAM KENT CAMPGROUND REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT: MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION; 1995 WEST LAKE BLVD, TAHOE CITY

The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board is the lead agency for the William Kent
Campground Redevelopment project. The Engineering and Surveying Division would like to provide the
following comments on the MND:

1. An Encroachment Permit is required for any work within the Placer County right-of-way of
Sequoia Avenue. Improvement plans and a drainage report along with payment of plan check
and inspection fees will be required for review and approval by the Placer County Engineering
and Surveying Division and the Department of Public Works for the proposed road encroachment
and rerouting of the stream under the roadway prior to Encroachment Permit issuance.

2. The conceptual site plan shows a day use parking area that appears to partially be within the
County maintained roadway, Sequoia Avenue. Vehicles are not allowed to back out into the
County roadway. Can the parking area be redesigned so that vehicles exit into the County
roadway in a forward facing direction? Placer County Zoning Ordinance 17.54.070 A.4.B.
Controlled Access Required, states that, “All parking spaces (including garage spaces) required
for any land use other than a single-family dwelling shall be designed and located to enable the
maneuvering of vehicles on the site so that they may leave the building site to enter any public or
private road in a forward direction.”

3. Snow removal and snow storage should be addressed in the MND. Placer County uses its right-
of-way in Tahoe for snow storage. Is the proposed redevelopment project conflicting with the
County’s existing use?

cc: Amber Conboy, DPW Transportation
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OUNTY OF PLACER
ommunity Development Resource Agency

PLANNING

MEMORANDUM
DATE: February 7, 2014
TO: MAYWAN KRACH, ECS
FROM: PLANNING SERVICES DIVISION — TAHOE, STACY WYDRA

SUBJECT: WILLIAM KENT CAMPGROUND REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT: MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION; 1995 WEST LAKE BLVD., TAHOE CITY

The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board is the lead agency for the William Kent
Campground Redevelopment project. The Planning Service Division — Tahoe would like to
provide the following comments on the Mitigation Negative Declaration:

1. To ensure there are no impacts to adjacent residential parcels from vehicle headlights
parking in the parking lot or driving along the access road(s), please ensure that the
existing fence remains and/or landscaping or fencing or a combination thereof is installed
and maintained.

2. To ensure there are no visual impacts, the colors of the yurts should be of earthtone
colors.

P.O. Box 1909 / 565 West Lake Boulevard / Tahoe City, California 96145 / (530) 581-6280 / Fax (530) 581-6282
Internet Address: http://www.placer.ca.gov/planning / email: planning@placer.ca.gov
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Comment

Response

TAHOE-TRUCKEE SANITATION AGENCY
A Public Agency

Directors
13720 Butterfield Drive O.R. Butterfield
TRUCKEE, CALIFORNIA 96161 Dale Cox
(530) 587-2525 = FAX (530) 587-5840 Enk Hennkson
5. Lane Lewis
Jon Northrop

General Manager
Marcia A. Beals

VIA U.S. MAIL AND E-MAIL

22 January 2014

Ms. Laurie Scribe

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
2501 Lake Tahoe Boulevard

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
LScribeiwwaterboards.ca.pov

RE:  Mitigated Negative Declaration for William Kent Campground Redevelopment Project
Dear Ms. Scribe:

We recently received the Notice of Intent to Certify a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for
the William Kent Campground Redevelopment Project (Project). The proposed improvements to
the campground that are described in the MND will change some of the T-TSA billing factors on
the property. Once the Project has been completed, T-TSA will need to reevaluate the site to
ensure that the proper billing factors are assigned to the property and that the appropriate T-TS.
charges have been paid.

With respect to dewatering plans for the Project, careful consideration should be given to the best
methods for treating and disposing of construction water.

Please be advised that T-TSA does not allow discharge of construction dewatering water to the
sanitary sewer system or the water reclamation plant.

Please separately coordinate with the Tahoe City Public Utility District (TDPUD) as they will
also be providing sewer service to the campground.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (530) 587-2525.

Sincerely,
AR
A /gy'x Le
Jason A. Parker
Engineering Department Manager

TTSA-1: Water Board staff has forwarded your comment
letter to the U.S Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin
Management Unit (LTBMU) to inform the LTBMU about the
T-TSA need to reevaluate the site to assess billing factors
and charges for the campground.

TTSA-2: The Water Board permit for this project will prohibit
the LTBMU from discharging construction water to the
sanitary sewer during project implementation. The LTBMU
proposes to pump construction dewatering liquids to a
collection vessel and discharge to upland forest or micro-
basins within the campground property. The LTBMU does
not expect to have any dewatering needs to implement the
campground renovations. Beach site storm water
improvements will only occur if the Lake Tahoe water level is
at or below 6226-feet elevation, which will help to limit
dewatering needs.

William Kent Campground Response to Comments
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Response

Co mme nt
Tahoe City Public Utility District

January 15, 2014 1] E @ [E |] w E
JAN 16 2014 ﬂ

Laurie Scribe

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board B ( 5

2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd. Y

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

RE:  Mitigated Negative Declaration - William Kent Campground Redevelopment
Project - 1995 W, Lake Blvd. - APN 084-010-006

Dear Ms. Scribe,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the above-
referenced project. The District has the following comments related to this document:

CEQA Environmental Checklist, Section XVII. Utilities and Service Systems, p. 32
o State that the Tahoe City Public Utility District provides wastewater collection.
You may also wish to state that the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency provides
wastewater treatment.
USDA Environmental Assessment, Section 1.11.11 Local Agency Permitting
Requirements and Coordination, p. 24
o Note that a Tahoe City Public Utility District “Commercial Permit” will be
required, as the proposed project will affect the provision of sewer serviceas well
as the billing for this property. (The proposed camp host site relocation, upgrade
of waste dump station facility, and addition of utilities at some campsites all have
some impact to the District’s wastewater collection system.)
- Appendix B, CASQA BMP Standard Specifications, NS-2 Dewatering Operations, p.2
o Please note that both a Tahoe City Public Utility District and a Tahoe-Truckee
Sanitation Agency "Temporary Discharge Permit” will be required, should water
from dewatering operations be discharged to the sanitary sewer system.

Enclosed is a Commercial Permit Application. Before beginning construction, please submit the
enclosed application, along with site plans showing sewer service locations, and floor plans (for
the proposed restrooms and administrative building). The District will perform a review, collect
a permit fee, and issue a permit. As part of the project, the District will perform inspections, may
revise billing at the completion of the project, and may collect additional sewer connection fees.
You may also want to contact Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency, (530) 587-2525, for any
conditions of service or sewer connection fees related to the proposed project.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (530) 580-6328.

TCPUD-1: Text has been added to the CEQA document,
page XX, to state that TCPUD provides wastewater
collection and TTSA provides wastewater treatment.

TCPUD-2: Water Board staff has forwarded your comment
letter to the LTBMU to inform the LTBMU that a commercial
permit is required prior to project implementation.

TCPUD-3: The Water Board permit for this project will
prohibit the LTBMU from discharging construction water to
the sanitary sewer during project implementation. The
LTBMU proposes to pump construction dewatering liquids
to a collection vessel and discharge to upland forest or
micro-basins within the campground property. The LTBMU
does not expect to have any dewatering needs to
implement the campground renovations. Beach site storm
water improvements will only occur if the Lake Tahoe water
level is at or below 6226-feet elevation, which will help to
limit dewatering needs.

TCPUD-4: Water Board staff has forwarded your comment
letter to the LTBMU to inform the LTBMU of your
requirements.

William Kent Campground Response to Comments
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Public Comment — William Kent
lan Brisco, 530-583-6882

janbrisco@Itol.com

taken via phone on 1/16/14 by Laurie Scribe

1. Terminate split rail fence above Lake Tahoe High Water. Fences cannot be constructed below
high water mark (per TRPA).

2. Terminate the Project at the high water mark, no construction below high water mark.
Concerns regarding channel shaping and bank work proposed below high water line. Dynamic
lake shore process along shorezone.

3. Inthe past there has been flooding of the Sunnyside boat house on west side of highway,
concerns that project should not increase or exacerbate any flooding risk to the property.

JB-1: The LTBMU has modified its proposal and the split
rail fence will now terminate at elevation 6233,
approximately 4 feet above the lake high water.

JB-2: The bottom elevation of the culverts where they
discharge to the beach is at 6,227-feet, so the project
cannot be implemented without conducting some work
below the high water line of Lake Tahoe (elevation 6229-
feet). The LTBMU modified its plans for the beach area
so that the constructed channel and rock slope protection
terminate at the break in grade where the site transitions
from upland soils to beach gravel. The revised design
plans for the beach site are included in the revised
SWPPP circulated with the proposed Water Board
Resolution.

William Kent Campground Response to Comments
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Public Comment — William Kent
lan Brisco, 530-583-6882

janbrisco@Itol.com

taken via phone on 1/16/14 by Laurie Scribe

1. Terminate split rail fence above Lake Tahoe High Water. Fences cannot be constructed below
high water mark (per TRPA).

2. Terminate the Project at the high water mark, no construction below high water mark.
Concerns regarding channel shaping and bank work proposed below high water line. Dynamic
lake shore process along shorezone.

3. Inthe past there has been flooding of the Sunnyside boat house on west side of highway,
concerns that project should not increase or exacerbate any flooding risk to the property.

JB-3: It is anticipated that the proposed campground
retrofit project will reduce storm water flows that exit the
campground. This will occur through construction of a
slightly larger-capacity swale in place of the current man-
made ditch, the reduction of impervious area within the
campground, and construction of multiple micro-basins
that will infiltrate water originating from impervious
surfaces within the campground. The LTBMU also
conducted a topographic survey of the area bordering
Sunnyside’s property to ensure water flowing within the
campground follows the existing drainage pathway, and
doesn’t exit the campground in that area. The project is
not expected to increase or exacerbate any flooding risk.

William Kent Campground Response to Comments
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Response

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 3 SACRAMENTO AREA OFFICE

2379 GATEWAY OAKS DRIVE, SUITE 150
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

PHONE (916) 274-0638 Flex ,
FAX (916) 274-0602 Bean:"?vm'
TTY 711

www.doLcagov

February 6, 2014

032014-PLA-0003
03-PLA-89, PM 6.35
SCH#2014012017

Ms. Laurie Scribe

California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Lahontan Region

2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd.

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

U.S. Forest Service - Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, “William Kent Campground
Redevelopment Project™ — Mitigated Negative Declaration

Dear Ms. Scribe:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the project referenced above. The project consists of the
William Kent Campground, an administrative site, and the William Kent day-use beach area; and
proposes to 1) redesign and upgrade campground facilities, 2) provide water quality
improvements to the day-use beach area, and 3) provide campground stream environment zone
restoration and water quality improvements. This project is located adjacent to State Route (SR)
89, approximately two miles south of Tahoe City. Access to the campground is directly from SR

89, with campground property on both sides of the Highway.
The following comments arc based upon the Mitigated Negative Declaration package.

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that any work or traffic control that would encroach onto the State Highway ———
right of way (ROW) requires an encroachment permit that is issued by Caltrans. To apply, a

completed encroachment permit application, environmental documentation, and five sets of plans

clearly indicating ‘State ROW’, must be submitted to Bruce Capaul, District Office Chief, Office

of Encroachment Permits, California Department of Transportation, District 3, 703 ‘B’ Street,
Marysville, CA 95901.

Hydraulics — Runoff and Water Volumes

The development of this project will increase impervious surface area through the construction
of new roads, driveways, and buildings, with a corresponding increase in surface water runoff.
No net increase to 100-year storm event peak discharge may be made to occur within the State

A

Caltrans-1: Water Board staff has forwarded your
comment letter to the LTBMU to inform the LTBMU
about Caltrans requirements.

William Kent Campground Response to Comments
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Response

Ms. Lauric Scribe

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region
February 6, 2014

Page 2

in peak runoff discharge for the 100-year storm event to the State highway ROW and to
Caltrans’ drainage facilities must be reduced to at or below the pre-construction levels through
project drainage mitigation measures. Also, cumulative effects on drainage due to development
within the region should be considered in the overall development plan of this area. Any
cumulative impacts to Caltrans’ drainage facilities arising from effects of development on
surface water runoff discharge from the 100-year storm event should likewise be minimized
through project drainage mitigation measures.

A Drainage Report with all back-up calculations should be prepared to address retention/
detention of excessive runoff generated as a result of the project; this Report should be submitted
to Caltrans District 3 Hydraulics Branch for review.

Hydraulics — Runoff and Water Quality

Runoff from the proposed project that will enter the State’s highway ROW and/or Caltrans’
drainage facilities must meet all Regional Water Quality Control Board water quality standards
prior to entering the State’s highway right-of-way or Caltrans® drainage facilities. Appropriate
storm water quality Best Management Practices may be applied to ensure that runoff from the
site meets these standards (i.e., is free of oil, grease, sand, sediment and metals). Once the
drainage facilities are installed, the property owner must properly maintain these systems,

Please provide our office with copies of any further actions regarding this project. We would
appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on any changes related to this project,

If you have any questions regarding these comments or require additional information, please
contact Susan Wilson, Intergovernmental Review Coordinator, at (916) 274-0639 or by email at:

susan.wilson{@dot.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Z4

MARLO TINNEY, Chief
Office of Transportation Planning — East

Caltrans-2: Although new impervious coverage will be
built, the net impervious area will be decreased and
micro-basins will be installed to capture storm water
from impervious surfaces. Therefore, it is anticipated
that storm water flows exiting the campground will
decrease from pre-project conditions. The intent of the
channel work within the campground is to mimic more
of a natural swale condition, instead of the present
man-made ditch. Additionally, the removal of
impervious cover surrounding the channel will improve
on-site infiltration of storm water.

Caltrans-3: New paved areas will be constructed to
direct storm water runoff to infiltration micro-basins
designed to accommodate volumes associated with
storm intensities of 2-inches of rain within 24-hours.
The LTBMU will also construct micro-basins in areas of
the campground unaffected by the project to capture
and slow surface water runoff where it currently
concentrates.

William Kent Campground Response to Comments
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Response

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION JENNIFER LUCCHESI, Executive Officer
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South . (916) 574-1800  FAX (916) 574-1810

Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 Califonia Relay Service From TDD Phone 1-B00-735-2928
from Vioice Phone 1-800-735-2022

Contact Phone: (916) 574-1900
Contact FAX: (916) 574-1885

February 7, 2014
File Ref: SCH# 2014012017

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
Attn.: Laurie Scribe, (530) 542-5465

2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd.

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Subject: Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the William Kent
Campground Redevelopment Project, Placer County

Dear Ms. Scribe:

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff has reviewed the subject MND for
the William Kent Campground Redevelopment Project (Project), which is being
prepared by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB).
LRWQCB, as a public agency proposing to carry out a project, is the lead agency under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et
seq.). The CSLC is a trustee agency because of its trust responsibility for projects that
could directly or indirectly affect sovereign lands, their accompanying Public Trust
resources or uses, and the public easement in navigable waters. Additionally, because
the Project potentially involves work on sovereign lands and could affect Public Trust
resources, the CSLC may act as a responsible agency if necessary.

CSLC Jurisdiction and Public Trust Lands

The CSLC has jurisdiction and management authority over all ungranted tidelands,
submerged lands, and the beds of navigable lakes and waterways. The CSLC also has
certain residual and review authority for tidelands and submerged lands legislatively
granted in trust fo local jurisdictions (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 6301, 6306). Al
tidelands and submerged lands, granted or ungranted, as well as navigable lakes and
waterways, are subject fo the protections of the Common Law Public Trust.

As general background, the State of California acquired sovereign ownership of all
tidelands and submerged lands and beds of navigable lakes and waterways upon its
admission to the United States in 1850. The State holds these lands for the benefit of all
people of the State for statewide Public Trust purposes, which include but are not
limited to waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-related recreation, habitat
preservation, and open space. On navigable non-tidal, waterways, including Lake

William Kent Campground Response to Comments
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Tahoe, the State holds fee ownership of the bed of the waterway landward to the
ordinary low water mark and a Public Trust easement landward to the ordinary high
water mark, except where the, boundary has been fixed by agreement or court decision
such boundaries may not be readily apparent from present day site inspections.

A portion of the project involving the water culvert and access path may extend into the
Public Trust easement. This easement provides that members of the public have the
right to navigate and exercise the incidences of navigation in a lawful manner on State
waters that are capable of being physically navigated by oar or motot-propelled small
craft. Such uses may include, but not be limited to, boating, rafting, sailing, rowing,
fishing, fowling, bathing, skiing, and other water-related public uses. The proposed
project must not restrict or impede the easement right of the public.

This conclusion is without prejudice to any future assertion of State ownership or public
rights, should, circumstances change, or shouid additionai information become
available. This letter is not intended, nor should it be construed as, a waiver or limitation
of any right, title, or interest of the State of California in any lands under its jurisdiction,

Project Description

The U.S. Forest Seniice — Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU) is planning to
redevelop facilities and conduct water quality improvement activities at the William Kent
Campground property. The property covers approximately 25 acres on the west shore
of Lake Tahoe and consists of the William Kent Campground, an administrative site,
and the William Kent day-use beach area. In 2012, the LTBMU prepared an
Environmental Assessment for the William Kent Campground Best Management
Practices (BMP's) Retrofit and Administrative Site Redevelopment Project (William Kent
EA) and in 2013 signad a Decision Notice/Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) in
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The Project includes:
redesigning and upgrading the campground facilities, Stream Environment Zone (SEZ)
restoration in the campground and beach site, redevelopment of an administrative
facility, relocation of the Meeks Bay Fire Station to the administrative facility, and
decommissioning and removal of the current Meeks Bay Fire Station.

CSLC Staff Comments

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the MND for the Project. The CSLC staff
has no comments on environmental issues addressed in the MND at this time. As a

trustee and potentially responsible agency, the CSLC will need to rely on the Final MND
for the issuance of any new or amended lease as specified above; the information -
above provides additional description of the CSLC's jurisdiction with respect to the
proposed Project.

Please send copies of future Project-related documents, including electronic copies of
the Final MND, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), and Notice of
Determination (NOD) when they become available, and refer questions concerning
environmental review to Christopher Huitt, Senior Environmental Scientist, at (916) 574-

>CSLC-1: A portion of the swale occurs between the low
water and high water marks. The swale design is not
expected to restrict access or impede access to the public
trust easement.

CSLC-2: As a clarification, the LTBMU'’s proposed project
to be implemented, and analyzed in the Water Board’s
Mitigated Negative Declaration, does not include
development of the administrative facility or relocation of
the Meeks Bay fire station.

CSLC-3: On February 12, 2014, Water Board staff spoke
with Beverly Terry of CSLC regarding the need for a lease
for this project. According to Ms. Terry, since the project
does not extend below the low water mark (elevation 6223-
feet) and does not restrict access to the public trust
easement, the CSLC is not requiring a lease.

CSLC-4: Copies of project-related documents will be sent to
the CSLC.

William Kent Campground Response to Comments

9-38




Comment Response
COUNTY OF PLACER
Community Development Resource Agency ENGINEERING & | Placer-1: Water Board staff has forwarded your
SURVEYING _ | comment letter to the LTBMU to inform the LTBMU of
your requirements. As clarification, the active work
MEMORANDUM . . .. .
area will occur to the east side of the existing bike path,
DATES.  EERRUARTY, 200 and does not include any changes to existing culverts
TO: MAYWAN KRACH, ECS under Placer County’s right-of-way. All modifications to
FROM: REBECCA TABER the culverts will occur to the east of the bike trail.

SUBJECT: WILLIAM KENT CAMPGROUND REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT: MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION; 1995 WEST LAKE BLVD, TAHOE CITY

The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board is the lead agency for the William Kent
Campground Redevelopment project. The Engineering and Surveying Division would like to provide the
following comments cn the MND:

1. An Encroachment Permit is required for any work within the Placer County right-of-way of
Sequoia Avenue. Improvement plans and a drainage report along with payment of plan check
and inspection fees will be required for review and approval by the Placer County Engineering
and Surveying Division and the Department of Public Works for the proposed road encroachment
and rerouting of the stream under the roadway prior to Encroachment Permit issuance.

2. The conceptual site plan shows a day use parking area that appears to partially be within the
County maintained roadway, Sequoia Avenue. Vehicles are not allowed to back out into the
County roadway. Can the parking area be redesigned so that vehicles exit into the County
roadway in & forward facing direction? Placer County Zoning Ordinance 17.54.070 A4.B.
Controlled Access Required, states that, “All parking spaces (including garage spaces) required
for any land use other than a single-family dwelling shall be designed and located to enable the
maneuvering of vehicles on the site so that they may leave the building site to enter any public or
private road in a forward direction.”

3. Snow removal and snow storage should be addressed in the MND. Placer County uses its right-
of-way in Tahoe for snow storage. Is the proposed redevelopment project conflictng with the
County's existing use?

cc: Amber Conboy, DPW Transportation

Placer-2: The proposed project will not change the
existing parking area along Sequoia Avenue. The
existing baseline condition will be maintained in this
area. As noted above, the active work area will occur
to the east side of the existing bike path.

Placer-3: The proposed project will not alter existing
winter operations at this site. The LTBMU does not
plan to conduct snow removal activities at the beach
site. There are no changes proposed to the parking
area or Placer County’s right of way.

William Kent Campground Response to Comments
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Comment Response
COUNTY OF PLACER
Community Development Resource Agency
PLANNING
Placer-4: The LTBMU did not propose any changes to
MEMORANDUM the existing fence.
DATE: February 7, 2014
TO: MAYWAN KRACH, ECS .
Placer-5: The LTBMU did not propose yurts as part of
FROM: PLANNING SERVICES DIVISION — TAHOE, STACY WYDRA

its current construction plans.

SUBJECT: WILLIAM KENT CAMPGROUND REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT: MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION; 1995 WEST LAKE BLVD., TAHOE CITY

The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board is the lead agency for the William Kent
Campground Redevelopment project. The Planning Service Division — Tahoe would like to
provide the following comments on the Mitigation Negative Declaration:

1. To ensure there are no impacts to adjacent residential parcels from vehicle headlights
parking in the parking lot or driving along the access road(s), please ensure that the
existing fence remains and/or landscaping or fencing or a combination thereof is installed
and maintained.

2. To ensure there are no visual impacts, the colors of the yurts should be of earthtone
colors.

William Kent Campground Response to Comments
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Mitigated Negative Declaration

This statement and attachments constitute the Mitigated Negative Declaration as
proposed for adoption by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan
Region (Water Board) for the project described below.

Posting Date:

To State
Clearinghouse:

Comment Period:

Proposed Adoption
Date:

Project Name:

Staff Contact:

Project Description:

Project Location:

Environmental Finding:

January 10, 2014

January 8, 2014

January 10, 2014-February 10, 2014

April 9, 2014
William Kent Campground Redevelopment Project

Laurie Scribe (530) 542-5465
Lscribe@waterboards.ca.gov

The U.S. Forest Service — Lake Tahoe Basin Management
Unit (LTBMU) is planning to redevelop facilities and conduct
water quality improvement activities at the 25-acre William
Kent Campground property on the west shore of Lake
Tahoe. The Project includes facility upgrades, SEZ
restoration, and improvements to storm water conveyances
at the beach site.

The Water Board will regulate discharges from the Project
by: (1) granting coverage under the Water Board’s General
Waste Discharge Requirements and National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Permit for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity in the Lake
Tahoe Basin; (2) granting an exemption to a discharge
prohibition in the Lahontan Regional Board Water Quality
Control Plan; and (3) issuing Clean Water Act 401 Water
Quiality Certification (if required).

1995 West Lake Blvd, Tahoe City, CA 96145; Placer County

The project, as described in the attached CEQA
Environmental Checklist, the LTBMU Environmental
Assessment, and the LTBMU Draft Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), incorporates design features and
best management practices to reduce potentially significant
impacts to the environment to less than significant levels.

-1-
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Lead Agency:

Other Agencies Whose

Approval May be
Required:

Attachments:

How to Submit
Comments:

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
2501 Lake Tahoe Boulevard

South Lake Tahoe, California 96150

phone: (530) 542-5400 fax: (530) 544-2271

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, United States Army
Corps of Engineers

1) CEQA Environmental Checklist

2) LTBMU Environmental Assessment for the William Kent
Campground BMP Retrofit and Administrative Site
Redevelopment Project

3) LTBMU Draft Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

The Lead Agency invites comments on the proposal from all
interested persons and parties. Written comments must be
received by 5:00 p.m. on February 10, 2014. Written
comments should be addressed to the Lahontan Regional
Water Quality Control Board at the address/fax provided
above. For more information contact: Laurie Scribe, (530)
542-5465, LScribe@waterboards.ca.gov
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Lahontan Region

CEQA Environmental Checklist

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND

Project Title:

William Kent Campground Redevelopment Project

Lead agency name and
address:

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd.
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Contact person and phone
number:

Laurie Scribe, (530) 542-5465
LScribe@waterboards.ca.gov

Project Location:

William Kent Campground, West shore of Lake Tahoe, 1995
West Lake Blvd, Tahoe City, CA 96145; Placer County

Project sponsor’s name and
address:

U.S. Forest Service
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
35 College Drive
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Description of project:
(Describe the whole action
involved, including but not
limited to later phases of the
project, and any secondary,
support, or off-site features
necessary for its
implementation.)

The U.S. Forest Service — Lake Tahoe Basin Management
Unit (LTBMU) is planning to redevelop facilities and conduct
water quality improvement activities at the William Kent
Campground property. The property covers approximately
25-acres on the west shore of Lake Tahoe and consists of
the William Kent Campground, an administrative site, and the
William Kent day-use beach area.

In 2012, the LTBMU prepared an Environmental Assessment
for the William Kent Campground BMP Retrofit and
Administrative Site Redevelopment Project (William Kent EA)
and in 2013 signed a Decision Notice/Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The William Kent
Campground BMP Retrofit and Administrative Site
Redevelopment Project includes: redesigning and upgrading
the campground facilities, Stream Environment Zone (SEZ)
restoration in the campground and beach site,
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redevelopment of an administrative facility, relocation of the
Meeks Bay Fire Station to the administrative facility, and
decommissioning and removal of the current Meeks Bay Fire
Station.

The LTBMU applied to the Water Board for permits to
implement part of the federal project analyzed under NEPA.
Some components of the federal project require discretionary
approvals from the Water Board. The William Kent
Campground Redevelopment Project (Project) analyzed in
this Environmental Checklist, a subset of the larger project
analyzed under NEPA, includes the following elements:

1) Redesign and upgrade of campground facilities:
construction of new and redesigned camping spurs and
roadway to relocate campsites out of SEZ, upgrading the
dump station facility, upgrading potable water dispensers,
relocating camp host sites, redesign of the entrance road
and information kiosk.

2) Day-use beach area water quality improvements: day-
lighting of 75-feet of a storm water culvert at the
shorezone of Lake Tahoe, construction of an access path
to the lake.

3) Campground SEZ restoration and water quality
improvements: installation of micro basins and swales for
storm water retention; removal of approximately 1060
linear feet of road, 5 culverts and 12 campsites from the
SEZ, totaling approximately 15,816 square feet of
impervious cover removed from the SEZ; contouring,
decompacting and seeding to restore the SEZ.

Other elements of the federal project that are not planned to
be implemented at this phase, such as redevelopment of an
administrative facility, relocation of the Meeks Bay Fire
Station to the administrative facility, and decommissioning
and removal of the current Meeks Bay Fire Station, are not
addressed in this document. These elements have
independent utility and are not a necessary element of the
Project, as described above. If the LTBMU decides to move
forward on those other elements of the federal project
described in the EA, and the Water Board must take a
discretionary action related to those elements, the Water
Board will take additional action to comply with CEQA at that
time.

The LTBMU has prepared a draft Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), describing Best Management
Practices (BMPs) that it will implement to control discharges
of sediment and protect water quality. The SWPPP also

2

9-46




contains:
e Detailed Project description
Facility location maps
Campground site design plans
Beach site culvert design plans
Erosion and sediment control BMP descriptions
BMP inspection, maintenance, and monitoring plans
Construction schedule and phasing

The LTBMU'’s William Kent EA and SWPPP together
describe measures the LTBMU will use to avoid or
substantially lessen and mitigate potential adverse
environmental impacts associated with the Project.

The Water Board will regulate discharges from the Project
by: (1) granting coverage under the Water Board’s General
Waste Discharge Requirements and National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Permit for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity in the Lake
Tahoe Basin; (2) granting Basin Plan Prohibition Exemptions,
and by (3) granting Clean Water Act 401 Water Quality
Certification if the Army Corps of Engineers determines that a
Clean Water Act section 404 permit is required for the
Project. The Water Board is the Lead Agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Surrounding land uses and
setting; briefly describe the
project’s surroundings:

The William Kent property is bounded by private residences
to the North, South, and West. There are commercial
properties to the East. Highway 89 separates the
campground from the beach facility.

Other public agencies whose
approval is required (e.g.
permits, financial approval, or
participation agreements):

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, United States Army Corps
of Engineers
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this
project, as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Aesthetics Agriculture and Forestry Air Quality

Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geology/Soils

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Hydrology/Water Quality

L0 O XX

O X O
XX X O]

Land Use/Planning Mineral Resources Noise

Population/Ho using Public Services Recreation

Transportation/Traffic Utilities/Service Systems Mandatory Findings of
Significance

DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

L

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

X

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been

made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions

or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required

Signature: Date:

Printed Name: PATTY Z. KOUYOUMDJIAN,

EXECUTIVE OFFICER
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CEQA Environmental Checklist

This checklist identifies potential impacts to the environment from the Project. In
some cases, background studies performed in connection with the project
indicate no impacts, and in other circumstances, the nature and location of the
project make it obvious that there would be certain types of impacts. A NO
IMPACT answer in the last column reflects these determinations. Where there is
a need for clarifying discussion, the discussion is included either following the
applicable section of the checklist or referenced to the appropriate section of the
William Kent EA or the draft Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP),
which are attached. The words "significant" and "significance" used throughout
the following checklist are related to CEQA, not NEPA, impacts. The questions in
this form are intended to encourage the thoughtful assessment of impacts and do
not represent thresholds of significance.

The Project is subject to the requirements of both the federal National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The LTBMU is the NEPA Lead Agency. In 2012 the LTBMU developed
the William Kent EA and in February 2013 signed a FONSI for the William Kent
EA, pursuant to NEPA.

Section 15221 of the CEQA Guidelines directs that when a project requires
compliance with both NEPA and CEQA, state Lead Agencies should use the EA
and FONSI rather than preparing a separate Negative Declaration, as long as the
EA and FONSI comply with the requirements of CEQA. This Mitigated Negative
Declaration and CEQA Environmental Checklist incorporate by reference the
William Kent EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150, and rely on that
analysis. However, the Water Board staff has also determined that additional
mitigation measures, which are described in the LTBMU’s SWPPP and set forth
here, are needed to comply with CEQA requirements.

Therefore, the Water Board is circulating a CEQA checklist, along with the
William Kent EA and SWPPP to support a Mitigated Negative Declaration in
compliance with CEQA guidelines. This CEQA checklist was developed by Water
Board staff to inform the public and interested agencies of the potential
environmental impacts of the Project and describe the additional mitigation
measures, which are contained in the SWPPP and identified as necessary by the
Water Board to avoid or mitigate those impacts to less than significant levels. A
discussion of growth inducing impacts and mandatory findings of significance, as
required by CEQA, is also included in the CEQA checklist.

The federal William Kent Campground BMP Retrofit and Administrative Site
Redevelopment Project was designed to prevent negative environmental impacts
by incorporating “Design Features” (DFs) into the project design to mitigate or
avoid significant environmental effects. For each resource category, the CEQA
Environmental Checklist identifies the DFs that have been incorporated into the
federal project design to reduce impacts. The DFs are further described in the
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William Kent EA, Section 2.5. In addition, water quality BMPs that are part of the
federal project are included in the William Kent EA, Appendix A. Project maps
and design plans are located in the SWPPP.
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I. AESTHETICS: Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic L] L] X L]
vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, ] ] X ]
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual L] L] X L]
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare  [] L] X L]

which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

Existing conditions and potential impacts to scenic resources are analyzed in the
William Kent EA Section 3.4 (Scenic Resources). Section 3.4 describes the
effects of the Project as generally improving scenic quality and scenic stability.
Some trees will be removed for the Project but the overall scenic attribute of a
forested campground will be retained and the remaining trees will have greater
vigor and health. The SEZ restoration work will improve the scenic quality of the
campground.

The Water Board concurs with that analysis and considers it to sufficiently
describe how the Project, including its Design Features (DFs), will have a less
than significant impact to scenic resources. The following Project DFs described
in the William Kent EA will reduce impacts to aesthetic values of the area:

e DF Scenic Resources 1 (consistency with USFS Built Environment Image
Guide)

DF Scenic Resources 2 (retention of large mature trees)

DF Engineering 4 (lighting that limits light pollution)

DF Engineering 6 (construction hours from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM)

DF Tree Removal 1 (emphasis on retaining large trees)

DF Tree Removal 2 (tree thinning will consider screening objectives)

a-b) The beach day use area, adjacent to Highway 89, has view of Lake Tahoe
which may be considered a scenic vista. The Project will result in a change to
topography in this area and an elimination of the pipe outfall at the lakeshore.
Some vegetation, including approximately five trees, will be removed to create
the open channel. The vegetation removal will slightly increase the view of the
lake from the picnic area. Although the Project will remove some vegetation from
the beach area, it will not have a substantial adverse effect on the vista; therefore
the appropriate finding is a less than significant impact.

7
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¢) The Project will alter some of the facilities within the campground property;
however the overall character of the property will remain as forested land.
Project implementation will result in improved scenic quality through restoration
of the SEZ and by upgrading campground restrooms and entrance kiosk to be in
compliance with the USFS Built Environment Image Guide, which provides
direction to ensure that constructed facilities reflect the visual character and
cultural identity of the landscape within which they are built.

Scenic impacts to adjacent property from camp sites and traffic circulation within
the campground will be improved along the southern property boundary due to
removal of the road and camp sites from the SEZ. The number of camp sites
and road alignments along the western and northern property boundary will
remain unchanged from existing conditions. The addition of a new road segment
through the interior of the site may result in a slight decrease in traffic along the
northern property boundary, which would improve aesthetics for the properties
adjacent on that side.

The appearance of the beach site will change by excavating 75-ft of the existing
culvert and creating an open channel. This will reduce the size of the picnic area
but will not restrict access to the lake.

Construction activities will cause short-term impacts to aesthetics, especially to
the adjacent property owners. These impacts will occur for approximately 6
months, but will allow for overall improvement of scenic quality to the property.
Due to the short duration of the construction and the implementation of DFs, the
appropriate finding is less than significant.

d) Facility will not change significantly from the existing conditions and DFs will

assure that any new lighting is designed to reduce light pollution; therefore the
appropriate finding is less than significant.
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Il. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES:
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources,
including timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled
by the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land,
including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and
the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and the forest
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than

Significant Significant Significant

Impact with Impact
Mitigation

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or L] L] L]
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the

California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural

use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, [ ] L] L]
or a Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause L] L] L]
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public

Resources Code section 12220(qg)), timberland (as

defined by Public Resources Code section 4526),

or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as

defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of [ ] L] L]
forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing L] L] L]
environment which, due to their location or nature,

could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-

agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-

forest use?

No
Impact

X

a) There is no farmland or agricultural resources in or adjacent to the Project

area, therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.

b-c) The Project does not conflict with zoning nor cause rezoning; therefore the

appropriate finding is no impact.

d-e) The Project does not involve the conversion of forest land, therefore the

appropriate finding is no impact.
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I1l. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the
significance criteria established by the applicable
air quality management or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the [] [] [] X
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute [] [] X []
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net [] [] [] X
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non- attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial [] [] [] X
pollutant concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a [] [] [] X

substantial number of people?

Potential impacts to air quality are analyzed in the William Kent EA Section 3.7
(Air Quality). Section 3.7 states that most of the Lake Tahoe Basin air quality
thresholds developed by the TRPA show a positive trend toward attainment. The
most detrimental air pollutants in the area are greenhouse gases (GHGSs), with
the most common source being from vehicle emissions. Potential impacts on air
guality are associated primarily with construction activities such as temporary
dust from equipment, grading activities and road decommissioning. Dust
abatement measures will reduce negative effects on air quality. The Project will
not exceed state and local air quality standards. The Water Board concurs with
that analysis and considers it to sufficiently describe how the Project, including its
DFs, will have a less than significant impact to air quality. Project DFs to reduce
air quality impacts are described in the William Kent EA Section 2.5, including:

DF Air Quality 1 (stabilization of unpaved vehicle traffic areas )
DF Air Quality 2 (speed limits on unpaved roads)

DF Air Quality 3 (stockpile management)

DF Air Quality 4 (watering an area prior to ground disturbance)
DF Air Quality 5 (cleaning of vehicles leaving the Project area)

10
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e DF Air Quality 6 (suspension of activities if prevention measures are
inadequate)

e DF Air Quality 7 (stabilization of transported materials)

e DF Air Quality 8 (prevention of wind-driven dust from disturbed areas)

a-e) Construction activities, as described for the Project in the attached
documents, are most likely to affect air quality by generating short-term and
minor amounts of vehicle exhaust and fugitive dust. Project DFs minimize the
production and transport of fugitive dust from the Project by providing dust
abatement through such measures such as regular watering, stabilization of the
disturbed surfaces, and stockpile management.

11

9-55



IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

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

The William Kent EA discusses potential biological impacts in Section 3.2

Potentially
Significant
Impact

L]

L]

Less Than
Significant
with

Mitigation

[l

Less Than
Significant
Impact

L]

No
Impact

X

(Wildlife Resources) and Section 3.3 (Botanical Resources). The William Kent
EA discloses potential effects on species (and/or their habitats) listed as
endangered, threatened, candidate or proposed under the federal Endangered

Species Act of 1973 as amended (ESA); species designated as sensitive by the

Regional Forester in Region 5; species designated as special-interest by the

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency; habitats designated for management indicator

species (MIS) for the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit; and wildlife and
fisheries threshold standards as designated by the TRPA report.

12

9-56



Information found in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 is based upon the Biological
Assessment/Biological Evaluation Aquatic and Terrestrial Species Report, the
MIS Report, and the TRPA Project Impact Analysis. There are no known special
status botanical or wildlife species currently present in the Project area; however,
suitable habitat for multiple species does exist. In general the campground is
considered low quality habitat for wildlife because it is an urban campground that
is surrounded by residential housing and commercial property, and it has
frequent disturbance by intense recreational use.

There are potential minor direct and indirect impacts to individuals of a species
related to project construction; however the Project is designed to improve
habitat conditions in the long-term. The Project will remove an existing road in
an SEZ and restore the area to natural conditions. No noxious weed infestations
occur in the Project area; however, there are noxious bull thistle and St. John’s
Wort infestations adjacent to the Project area that could be spread unless DFs
are utilized. Construction related impacts are minimized through implementation
of the DFs listed below. The Water Board concurs with that analysis; however, it
requires that additional mitigation be added to reduce Project impacts to less
than significant.

DFs listed in the William Kent EA to protect biological resources include:

DF Wildlife 1 (implementing Limited Operating Periods)

DF Wildlife 2 (procedures if species found during construction)

DF Wildlife 3 (retention of large diameter downed logs)

DF Wildlife 4 (trash management during construction)

DF Botany 1 (flagging and avoidance of sensitive plant species)
DF Botany 2 (invasive species prevention)

DF Botany 3 (equipment inspection for invasive species prevention)
DF Botany 4 (equipment cleaning)

DF Botany 5 (use of certified weed-free materials)

DF Botany 6 (seed mix approved by LTBMU Forest Botanist

DF Botany 7 (avoidance of areas infested with invasive species for
staging)

DF Botany 8 (cheatgrass infestation protocols)

e DF Botany 9 (post-project monitoring for invasive species)

a) There are no known special status wildlife species currently present in the
Project area; therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.

b-c) Construction activities may cause short term direct and indirect impacts to
biological resources due to SEZ disturbance and tree removal. Overall, the
Project will enhance biological resources within the Project area by removing a
road and camping spurs located in an SEZ and improving and expanding riparian
habitat. The lower portion of the culverts to be removed at the beach area are
located below the high water rim of Lake Tahoe, and may be considered by the

13
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Army Corps of Engineers to be Waters of the United States pursuant to Section
404 of the Clean Water Act.

The SWPPP provides additional measures necessary to mitigate potential
impacts to biological resources. BMPs in the SWPPP (Section IllI) which mitigate
impacts to riparian habitat and wetlands include:

EC-1 (Scheduling to Avoid Wet Season Construction)
EC-2 (Preservation of existing vegetation)

NS-1 (Water Control and Conservation)

NS-2 (Dewatering Operations)

NS-5 (Clean Water Diversion Around Work Site)
NS-6 (lllicit Connection and lllegal Discharge)

These additional measures are adequate to mitigate impacts to biological
resources in the Project area to less than significant.

In addition, all work would comply with requirements of permits issued by the
Water Board, including NPDES construction stormwater permit requirements and
requirements set forth in a Clean Water Act section 401 State Water Quality
Certification, if certification is required. The mitigation identified herein and in the
attached Project documents will be incorporated into the terms of the permits.

d) As described in the William Kent EA, bears frequently travel through certain
portions of the campground and tear down perimeter fencing. The Project will
improve wildlife movement through the campground by creating breaks in fencing
that will provide easy access across the property; therefore the appropriate
finding is less than significant.

e-f) The Project does not conflict with any local or regional plans protecting
biological resources and habitat, therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [] [] [] X
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [] [] [] X
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to 815064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique [] [] X []
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those [] [] X []

interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Forest Service policy requires that projects with the potential to affect cultural
resources be surveyed for such resources in order to comply with applicable
federal laws and regulations. The LTBMU and the Forest Service currently
operate under two major Programmatic Agreements with the California State
Historic Preservation Officer (CA-SHPO). In 1996 the LTBMU evaluated the
Project area for heritage and archeological resources. No cultural resources
were recorded within the Project area. Documentation of this survey is retained in
the Project record at the Water Board office.

a-b) The Project area has been evaluated for the presence of historic and
archeological resources, and does not have any catalogued sites. Because
there are no historical or archeological resources in the Project area, the
appropriate finding is no impact.

c-d) Itis possible that buried or concealed cultural resources, including human
remains, could be present and detected during project ground disturbance
activities. In the event of discoveries of heritage resources, the LTBMU will
implement DF Heritage Resources 1, William Kent EA Section 2.5. This DF
directs that project activities would cease in the area of the find, and the project
operator would notify the LTBMU archaeologist to begin consultation process
pursuant to the Code of Federal Regulations 36 CFR Part 800, Section 800.13.
In the event that human remains are discovered during project activity, law
requires that project managers contact the county coroner. If the remains are
determined to be of Native American origin, both the Native American Heritage
Commission and any identified descendants should be notified.

Water Board staff have reviewed DF Heritage Resources 1 and find that it is

sufficient to protect cultural resources in the Project area. Therefore, the
appropriate finding is less than significant.
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

a) Expose people or structures to potential

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of

loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as [] [] [] X

delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 427

if) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liguefaction?

iv) Landslides?

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

O O o
O X O OO
O O o
X O X X KX

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

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

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting [] [] [] X
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water

disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

Impacts to soil resources are discussed in the William Kent EA Section 3.6
(Hydrology/Soils). Section 3.6 describes the solil types, soil conditions and
erosion potential within the Project area. The soil in the Project area is a
Kneeridge gravelly sandy loam, moderately well drained to well-drained. Current
recreational use by vehicles, foot traffic, and campers has caused compaction of
the soils and decreased vegetative cover in the Project area. The elimination of
existing campsites, roads, and impervious surfaces in the SEZ and creation of
new, updated, and BMP-improved campsites, roads, and trails will have a net
benefit to soil and water resources over the long term. The Water Board concurs
with that analysis, however requires that additional mitigation be added to reduce
short term Project impacts to less than significant.
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Project-wide, significant erosion will be reduced through implementation of the
prescribed DFs, including:

DF Soil and Ground Disturbance 1(Grading season restrictions)
DF Soil and Ground Disturbance 2 (USFS Water Quality BMPs)
DF Soil and Ground Disturbance 4 (Staging area management)
DF Soil and Ground Disturbance 5 (Stockpile management)

DF Soil and Ground Disturbance 7 (Stormwater basins)

DF Soil and Ground Disturbance 10 (SEZ flagging)

DF Soil and Ground Disturbance 14 (Paving)

a i-iv) The proposed project is not located in an Earthquake Fault Zone, therefore
the appropriate finding is no impact.

b) The Project is intended to restore the ecosystem function of the area by
improving riparian and wetland habitat. However, Project implementation could
result in short-term increases in erosion potential from the use of mechanical
equipment for SEZ and wetland restoration and road decommissioning and
building.

The SWPPP provides additional mitigation measures necessary to mitigate
potential soils impacts. BMPs in the SWPPP (Section 1), which mitigate
potential soil erosion include:

EC-1 (Scheduling to Avoid Wet Season Construction)
EC-2 (Preservation of Existing Vegetation)

EC-3 (Hydraulic Mulch)

EC-4 (Hydroseed)

EC-8 (Wood Mulch)

EC-12 (Stream Bank Stabilization)

SE-2 (Sediment Basins)

These measures are adequate to mitigate impacts to soils resources in the
Project area to less than significant.

c-e) The Project is not located on an unstable geologic unit or expansive soil, and
does not involve any wastewater disposal, therefore the appropriate finding is no
impact.
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the

project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either [] [] [] X
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or D D D |E

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are discussed in the William Kent EA
Sections 3.7 (Air Quality) and Section 3.5 (Transportation/Traffic). As described
in the William Kent EA, GHG impacts from the Project are primarily related to
vehicle emissions. Implementation of the campground improvements will result
in fewer daily vehicle trips than the existing condition and improve circulation
within the campground facility. The reduction in vehicle trips will result in less

GHG production. GHG emissions due to construction of the Project will be offset

by the long-term reduction in vehicle trips.

The Water Board concurs with that analysis and considers it to sufficiently
describe how the Project will have no impact to greenhouse gas emissions.
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VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:
Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

a-b) The Project will not routinely transport, use, or dispose of hazardous

Potentially
Significant
Impact

L]

L]

L]

L]

Less Than
Significant
with

Mitigation

X

X

Less Than
Significant
Impact

L]

L]

No
Impact

materials. The LTBMU will use excavators and other heavy equipment within the
Project area during construction. There is the potential for small gasoline, diesel

fuel, oil, and hydraulic fluid spills and leaks that could create a hazard to the

environment.

BMPs in the SWPPP (Section Ill) that mitigate potential impacts from hazardous

materials include:

e WM-4 (Spill Prevention and Control)

1
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WM-5 (Solid Waste Management)

WM-6 (Hazardous Waste Management)
NS-8 (Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning)
NS-9 (Vehicle and Equipment Fueling)
NS-10 (Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance)

These measures will mitigate impacts from the minimal use of hazardous
materials in the Project area to less than significant levels.

c) The Project is not located within one-quarter mile of any school; therefore, the
appropriate finding is no impact.

d) The Project does not alter or weaken any requirements to identify risks due to
hazardous materials sites pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5;
therefore, the appropriate finding is no impact.

e-f) The Project does not involve activities near an airport or airstrip that would
result in a safety hazard; therefore, the appropriate finding is no impact.

g) The Project will not alter paved traffic routes, nor impede traffic flow and thus
will not interfere with an emergency evacuation or response plan; therefore, the
appropriate finding is no impact.

h) The Project involves the removal of trees to relocate campground roads, and

these activities should result in slight decreased risk of exposure to wildland fires;
therefore, the appropriate finding is no impact.
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would
the project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge |:| |E |:| |:|
requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere |:| |:| |:| |X|
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there

would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of

the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production

rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level

which would not support existing land uses or planned

uses for which permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the [ ] X [] []
site or area, including through the alteration of the course

of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in

substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the [ ] X [] []
site or area, including through the alteration of the course

of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or

amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result

in flooding on- or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed [ ] [] [] X
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage

systems or provide substantial additional sources of

polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? [] X [] []

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood D D D |X|
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation

map?

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

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

i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow [] [] [] X

Impacts to hydrology and water quality are discussed in the William Kent EA
Section 3.6 (Hydrology/Soils). Section 3.6 describes that the Project will have
direct and indirect impacts on these resources. The Water Board concurs that
the Project goals of increasing SEZ acreage and improving riparian habitat will
result in overall improvements in riparian resource conditions. However, the
Water Board finds that additional best management practices in the SWPPP
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must be implemented to reduce potential short-term Project impacts to water
quality from construction activities to less than significant. Those additional
mitigation measures, described below, will be made requirements of the permits
for the Project.

The LTBMU has incorporated DFs to reduce potential impacts, including:

DF 1 (review BMPs prior to rain events)

DF 2 (limit grading and soil disturbance to dry season)
DF 58 (groundwater levels in construction area)

DFs 59-60 (temporary roads)

DF 61 (seasoning of new channel)

DF 62 (soil erosion control)

DF 64-65 (revegetation)

a), ¢), d), f) Project components involving SEZ restoration have the potential to
cause short-term violations of water quality standards primarily related to
increases in turbidity both during construction and immediately following Project
completion.

The SWPPP provides additional measures necessary to mitigate potential
impacts to hydrology and water quality. BMPs in the SWPPP (Section Ill) that
mitigate impacts to hydrology and water quality include:

WM-3 (Stockpile Management)

EC-2 (Preservation of Existing Vegetation)
EC-9 (Drainage Swales)

EC-12 (Stream Bank Stabilization)

SE-2 (Sediment Basins)

NS-1 (Water Control and Conservation)

NS-2 (Dewatering Operations)

NS-5 (Clear Water Diversion)

NS-6 (lllicit Connection and lllegal Discharge)
NS-15 (Demolition Adjacent to Water)

Water Board staff have reviewed these measures, and find that they are
adequate to mitigate water quality impacts from the Project to less than
significant levels.

In addition, all restoration work would comply with requirements of permits issued
by the Water Board, including NPDES construction stormwater permit
requirements and requirements set forth in a Clean Water Act section 401 State
Water Quality Certification, if certification is required. The mitigation identified
herein and in the attached EA and SWPPP will be incorporated into the terms of
the permits.
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b) The Project does not propose any use of groundwater supplies and will not
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge; therefore, the appropriate
finding is no impact.

e) The Project will not increase storm water drainage therefore the appropriate
finding is no impact.

g) There is no housing developed for this Project, therefore the appropriate
finding is no impact.

h) The Project will not place structures within a 100-year flood zone that would
impede flows, nor would it cause flooding beyond the SEZ boundary, therefore
the appropriate finding is no impact.

i) The Project will not subject people or non-natural structures to flooding;
therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.

) The Project does not create a risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow
therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the

project:
Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
a) Physically divide an established community? [] [] [] X
b)Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, [ ] [] [] X
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation [ ] [] [] X

plan or natural community conservation plan?

Consistency with local plans and policies is discussed in William Kent EA Section
1.11.11. The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Regional Plan contains
environmental thresholds for both habitats and species of interest. No TRPA
Special Interest Species, fish, or wildlife habitats of significance would be
adversely affected by the Project. The Water Board concurs with that analysis
and considers it to sufficiently describe how the Project, including its DFs, will
have a less than significant impact to land use and planning.

a) The Project is within the existing campground property and does not include
any development or construction that will physically divide the community,
therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.

b-c) The proposed project does not conflict with any applicable land use plans,

habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. Because the
project does not involve these elements, the appropriate finding is no impact.
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

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

Less Than
Significant
with

Mitigation

L]

L]

Less Than
Significant
Impact

L]

L]

No
Impact

X

X

a-b) There are no known mineral resources or locally-important mineral resource
recovery sites within the Project area; therefore the appropriate finding is no

impact.
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XII. NOISE: Would the project result in:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in |:| |:| |X| |:|
excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive |:| |:| |X| |:|
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise |:| |:| |:| |X|
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without
the project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in |:| |:| |X| |:|
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land use planor, [ ] [] [] X
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, [] [] [] X

would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

a,b,d) The Project is located in National Forest but access to some work areas is
through residential communities. The Project may cause minor, short-term noise
impacts from equipment usage. To ensure that noise impacts are reduced to less
than significant levels, the LTBMU will generally restrict significant noise-
generating activities to the hours between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM, as described in
DF Engineering 6.

c) The Project will not result in any permanent increases in ambient noise;
therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.

e-f) The Project is not located within the vicinity of any public or private airports;
therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.
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Xlll. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the
project:

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

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

L]

L]

L]

Less Than
Significant
with

Mitigation

L]

L]

L]

Less Than
Significant
Impact

L]

No
Impact

X

a-c) The Project does not include plans that would influence population growth,
housing, businesses, or infrastructure; therefore the appropriate finding is no

impact.
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES:

Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times
or other performance objectives for any of the
public services:

a)Fire protection?
b)Police protection?
¢)Schools?
d)Parks?

e)Other public facilities?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

OO dodd

Less Than
Significant
with

Mitigation

OO dodd

Less Than
Significant
Impact

OO dodd

No

Impact

XXX X KX

a-e) The Project will make water quality improvements to the William Kent facility.
The Project does not include provisions for new or physically altered
governmental facilities that would affect public services; therefore the appropriate

finding is no impact.
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XV. RECREATION:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
a) Would the project increase the use of existing [] [] X []
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or [ ] X [] []

require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

Recreation resources are analyzed in the William Kent EA Section 3.1
(Recreation). Section 3.1 describes the Project’s impact to facility operations, to
the recreation experience, and to the adjacent neighbors. The Project will reduce
the number of campsites from 95 to 81, which represents a net capacity
reduction from 475 persons-at-one-time (PAOTS) to 405 PAOTSs. Over the long-
term, the Project will enhance the recreational experience by upgrading
campground facilities and improving the entranceway and kiosk.

The Water Board concurs with that analysis; however, it requires that additional
mitigation be added to reduce Project impacts to less than significant.

a) The temporary closure of the William Kent facility during summer 2014 for
Project construction may increase usage at other nearby campground facilities.
This impact would be temporary, limited to one summer and would not be
expected to cause substantial deterioration to other campgrounds. This Project
will reduce the number of campsites by 14 units and 70 POATS, representing a
6% reduction in the area, which is considered to be the geographical area within
a 30-minute drive in each direction from the campground. Over the long-term,
this will not cause substantial deterioration to other campgrounds, which
generally only reach capacity on a few busy weekends every summer. The
impacts to other facilities are limited in duration and magnitude, therefore the
appropriate finding is a less than significant impact.

b) The Project involves water quality improvements to an existing campground,
which includes new road construction, decommissioning of existing roads in
sensitive areas, heavy equipment usage within and adjacent to SEZ, and
construction adjacent to the shore zone of Lake Tahoe. These activities have
potential adverse effects on the environment related to SEZ disturbance, earth
moving, and removal of existing vegetation. The LTBMU will construct the
Project in accordance with the DFs described in the William Kent EA, and
engineering plans and BMPs in the SWPPP. BMPs to mitigate Project impacts
are described in this Initial Study in Sections: IV Biological Resources, VI
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Geology and Soils, VIII Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and IX Hydrology and
Water Quality.

Implementation of these BMPs, in addition to the DFs in the EA, and adherence

to the engineering plans and specification will mitigate potential impacts from the
recreation facilities to less than significant levels.
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the
project:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or [] [] [] X
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for

the performance of the circulation system, taking

into account all modes of transportation including

mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant

components of the circulation system, including but

not limited to intersections, streets, highways and

freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass

transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion [] [] [] X
management program, including, but not limited to

level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, [] [] [] X
including either an increase in traffic levels or a

change in location that results in substantial safety

risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design [] [] [] X
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm

equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? [] [] [] X

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs [ ] [] [] X
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian

facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or

safety of such facilities?

Transportation impacts are analyzed in the William Kent EA Section 3.5
(Transportation/Traffic). The existing campground entry area becomes
congested during busy times and results in traffic being backed up onto the
Highway 89 shoulder, contributing to congestion in the area. Within the
campground, the paved footprint of most camping spurs is too small to
accommodate modern recreational vehicles, leading to people parking off of
paved areas and intruding into the main roads, causing compaction and
congestion within the property. The Project will improve circulation within the
facility and at the entrance area; and it will result in 14 fewer campsites which will
decrease the usage of the facility and the number of daily vehicle trips. The
Water Board concurs with that analysis and considers it to sufficiently describe
how the Project will have no impact to transportation resources.

31

9-75



XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would
the project:

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

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

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

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

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

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

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

The Tahoe City Public Utility District provides wastewater collection and the
Tahoe Truckee Sanitation Agency provides wastewater treatment for the
campground. Prior to project implementation the LTBMU will obtain a

Potentially
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Impact
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Mitigation
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commercial permit from the Tahoe City Public Utility District.

Less Than
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X

a-g) The Project will not have any effect on utilities or service systems, including
storm water or wastewater treatment facilities, nor will it produce much, if any,
solid waste; therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.
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XVIIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade [] X [] []
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce

the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish

or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining

levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal

community, substantially reduce the number or

restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or

animal or eliminate important examples of the

major periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are [] [] X []
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?

("Cumulatively considerable” means that the

incremental effects of a project are considerable

when viewed in connection with the effects of past

projects, the effects of other current projects, and

the effects of probable future projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effects [] [] [] X
which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

a) Without adequate mitigation, the Project has the potential to cause short-term
environmental degradation. Specifically, Project construction may cause short
term impacts to biological resources, soils, sensitive riparian lands, and the Lake
Tahoe shore zone. However, due to the short duration of construction and the
implementation of design features described in the William Kent EA and BMPs
described in the SWPPP, identified potential impacts will be reduced to less than
significant levels.

b) Although the Project will have temporary, short-term environmental impacts
associated with construction, the cumulative effect will be environmental
enhancement. This Project, when viewed in conjunction with other LTBMU
campground upgrade projects, will result in a reduction of the number of
campsites currently available in the Tahoe Basin. However, the campgrounds
only reach capacity a few weekends per year and it is not anticipated that the
loss of PAOTSs will result in a loss of the ability to camp in the Tahoe Basin or
negatively affect the range of available camping experiences. The appropriate
finding is less than significant.

¢) The Project is intended to improve human’s experience in this National Forest
campground by providing an updated campground facility and improved riparian
ecosystem. The Project does not have any environmental effects that will cause
substantial adverse effects on humans; therefore the appropriate finding is no
impact.
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The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis
of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental
status, religion, sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or part of an

For More Information Contact:

Ashley Sommer
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1.0 Introduction

The US Forest Service has prepared this environmental assessment in compliance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant Federal and
State laws and regulations. This environmental assessment discloses the direct,
indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts that would result from the proposed
action and alternatives.

1.1 Document Organization
The document is organized as follows:

Chapter 1, “Introduction,” includes information on the structure of the
Environmental Assessment (EA), background of the project, overview of the existing
condition, the desired conditions, the purpose of and need for action, summary of the
proposed action, applicable management direction, and the decision framework. This
chapter also details how the Forest Service informed the public of the proposal
through public involvement, describes the issues identified by the public, and
summarizes laws, regulations, and policies that are applicable to the proposed project.

Chapter 2, “Alternatives, Including the Proposed Action,” provides descriptions
of alternatives considered but dismissed from detailed analysis, the no-action
alternative, the Forest Service’s proposed action, and the alternative action. It also
summarizes the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the no-action alternative,
the proposed action, and the alternative action.

Chapter 3, “Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences,” presents
an overview of the analysis, the indicators used to document the effects, the existing
conditions, and the environmental effects of implementing the proposed action,
alternative action, and no-action alternative. The effects of the no-action alternative
are described first to provide a baseline for evaluation and comparison of the action
alternatives.

Chapter 4, “Consultation and Coordination,” provides a list of preparers, as well
as individuals and agencies consulted during the development of this document.

Additional documentation may be found in the project record located at the Lake
Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU) Forest Supervisor’s Office in South Lake
Tahoe, CA.

1.2 Background

The US Forest Service facilities at the William Kent site are located approximately
two miles south of Sunnyside-Tahoe City on Hwy 89 West Lake Blvd, Section 24,
Township 15N, Range 16E. The property covers 22 acres and consists of the William
Kent campground, the William Kent administrative site, and the William Kent day
use beach area.

The administrative site is just west of the campground visitor check-in kiosk on the
north side of the campground road. The previous buildings on the administrative site
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were decommissioned and removed. Previous uses of the site included a small fire
station, maintenance area, and residential home that was used as a barracks.

The day use beach area is located directly east of the campground on the east side of
Hwy 89.

All facilities within the project area are federally owned and managed by the US
Forest Service.

Refer to Figure 1-1 for the project area location and Figure 1-2 for an area context
map.

The William Kent Campground is a US Forest Service recreation facility, managed by
the LTBMU, and operated under special use permit. The campground originally dates
back to 1924, but the current infrastructure dates to the 1960’s. The campground is
bounded by private residences to the North, South, and West. Hwy 89 splits the
campground and the beach facility.

Wildland fire protection on the west shore is currently serviced by the Meeks Bay
Fire Station. This facility is a converted gas station, constructed circa 1940’s and

does not meet current building or accessibility standards. In 2003 a decision was

made to replace the Meeks Bay Fire Station building in its current location at the

entrance to the Meeks Bay Resort on Highway 89 (Meeks Bay Resort Fire Station
Reconstruction Decision Memo, 2003 — Project Record H).

Figure 1-1. Site vicinity map.
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Figure 1-2. William Kent Area context map.
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1.3 Overview of Existing Condition

The William Kent campground was originally constructed in 1924. The current road
and camping spur design was implemented in 1963 with 95 spurs (see Figure 1-3).
Six flush toilet restroom facilities were constructed in 1969. No major upgrades to
the facilities have occurred since that time.

The restroom facilities do not meet current building codes or universal accessibility
standards for guidelines such as threshold height, door clearance, surface type, etc
(Figure 1-6). The camping spurs do not meet Forest Service accessibility guidelines
for standards such as surface type, maximum slope, and spur width (Figure 1-8). The
small paved footprint of the camping spurs has led to off-pavement vehicular traffic
and parking in areas where physical barriers are not present, resulting in destruction
of vegetation, soil compaction and erosion. Visitor use patterns at campgrounds have
changed over the last 50 years and now include the use of larger vehicles and
camping trailers, which contribute to site impacts. The small turning radii and
confusing circulation patterns on the site sometimes results in vehicles driving the
wrong way on the one way roads, traffic congestion, and damage to trees along the
roads. See Figure 1-4 for a map of site challenges.

Figure 1-3. Existing condition of William Kent campground,
administrative site, and beach day use site.
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BEACH
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A small visitor information/campground check-in kiosk sits at the entrance to the
campground. The only parking for the structure is a pull-off for short term parking on
the main campground access road. Once the pull-off becomes full, parking along the
road edges occurs on occasion, which causes erosion, vegetation destruction, and
sometimes results in vehicles stacking up onto the highway. The pedestrian path to
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the kiosk does not meet Forest Service Outdoor Recreation Accessibility Guidelines
(FSORAG) for slope, surface type, and width.

The administrative site currently contains only a parking area that serves as overflow
for the campground and parking for the campground host vehicles. The William Kent
house and garage that previously existed on the administrative site were
decommissioned and removed in 2011. The administrative site has been previously
used as a small fire station and maintenance area, administrative offices, and as an
employee barracks.

William Kent beach day use area has approximately 150 linear feet of pebble
shoreline. It is one of the few public beaches on the western shore of Lake Tahoe.
The parking lot has 9 parking spaces that are almost always full during the summer
and fall months. The elevation change from the picnic area to the beach occurs
rapidly, resulting in a steep slope that is not accessible and readily erodes directly into
the lake.

A stormwater pipe discharges onto the steep beach slope and the water then flows into
Lake Tahoe. The outflow path below the pipes and the wall supporting the pipes has
been almost completely undermined by erosion (Figure 1-9 and 1-10). The
stormwater pipe collects the water from an ephemeral stream channel that runs
through the campground and from the roadways. The stream is fed from a
stormwater channel that serves the residential area to the north and west, as well as by
sheet-flow (water running in a thin sheet evenly over a surface) from the residences to
the west of the campground (Figure 1-5.) The area surrounding the channel is
classified as a stream environment zone (SEZ). The resulting stream is highly
disturbed and channelized (Figure 1-7).

The fire station at Meeks Bay, as described in the 2003 Meeks Bay Resort
Campground Rehabilitation Project Decision Memo, is planned for replacement to
alleviate health, safety, and accessibility problems. The Decision Memo describes
replacing the fire station on the same site. The site is small, which does not allow
enough space for a building that meets current standards, as well as adequate parking
for station employees (see Figure 1-11). Furthermore, the site does not have a year-
round water source, which limits the use of the facility during winter months. For
these reasons, this document analyzes relocating the Meeks Fire Station to the
William Kent site in Alternative 2 and 3.

11
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Figure 1-4. Existing site challenges.
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Designation
A Stormwater from the subdivision drains via a ditch onto USFS property.
B Sheet flow from the subdivision drains onto USFS property.
C Non-universally accessible restrooms (typical throughout).
D The stream has been diverted under camping spurs and the road numerous times via
culverts (indicated as stars on the map above).
E Small turning radii and small campground spurs have resulted in off-pavement resource
damage.
F The fence along the property border is damaged seasonally by bears.
G The stormwater pipe outlet drains directly into Lake Tahoe.
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Figure 1-5. Evidence of sheet flow (water flowing evenly over a surface) from the
subdivision onto the William Kent campground site (point B on the map in Figure
4).

Figure 1-6. Non-universally accessible restroom facility with extensive deferred
maintenance.
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Figure 1-7. Camping spurs and the roadway were constructed over the top of the
ephemeral stream using culverts in 8 locations on the site (indicated as stars on
Figure 4).

Figure 1-8. The camping spurs are very small and of variable sizes. The constrained
size results in off-pavement parking and subsequent soil compaction and resource
damage.

14
9-93



William Kent Campground BMP Retrofit and Administrative Site Redevelopment Environmental Assessment

Figure 1-9. The stormwater pipe on the beach day use site flows directly into Lake
Tahoe. This photo was taken during the spring snow melt. The depth of the scour
area below the outfall is approximately 3 feet deep (point G on figure 4).

Figure 1-10. The stormwater pipe at the beach day use site, as viewed when
standing on the outfall wall and looking towards the lake during spring snowmelt
(point G on the map in Figure 4).
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Figure 1-11. Meeks Bay Fire Station when viewed from across Hwy 89. The
structure is extremely small and does not meet the needs of the fire crew stationed
there.

1.4 Management Direction

The project specifically meets the following goals and objectives at the national, regional,
and forest levels:

National Strategic Plan Goals and Objectives:
Goal 1. Restore, Sustain, and Enhance the Nation’s Forests and Grasslands
Objective 1.5 Restore and maintain healthy watersheds and diverse habitats.

Goal 4. Sustain and Enhance Outdoor Recreation Opportunities (USDA Objective
6.3)

Objective 4.1 Improve the quality and availability of outdoor recreation
experiences.

The LRMP, as amended (USDA FS 1988) guides overall LTBMU land management
and resource protection through practices, standard and guidelines. Practices,
Standards and Guidelines (S&G) that apply to this project:

S&G 30: Water Quality Maintenance and Improvement (pages 1V-33-34).

Activities designed to prevent water quality degradation and the installation and
maintenance of structures and vegetation to remedy impaired water quality. The
primary purpose is to assure that activities on national forest land do not exceed
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environmental standards and to restore damaged sites. Activities include
installation of check dams, settling basins, infiltration devices, water spreading
devices, water canalization conduits, riprap, retaining walls, straw and jute mat
spreading and the planting of grass, shrubs, or trees.

Ward Management Area: Resource Management Emphasis:

“The major resource emphasis in this management area is to maintain
opportunities for expansion of outdoor recreation. This includes ... developed
recreation facilities, and both motorized and nonmotorized dispersed recreation.
There are also opportunities for vegetation management and improvement for
wildlife and fisheries enhancement.”

Forest-wide standards and guidelines apply. The following direction in the LRMP
for the Ward Management Area supplements them:

Practice Standard and Guideline
Recreation Development of new recreation facilities is projected at 280
Construction PAOT™* over present level.

*PAQOT: Persons-at-one-time

1.5 Desired Condition

The desired condition at William Kent Campground, beach, and administrative site is
to provide a high quality recreation setting and comply with established water quality
protection Best Management Practices (BMPs). All developed amenities should meet
current construction standards and provide universal access for persons with
disabilities, consistent with FSORAG and the Architectural Barriers Act (ABA).

Improvements to the stream channel are desired to reduce erosion and improve water
quality. A new fire station and administrative space are desired to improve the
wildland fire response on the north shore, increase the efficiency of fire services, and
increase the administrative presence on the west shore of Lake Tahoe and to provide
appropriate facilities for these functions.

The following is the desired condition for all FSORAG-compliant facilities:

All new or altered camping facilities, picnic areas, beach access routes, outdoor
recreation access routes (ORARS), and other constructed features associated with
outdoor recreation areas in the National Forest System (including benches; trash,
recycling, and other essential containers; viewing areas at overlooks; telescopes and
periscopes; mobility device storage; pit toilets; warming huts; and outdoor rinsing
showers) shall comply with the FSORAG.

Construction or alteration of all other outdoor recreation areas such as toilet buildings
and information centers in the National Forest System shall comply with the
applicable requirements of the Architectural Barriers Act Accessibility Standards
(ABAAS).
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The following is the desired condition for all ABA-compliant facilities:

All areas of newly designed and newly constructed buildings and facilities and altered
or leased portions of existing buildings and facilities shall comply with these
requirements.

Application Based on Building or Facility Use: Where a site, building, facility, room,
or space contains more than one use, each portion shall comply with the applicable
requirements for that use.

Temporary and Permanent Structures: These requirements shall apply to temporary
and permanent buildings and facilities.

1.6 Purpose and Need for Action
The purpose of this project is to improve water quality and stream environment zone
function, enhance the recreational experience, improve wildland fire response on the
West and North shores, and address health and safety issues at the William Kent
campground, administrative facility, and beach. This action is needed because of the
deficiencies in stormwater treatment onsite, the lack of universal accessibility, and
impacts to the recreation experience.

There is a need to increase stormwater infiltration and improve water
quality due to conditions such as:

» Impervious coverage and compaction within the SEZ and low capability
soils.

» Absence of BMPs to capture and infiltrate stormwater.

» Direct storm water outflow to Lake Tahoe at the William Kent Beach.

There is a need to improve the recreation experience and accessibility of
the site due to:

» Absence of efficiently designed FSORAG compliant campsites and
amenities.

e Six restroom facilities in the campground do not meet current building
standards, including universal accessibility.

» Campground check-in kiosk is not universally accessible and is located
where vehicles affect the traffic on Highway 89.

» Poorly located entrance signage and wayfinding mechanisms.

* Need for better privacy and screening between the campground facility
and neighboring residences.

» Public demand for a greater range of camping opportunities.

» Inadequate pedestrian circulation and connection to the beach site.

» Inefficient and counter-intuitive vehicular circulation within the
campground.
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There is a need to improve the condition of Forest Service facilities
relating to health and safety codes due to:

» The Meeks Bay Fire Station is no longer adequate for the size and mission
of the fire engine module.

* Wildland fire response to the north and west shores of Lake Tahoe is not
optimized due to current location of facility at Meeks Bay.

» There is no universally accessible administrative building and fire station
that meets the function and needs of the LTBMU on the North and/or
West shores.

1.7 Summary of Initial Proposed Action

Improvements in BMPs are proposed to bring the William Kent Campground,
William Kent administrative site, and William Kent beach day use area into
compliance with water quality protection and accessibility requirements. This
includes implementation of water quality protection BMPs where appropriate to
reduce stormwater runoff volume, reduce peak flow levels, reduce the amount of
sediment and pollutants reaching Lake Tahoe, as well as to provide for universal
accessibility consistent with the FSORAG and ABA requirements.

The proposal includes reconfiguration of the campground circulation pattern, with the
primary access route created along the northern boundary of the campground. The
initial proposed action also includes relocation of the kiosk area, relocation of the RV
waste dump station, construction of new accessible restroom facilities, addition of
utilities at some campsites, and an increase in the diversity of camping opportunities
through the incorporation of yurt camping sites.

A new administrative building would be constructed on the William Kent
administrative site. The building would serve as a replacement for the Meeks Bay
Fire Station. The existing Meeks Bay Fire Station would be removed and the area
rehabilitated.

The beach day use site would be re-contoured and excavated to shorten the
stormwater pipe on the beach to expose the flow (“daylight” the stream), as well as to
stabilize the resulting slope. This will increase the area for infiltration and reduce the
pollutant/sediment loads of the stormwater before it enters Lake Tahoe. Stabilization
of the slope may include riprap, boulder placement, retaining walls, structural walls,
and vegetation. Bridges, footpaths, and safety rails would be installed where needed
to ensure navigability, safety, and efficient use of the site by visitors. An accessible
path would be constructed to access the beach from the picnic area.

A detailed description of the proposed action can be found in Chapter 2.

1.8 Decision Framework

This EAis prepared in accordance with NEPA and Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) Regulations 40 CFR § 1500. The Responsible Official under NEPA is the
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LTBMU Forest Supervisor who expects to issue a Decision Notice / Finding of No
Significant Impact (DN/FONSI).

Based on the analysis provided in this EA, the Forest Supervisor will decide whether
or not to implement the no-action alternative, the proposed action, or an alternative to
the proposed action as described in this EA. It should be noted that the final decision
may entail some combination of components of the proposed action and alternatives,
as deemed most appropriate in consideration of the analyses described in this
document.

1.9 Public Involvement

The proposal was listed in the Schedule of Proposed Actions on January 1, 2011. The
proposal was mailed to adjacent property owners and interested agencies for
comment during scoping from November 26 to December 30, 2010. In addition, the
proposed action and scoping letter were posted on the LTBMU public website.

A total of 12 written, oral, or electronic comment letters were submitted (Project
Record Documents Section C) and a total of 83 comments were identified and
evaluated for relevance. These comments and their disposition are summarized in
Project Record Document D-1. Using these comments (see Issues section), the
interdisciplinary team developed a list of issues to consider in developing an action
alternative (Alternative 3).

The analysis of the existing condition (Alternative 1), the initial proposed action
(Alternative 2), and the new Alternative 3 were released for public comment on April
25, 2012. In response to the legal notice for the 30 day comment period for the
Environmental Assessment (EA), ten comment letters were received. Three
additional letters were dated after the comment period ended. The comments and the
Forest Service (FS) responses are listed in Appendix C of the Decision Notice and
Finding of No Significant Impact document for the William Kent BMP Retrofit and
Administrative Site Redevelopment Project. No comments resulted in the need for an
additional action alternative. Some of the comments, however, did result in the
addition of a design feature or a slight modification of Alternative 3. This document
(the EA) was then edited to reflect these changes. A summary of the changes that
resulted from the public comment period can be found in Section 2.4, Table 2-2.

1.10 Issues

The Forest Service separated the issues into three groups: relevant issues, non-issues,
and issues considered but eliminated from detailed study. A list of issues and the
Forest Service response may be found in Project Record Document D-1. If an issue
was listed as Category 1 (see below), the rationale for not being included in the
analysis is incorporated in that document, as well.

Non- issues (Category 1) do not meet the purpose and need for the project; are
outside the scope of the proposed action; are already decided by law, regulation, or
LRMP; are not supported by scientific evidence; are addressed by project design
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features; or are addressed by additional information or clarification of the proposed
action. Non-issues also represent opinions and statements that do not present
problems or alternatives. Numerous comments were received. Most of these were
requests to the Forest Service to discuss and disclose specific items in the
environmental document. None of these comments necessitated development of an
alternative to the proposed action.

Issues considered but eliminated from detailed study (Category 2) meet the
purpose and need for the project but were considered in alternatives already studied
and eliminated, or additional project design features were developed which reduced
or eliminated the effects. See Section 2.1 for a summary of these issues.

Relevant issues (Category 3) were used to develop alternatives to the proposed
action. Relevant issues meet the purpose and need for the project and are important
in the extent of the geographic distribution, the duration of effects, or the intensity of
interest or resource conflict and therefore merit consideration for the development of
an alternative to the proposed action. Comments relating to the location of the
proposed administrative building, the location of new roads and restrooms within the
campground, and the effect of noise and disturbance of increased activity near
residential lots were considered relevant issues and initiated the development of the
alternative proposed action. See section 2-4 for a description of these issues and how
they were addressed by an alternative action.

1.11 Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies

All resource management activities described and proposed in this document would
be consistent with applicable federal law, USDA regulations, Forest Service policies,
and applicable provisions of state law. The major applicable laws are as follows:

1.11.1 National Forest Management Act

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) requires the development of long-
range land and resource management plans. The LRMP was approved in 1988 as
required by this act. It has been amended several times, including in the Sierra
Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA). The LRMP provides guidance for all
natural resource management activities on National Forest System lands. The NFMA
requires that all projects and activities be consistent with the Forest Plan. The Forest
Plan has been reviewed in consideration of this project, and the design of the William
Kent Campground BMP Retrofit and Administrative Site Redevelopment Project is
consistent with the Forest Plan. A Forest Plan consistency matrix and review for this
project was completed (Project Record Document B-1).

1.11.2 Endangered Species Act

In accordance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) list of “endangered and threatened species that may be
affected by Projects in the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Area” (December 14,
2010) was reviewed. It was determined that the proposed action and alternative
action of the William Kent Project may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in
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a trend toward Federal listing or loss of viability for any endangered and threatened
species (Project Record Document G-1).

1.11.3 National Historic Preservation Act

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires federal
agencies to take into account the effect of a project on any district, site, building,
structure, or object that is included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National
Register of Historic Places. Surveys were conducted for Native American religious or
cultural sites, archaeological sites, and historic properties or areas that may be
affected by this project (Project Record Document G-3). Compliance with the NHPA
was achieved through the use of the USDA Forest Service Region 5 and California
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) Programmatic Agreement (2001)
regarding compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA. There was a no effect
determination made with the use of standard resource protection measures, so
consultation with SHPO was not required as described in the Programmatic
Agreement.

1.11.4 Clean Water Act (Public Law 92-500)

All federal agencies must comply with the provisions of the Clean Water Act (CWA),
which regulates forest management activities near federal waters and riparian areas.
The design features associated with the proposed action ensure that the terms of the
CWA are met, primarily prevention of pollution caused by erosion and sedimentation.

1.11.5 Clean Air Act (Public Law 84-159)

The project area lies within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin and the Placer County Air
Quality Management District. The Traffic Study (Project Record Document G-9)
identifies an insignificant increase in vehicle trips. Chapter 93.3.B of the TRPA Code
of Ordinances (TRPA 1987) requires that a project provide an air quality impact
analysis only if the project is expected to significantly increase vehicle trips.

PLACER COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT: Construction and
Grading Dust Control Requirements. Rule 228, Fugitive Dust, is applicable to the
entire County of Placer and addresses fugitive dust generated by construction and
grading activities, and by other land use practices including recreational activities.
The proposed action and alternative action incorporate design features to comply with
these requirements.

1.11.6 Environmental Justice (Executive Order 12898)

Executive Order 12898 requires that all federal actions consider potentially
disproportionate effects on minority and low-income communities, especially if
adverse effects to environmental or human health conditions are identified. Adverse
environmental or human health conditions created by any of the alternatives
considered would not affect any minority or low-income neighborhood
disproportionately.

The activities proposed in alternatives 2 and 3 were based solely on the existing and
desired condition of the campground facilities and surrounding vegetation, sensitivity
of the natural environment adjacent to Lake Tahoe, the recreational needs of Forest
users, and access in response to the purpose and need. In no case were the
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campground and infrastructure/access designs based on the demographic makeup,
occupancy, property value, income level, or any other criteria reflecting the status of
adjacent non-federal land. Reviewing the location, scope, and nature of the proposed
alternatives in relationship to non-federal land, there is no evidence to suggest that
any minority or low-income neighborhood would be affected disproportionately.
Conversely, there is no evidence that any individual, group, or portion of the
community would benefit unequally from any of the actions in the proposed
alternatives.

1.11.7 Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 as amended
(16 USC 703-712)

The original 1918 statute implemented the 1916 Convention between the United
States and Great Britain (for Canada) for the protection of migratory birds. Later
amendments implemented treaties between the United States and Mexico, Japan, and
the Soviet Union (now Russia). Specific provisions in the statute include the
establishment of a federal prohibition, unless permitted by regulations, to “pursue,
hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or kill, possess, offer for sale, sell,
offer to purchase, purchase, deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver
for transportation, transport, cause to be transported, carry, or cause to be carried by
any means whatever, receive for shipment, transportation or carriage, or export, at
any time, or in any manner, any migratory bird, included in the terms of this
Convention...for the protection of migratory birds...or any part, nest, or egg of any
such bird.” Because forestlands provide a substantial portion of breeding habitat, land
management activities within the LTBMU can have an impact on local populations.
The William Kent Campground BMP Retrofit and Administrative Site
Redevelopment Project would not adversely impact any populations or habitat of
migratory birds (Project Record Document G-1) .

1.11.8 Invasive Species, Executive Order 13112 of February 3, 1999

This EA covers botanical resources and noxious weeds. The project’s design features
are designed to minimize risk of new weed introductions. The Sierra Nevada Forest
Plan Amendment (SNFP) outlines the direction for completing a noxious weed risk
assessment (SNFP Appendix L). In addition, the Forest Service Manual 2080 Noxious
Weed Management (effective 11/29/1995) includes a policy statement calling for a risk
assessment for noxious weeds to be completed for every project (Project Record
Document G-1).

1.11.9 Floodplain Management, Executive Order 11988 of May 24, 1977, and
Protection of Wetlands, Executive Order 11990 of May 24, 1977

These executive orders provide for protection and management of floodplains and
wetlands. Compliance with these orders will be ensured by adhering to the project
design features.

1.11.10 Special Area Designations

There are no special designated areas that would be affected by the William Kent
Campground BMP Retrofit and Administrative Site Redevelopment Project (e.g.,
Research Natural Areas, Inventoried Roadless Areas, Wilderness Areas, and Wild and
Scenic Rivers).
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1.11.11 Local Agency Permitting Requirements and Coordination
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board

The LRWQCB has determined that the proposed action will require a (NPDES)
General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction
Activity Involving Land Disturbance in the Lake Tahoe Hydrolic Unit, Board Order
No. R6T-2005-0007. In addition, a Project-Specific Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Storm Water General Permit (a new permit adopted
in April 2011) will be required.

Permits will be obtained to comply with Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA through
the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers for stream and wetland restoration and road and trail activities that are not
associated with vegetation and fuel reduction activities (as described above). The
degree of permitting would be known by the time of the decision by the Forest
Supervisor.

TRPA

It is anticipated that a TRPA project permit will be required because the proposed
action falls outside of the terms outlined for exempt activities in the Memorandum of
Understanding between the TRPA and the US Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service (2009) due to the change in land coverage of the administrative structure and
management activities proposed within the SEZ and the shore zone.

Placer County Air Pollution Control District

Placer County Air Pollution Control District Rule 228, Fugitive Dust, establishes
standards to be met by activities generating fugitive dust. Rule 228 applies to the
entire County of Placer and addresses fugitive dust generated by construction and
grading activities, and by other land use practices including recreational uses.
Fugitive dust is particulate matter discharged into the atmosphere due to a man-made
activity or condition. Examples of dust sources that are subject to the rule are
excavating and trenching, drilling, boring, earthmoving and grading operations,
pavement or masonry cutting operations, brush clearing, travel on unpaved roads
within construction sites, and wind-blown dust from uncovered graded areas and
storage piles. Rule 228 establishes standards to be met by activities generating
fugitive dust. Among these standards to be met is a prohibition on visible dust
crossing the property boundary, generation of high levels of visible dust (dust
sufficient to obscure vision by 40%), and controls on the track-out of dirt and mud on
to public roads. The regulation also establishes minimum dust mitigation and control
requirements. These requirements are incorporated in the design features for the
project.
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2.0 Alternatives, Including the Proposed Action

This chapter describes the alternatives considered for the William Kent Campground
BMP Retrofit and Administrative Site Redevelopment Project, including alternatives
considered but dismissed from detailed analysis, the no-action alternative, the
proposed action, and an alternative action.

2.1 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from Detailed
Analysis

An alternative considered but dismissed from detailed analysis was to implement the
campground and beach proposed actions and keep the fire station at Meeks or another
site. This alternative was dismissed based on fact that the Meeks site did not meet the
needs of a new fire station and after a review of alternate locations on the West Shore,
no other viable sites were found. Alternate sites were evaluated for wildland fire
response effectiveness, access to utilities, impact to sensitive sites, and for regulations
prohibiting construction (ex: Santini-Burton lots). This alternative was not analyzed
further as the effects were analyzed in either Alternative 1 (leaving fire station at
Meeks), or Alternatives 2 and 3 (different locations of the fire station/administration
building within the William Kent site). See Project Record Documents B-2.

2.2 Alternative 1 — No Action

The No Action Alternative provides a baseline for comparing the effects of the action
alternatives. The No Action Alternative reflects a continuation of existing
recreational, administrative and traffic activities. No improvements to recreational,
administration or traffic facilities would be made beyond those considered to be
routine maintenance. No campground reconfiguration, BMP retrofit, administrative
site construction, or accessibility upgrades would be implemented. A new fire station
would not be built on the William Kent site and fire operations would remain at the
Meeks fire station (Figure 2-1).

The campground would remain open and continue to be operated by the campground
concessionaire. The restroom facilities would continue to degrade, resulting in more
frequent repair and maintenance effort and costs. The road system within the
campground will continue to be maintained at the present level. Parking and access to
the beach area will continue at its present location and condition.
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Figure 2-1. No Action Illustration.
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2.3 Alternative 2 — Proposed Action

The William Kent site is planned for rehabilitation, which would include installation
of water quality BMPs, control of vehicle circulation by redefining and paving travel
routes and camping spurs, relocation of the kiosk, and removal of inadequate
restroom buildings. New construction would include four new toilet/shower
buildings in the campground and a new fire station/administrative building on the
administrative site (Figure 2-2). The Meeks Bay Fire Station would then be
decommissioned and the area rehabilitated.

Areas of existing soil compaction that are not planned for campground, administrative
building, or other use would be decompacted and mulched where appropriate. The
areas may also be planted with native/adapted vegetation such as grasses and shrubs.

Overall project area impervious coverage would decrease from 207,000 to 200,300
square feet. SEZ coverage from current recreation use is proposed to be reduced from
34,600 to 12,800 square feet. BMP measures would be designed to meet the demands
of a1 inch/ 1-hour storm, as well as a 2 inches / 24-hours storm event.

This project includes the removal of some existing trees in order to meet the
requirements of the Proposed Action. Cut trees may be removed from the site or used
as fuel wood. Any slash material generated from tree removal (e.g., smaller trees and
limbs and tops) would be removed in whole, chipped and removed, or chipped for use
on site. Tree removal may require the use of ground-based mechanical equipment,
chainsaws, or chippers, and a staging area(s) in order to process materials. The
stumps of cut trees would also be removed as part of this action.

Proposed improvements to the beach include improved stormwater management and
accessibility to the beach from the parking lot.

Campground Facilities:

Camping capacity and the overall number of campsites are proposed for reduction.
The Proposed Action includes a reduction of campsites from 95 to 81. Traffic routes
and direction of travel would be changed to improve traffic flow and access to
campsites. The size and configuration of the individual campsites will also be
changed.

1. Remove approximately 21,714 square feet (83%) of asphalt from within the SEZ
in the campground (Table 2-3).

2. Reduce the stream crossings from 8 to 2.

3. Remove and reconfigure all paved surfaces into four one-way loops connected to
a two-way road that runs along the northern border of the campground.

4. Remove a net of 14 campsites for a total remaining of 81 campsites (Table 2-4).
5. Construct all new spurs to meet FSORAG accessibility requirements; 16’ wide by

40’ long (33 non-utility sites), 20°wide by 60’ long (5 utility sites), 16’wide by 60’
long (43 utility sites) (Table 2-4).
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6. Up to 11 campsites (of the 81 total sites) may include yurts or tent cabins.

7. Relocate the RV dump site to an area of high capability soils near the exit that
allows for easier vehicular circulation.

8. Relocate the entry kiosk further into the campground on the two-way road to
allow for drive-up traffic on both sides.

9. Construct small infiltration basins and vegetated swales along the roadways and
in areas where water flows from paved surfaces into the SEZ to prevent any
campground pavement runoff from contributing to the water volume of the
stream.

10. Remove impervious surfaces from within the SEZ and re-contour the stream
channel in areas where the paved surfaces are removed to permit the water to
spread out over the SEZ and allow for infiltration and to reduce the flow volume
and velocity.

11. Plant native vegetation in eroded and disturbed areas.

12. Stabilize slopes in the campground with boulder placement and revegetate where
needed.

13. Replace the signage along Hwy 89 and in the campground to improve navigation
for vehicles and pedestrians.

14. Install electrical hookups in two campground loops closest to the entrance.
15. Install utilities at two host sites; to include water, electric, and sewer.

16. Repair fencing along the property line. “Gates” or gaps in the fence will be
included to ensure that wildlife does not encounter a solid barrier when crossing
the campground.

17. Remove the six existing restrooms and replace with four accessible
shower/bathroom facilities, one serving each loop.

18. Plant vegetation for screening in any areas where vegetation was disturbed or
removed along the campground perimeter and intensively plant for screening
around the administrative site.

19. Approximately 400-800 trees would be removed to facilitate construction of
BMPs and associated infrastructure. In addition, thinning of ladder fuels (smaller
trees) will take place throughout the project area in order to provide defensible
space for facilities.

20. Construct a ten-space overflow parking lot south of the campground entrance
road.
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Administrative Site:

A new combined fire station/administrative building would be built on the location of
the existing administrative site. All new facilities will meet FSORAG and ABA
accessibility guidelines.

1. Construct a new fire station/administrative building and associated parking on the
site of the former house and garage.

2. The fire station/administrative building will contain two bays for a Type I11 fire
engine, offices for the fire personnel (no overnight accommodations), a kitchen
and meeting area, bathrooms and showers, office space for other Forest Service
employees, and a public entrance. Approximate building size is 3,500 square feet.
Design of the building is to be similar to the USFS Spooner Fire Station on Hwy
50 on the east side of Lake Tahoe.

3. Administrative facility parking lot would have room for twelve spaces dedicated
for the fire crew and other forest service personnel, and ten spaces for public
visitors, including two universally accessible spaces (approximately 10,000
square feet).

4. Redesign of the campground entry road will include widening of the road to allow
for a dedicated striped emergency vehicle lane.

5. Privacy fencing will be installed along the property line between the
administrative site and neighboring residences (minimum height to be six
feet).

Beach:

Proposed activities at the beach site include improvements to stormwater
management and accessibility to the beach from the parking lot.

1. Excavate and shorten the stormwater pipe on the beach to expose the flow
(“daylight” the stream) and stabilize the resulting slope. Stabilization may
include riprap, boulder placement, retaining walls, structural walls, and
vegetation. Bridges, footpaths, and safety rails will be installed where needed to
ensure navigability, safety, and efficient use of the site by visitors.

2. Create an accessible pathway from the beach parking to the waterfront.

Meeks:

Proposed activities at the Meeks fire station include removing the fire station building
and rehabilitate the site.

1. Decommission the building and remove excess asphalt.

2. Decompact the site and cover exposed soil (wood chips, pine needles, etc) to
allow for natural revegetation.
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Figure 2-2. Alternative 2 Concept Design.
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3 THE ABOVE IMAGE IS A CONCEPT DESIGN. SPECIFIC ALGNMENT OF INDIVIDUAL
SITE ELEMENTS MAY CHANGE BASED UPCN SITE RESTRICTIONS AND TO MEET
DESIRED GRADING REQUIREMENTS FOR ACCESSIBILITY

3% INDIVIDUAL BMP'S SUCH AS INFILTRATION BASINS AND SLOPE STABILIZATION
ARE NOT SHOWN IN THIS ILLUSTRATION.
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2.4 Alternative 3 — Alternative Action

This alternative was developed in response to public comments received during the
scoping period and EA comment period, as well as internal discussion relating to the
use of the administrative site that resulted in the identification of issues (see Chapter
1.10) that merited the development and analysis of an alternative to the proposed
action. Since the release of the EA to the public for comment, the need for visitor
information services at this site was re-evaluated. It was determined that visitor
information services are adequately provided at other facilities in the area and are
therefore not considered further in this alternative. Table 2-1 discusses the major
issues raised during public scoping and how such issues are addressed in Alternative
3.

After the action alternative was developed, the EA was released to the public for the
legal 30 day comment period. Table 2-2 discusses issues raised during the comment
period and how such issues were addressed in Alternative 3. No comments resulted
in the need for an additional action alternative. Some of the comments, however, did
result in the addition of a design feature or a slight modification of Alternative 3. A
summary of the changes that resulted from the public comment period can be found
in Table 2-2. See Appendix C of the Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant
Impact document for the William Kent BMP Retrofit and Administrative Site
Redevelopment Project for the full Forest Service response.

Table 2-1. Issues with Alternative 2 that were raised during public scoping, which
resulted in the creation of an alternative action (Alt 3).

Issue with Alt 2 Forest Service Response

The location of the main campground
two-way road will increase noise and
activity levels along the northern
boundary.

The two-way road was relocated into the interior of the
campground in Alternative 3. The configurations of the one-
way loops were changed to accommodate this new circulation
pattern.

The location of the kiosk will increase
noise and activity levels along the
northern boundary.

The kiosk was relocated to the administrative site in
Alternative 3.

The location of the fire station will
increase noise and activity levels along
the northern boundary.

The administrative building was relocated to the south of the
campground entrance road and a greater distance from
residential lots in Alternative 3.

The proposed action increases paved
surfaces, even though it decreases the
overall coverage in the SEZ and
compacted areas.

The size of the overflow parking lots was reduced and the
number of yurt parking spaces was decreased in Alt 3. The
number of 60’ camping spurs were reduced from 48 to 18 and
only provides 7 overflow parking spaces. The actual total
impervious surfaces amount is significantly decreased.
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Table 2-2. Issues with Alternative 3 that were raised during the legal 30 day public
comment period and the Forest Service response.

Issue with Alt 3 Forest Service Response

There is concern about the activity associated with the | The RV waste dump station was moved slightly
RV dump station in the location proposed in Alt 3 (too | to be further from the residential lots in response
close to residential lots). to this concern. It is now located off of the
proposed traffic circle.

The kiosk and RV dump station increase the general A design feature was added to install a 6 foot
disturbance on the site of the former William Kent (minimum) privacy fence along this portion of
house and garage from the past uses. the campground. The RV dump station was

moved (see above).

The proposed traffic circulation pattern results in an The roadway was moved slightly and the
increase in vehicular movement in proximity to 480 configuration of the campsites changed so that
Pineland Drive. the road intersection is further from the property

line. Additional vegetation screening or solid
fencing may be added in this area, as well.

There is a general concern about screening of the The project description relating to vegetated
campground from the residential lots. screening was changed slightly to allow for
screening in areas other than just where
vegetation was disturbed (see #19 under
Campground Facilities, Section 2.4).

Campground Facilities:

In Alternative 3 there are changes in the configuration of the roads within the
campground and the addition of a two-way road traveling through the center of the
site and reconfiguring the entrance road. The number of campsites proposed are the
same as Alternative 2 but will be configured differently with the yurts located
throughout the site rather than located in one loop as proposed in Alternative 2.
General SEZ reconstruction is similar to Alternative 2 (Figure 2-3).

1. Remove approximately 23,500 square feet (90%) of asphalt from within the SEZ
in the campground (Table 2-3).

2. Reduce the stream crossings from 8 to 1.

3. Remove and reconfigure all paved surfaces into three one-way loops connected to
a two-way road that runs down the middle of the campground.

4. Remove a net total of 14 campsites for a total remaining of 81 campsites (Table 2-
4),

5. Construct all new spurs to meet FSORAG accessibility requirements; 16’ wide by
40’ long (31 non-utility sites, 32 utility sites), 20" wide by 60’ long (5 utility sites),
and 16’ wide by 60’ long (13 utility sites) (Table 2-4).
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10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.
16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

Ten yurt or tent cabin sites will be mixed in with the other campground sites.
Sites may function as a regular campsite until a yurt is constructed.

Reconfigure the entrance road to include a one-way traffic circle.

Relocate the kiosk and dump station to the site of the former William Kent house
and garage. Reconfigure the circulation patterns to allow for drive-up kiosk and
pedestrian access via a sidewalk. A total of five parking spaces will also be
provided for overflow parking and walk-up access.

Construct small infiltration basins and vegetated swales along the roadways and
in areas where water flows from paved surfaces into the SEZ to prevent any
campground pavement runoff from contributing to the water volume of the
stream.

Remove impervious surfaces from within the SEZ and re-contour the stream
channel in areas where the paved surfaces are removed to permit the water to
spread out over the SEZ and allow for infiltration and to reduce the flow volume
and velocity.

Plant native vegetation in eroded and disturbed areas.

Stabilize slopes in the campground with boulder placement and revegetate where
needed.

Replace the signage along Hwy 89 and in the campground to improve navigation
for vehicles and pedestrians.

Install electrical hookups in two campground loops closest to the campground
entrance.

Install utilities at two host sites; to include water, electric, and sewer.

Repair fencing along the property line. “Gates” or gaps in the fence will be
included to ensure that wildlife does not encounter a solid barrier when crossing
the campground. Fencing may be replaced with any type of fencing materials that
fits the BEIG guidelines (ex: solid wood, split rail, poly-coated chain link, etc).

Remove the six existing restrooms and replace with five accessible
shower/bathroom facilities.

Create seven overflow parking sites on high capability lands outside the SEZ.

Plant vegetation for screening in suitable areas where vegetation was disturbed or
removed along the campground perimeter. Vegetation may also be planted for
screening of facilities. Screening vegetation must follow defensible space
guidelines for facilities.

Approximately 400-800 trees would be removed to facilitate construction of
BMPs and associated infrastructure. In addition, thinning of ladder fuels (smaller
trees) will take place throughout the project area in order to provide defensible
space for facilities.
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21. Privacy fencing will be installed along the property line between the check-in
kiosk area and neighboring residences (minimum height to be six feet).

Administrative Site:

In Alternative 3, the administrative facility would be moved to the south side of the
campground entrance road. The design for the building would be the same as
Alternative 2.

1. Construct a new fire station/administrative building and associated parking south
of the campground road to the west of the boat storage facility to serve the north
and west shores of Lake Tahoe.

2. The fire station/administrative building will contain one or two bays for a Type I11
fire engine, offices for the fire personnel (no overnight accommodations), a
kitchen and meeting area, bathrooms and showers, and office space for other
forest service employees. Approximate building size is less than 3,500 square
feet. Design of the building is to be similar to the USFS Spooner Fire Station on
Hwy 50 on the east side of Lake Tahoe.

3. Administrative facility parking lot would have 23 parking spaces, including two
universally accessible spaces (approximately 14,000 square feet).

4. Redesign of the campground entry road will include widening of the road to allow
for a dedicated striped emergency vehicle lane.

5. Privacy fencing will be installed along the property line between the
administrative site and neighboring residences (minimum height to be six feet).

Beach:

In Alternative 3 changes to the beach facility are similar to Alternative 2.

1. Excavate and shorten the stormwater pipe on the beach to expose the flow
(“daylight” the stream) and stabilize the resulting slope. Stabilization may
include riprap, boulder placement, retaining walls, structural walls, and
vegetation. Bridges, footpaths, and safety rails will be installed where needed to
ensure navigability, safety, and efficient use of the site by visitors.

2. Create an accessible pathway from the beach parking to the waterfront.

Meeks:

Proposed activities at the Meeks fire station are the same as those identified in
Alternative 2.
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Figure 2-3. Alternative 3 Concept Design.
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2.5 Design Features Common to All Alternatives

Activities associated with implementation of this project could have localized, short-
term effects. The following design features have been incorporated into both Action
Alternatives and are intended to minimize or avoid effects on soils, water, vegetation,
wildlife, fisheries, heritage resources, recreational resources, and air quality. Some of
the design features were developed in response to comments received during scoping.
Table 2-3 summarizes these comments. In addition to the following design features,
applicable BMPs are identified in Water Quality Management for Forest System
Lands in California (USDA Forest Service 2011). Adherence to these BMPs ensures
compliance with the Clean Water Act. These specific BMPs are listed in Appendix A.

Table 2-3. Issues received during scoping and response.

Issue

Response

The fence along the northern edge of the
site is constantly knocked down by bears
traversing the site from south to north.

A design feature was added to accommaodate bear movement along
this north-south line and to ensure the fence does not create an
impenetrable barrier along the entire length of the property line,
therefore preventing the bears from needing to knock down the
fence.

The campground design should follow the
“dark-skies” initiative.

A design feature was added to include lighting guidelines that
meet current code while minimizing light pollution for the
campground and administrative facility.

Privacy screening needed between the
administrative site and the neighbors.

A design feature was added to include native vegetative screening
and fencing where needed between the administrative site and the
neighboring residential lots.

The addition of an administrative building
will add to congestion on Hwy 89.

A traffic analysis was conducted in response to this issue. It was
determined that the addition of the administrative building is offset
by the reduction in Daily Vehicle Trips (DVT) due to the
reduction of campsites by 14 spaces. Increase in DVT is
considered insignificant under Alternative 2 and 3.

Recreation and Access

1. Maintain recreational facilities in a usable condition to the extent possible as long
as human health and safety is not compromised and project implementation is
unimpeded. The existing kiosk would not be removed until the new kiosk is
installed and vehicular access is available. Existing bathrooms would remain in
operation until the new bathroom facilities are opened and accessible.

2. Prepare a traffic control plan prior to commencing project operations. A
temporary forest closure may be implemented for project activities. Closure
should be as limited as possible to reduce restrictions to public access. Closure
would be only for areas of active construction activity.
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3. Prohibit vegetative slash and construction burning. Construction wastes will be
hauled offsite to an approved waste facility. Slash will be either chipped and used
onsite or hauled offsite to an approved waste facility.

4. Provide advanced notice to the public to ensure that the public is aware of
proposed project activity. Post signs in project areas near public access points to
highlight the proposed action and impacts to public access.

5. Signing and temporary fencing would be provided around the construction site.

Scenic Resources

1. New building facilities would be designed to blend with and enhance the existing
landscape through the use of native materials and neutral colors. The design will
be consistent with the USFS Built Environment Image Guide.

2. Emphasis will be placed on retaining large mature trees to ensure the natural
forested appearance of the campground remains.

Heritage Resources

1. If any previously unrecorded cultural resources are discovered during project
monitoring or project construction, all project-related activities would cease
immediately in the vicinity of such discoveries, the Forest Service would begin
the consultation process, as outlined in Section 800.13 of the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation regulations “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part
800).

Soil and Ground Disturbance

1. Project activities would occur within the TRPA grading ordinance season (May 01
to October 15) and in accordance with the LRWQCB permit. If grading or
movement of soil outside of this window becomes necessary (i.e. to finish BMP’s,
etc.) a standard grading exemption permit request would be submitted to TRPA
and LRWQCB for approval. During periods of inclement weather, operations
would be shut down at the discretion of the Contracting Officer until conditions
are sufficiently dry and stable to allow construction to continue without the threat
of substantial erosion, sedimentation, or offsite sediment transport.

2. Erosion control and prevention of sediment transport for this project (EA
Appendix A) would be implemented in accordance with; USDA, Water Quality
Management for Forest System Lands in California -Best Management Practices
(USDA 2011).

3. Provision for hazardous materials spill kits would be included in the contract
specifications.

4. Staging of materials and equipment would be limited to existing disturbed areas
outside the SEZ (where soil is already compacted and vegetation has been
cleared). Following project completion, any areas used for staging and not
intended for continued vehicular use would be tilled, seeded, and mulched.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Rock, soil and other earthen material removed during grading operations may be
stockpiled and used for construction activities. Consistent with BMP
requirements, measures would be employed that prevent stockpiled material from
entering the stream channel or otherwise adversely affecting ground water, such
as with the use of fiber logs, covering with tarps, etc.

Riparian/stream/SEZ and soil restoration activities would be developed where
appropriate. Appropriate restoration actions, methods, locations, and amount
would be developed based on the types and magnitude of disturbance within the
SEZ, as well as site-specific and watershed-level opportunities and constraints for
SEZ enhancement.

Infiltration basins and vegetated swales would be installed to intercept stormwater
flowing from the campground into the SEZ. BMPs would be designed for the 1
inch 1 hour event, and the 2 inch 24 hour rainfall event.

Disposal areas for sidecast material will be displayed on engineering plans.
Compliance with contract specifications during implementation will be handled
by the project contracting officer representative (COR).

To prevent pollutants such as fuels, lubricants, and other harmful materials from
being discharged into watercourses or other natural channels, unless otherwise
agreed upon by the COR, service and re-fueling areas shall be located outside of
SEZs. If fuel storage capacities meet or exceed those stated in contract provisions,
project Spill Prevention, Containment, and Counter Measures (SPCC) plans are
required. Operators are required to remove service residues, waste oil, and other
materials from National Forest land and be prepared to take responsive actions in
case of a hazardous substance spill, according to the SPCC plan.

Construction and maintenance activities adjacent to SEZs will be done in
accordance with construction designs. SEZ boundaries will be flagged prior to
starting work adjacent near the SEZ. Compliance with contract specifications
during implementation will be handled by the project COR.

The following will be required in contracts: Coordination with the LRWQCB for
permits will be required when diverting any flow. Specifications for such
activities will be included in the engineering plans. Compliance with contract
specifications during implementation will be handled by the project COR.

Culvert specifications will be included in the engineering plans. Temporary BMPs
such as silt fence will be used to ensure water quality is protected during
installation. Compliance with contract specifications during implementation will
be handled by the project COR.

Riprap (rock stabilization) use will be included in the engineering plans. Plans
will specify what type and size to be used. Compliance with contract
specifications during implementation will be handled by the project COR.

The road surface within the campground will be paved. Compliance with contract
specifications during implementation will be handled by the project COR.
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15. Erosion control will be accomplished through applying seed to disturbed areas,
paving road surfaces, installing drainage features and basins, and retaining walls.

Botany/Non-Native Invasive Plant Species

1. If any sensitive plants or special interest plants are found they would be flagged
by an LTBMU Forest Botanist and avoided.

2. Include non-native invasive species prevention measures in project contract. In
the event that noxious weeds are found on the site, the LTBMU noxious weed
coordinator would be consulted.

3. All construction and earth-moving equipment would be free of non-native
invasive plant species before moving into the project area. Equipment would be
considered free of non-native invasive plant species when visual inspection by the
COR does not reveal soil, seeds, plant material, or other such debris.

4. Equipment would be cleaned prior to moving to other National Forest System
lands.

5. All gravel, fill, or other materials would be required to be weed-free. Obtain
certified weed-free materials from gravel pits and fill sources that have been
certified weed free or have been surveyed and approved by the LTBMU Forest
Botanist.

6. All mulches and seed mixes would be weed free. Seed mixes must be approved
by the LTBMU Forest Botanist.

7. Staging areas for equipment, materials, or crews would not be situated in areas
infested by non-native invasive species. Areas containing non-native invasive
species would be “flagged and avoided” before implementation.

8. Cheatgrass infestations found during project activities would be treated and
covered with weed matting prior to and during project implementation. Treatment
may include chemical or hand methods, depending on the size of the infestation
(see 2010 TIPS EA).

a. Staging areas for equipment, materials, or crews will be designated in
paved areas away from cheatgrass and noxious weed infestations.

9. After the project is completed, all disturbed project areas will be monitored for 3
years to ensure non-native invasive species do not spread and additional non-
native invasive species do not become established in areas affected by the project.
Monitoring will occur through the LTBMU invasive weeds monitoring program.

Wildlife

1. If special status wildlife species are detected in the project vicinity, Limiting
Operating Procedures (LOPs) would be implemented as determined by the project
biologist. The project biologist would determine if LOPs are necessary based on
habitat suitability or the most current wildlife data from pre-project field surveys.
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2. Any sightings of threatened, endangered, candidate, sensitive, management

indicator, or special interest species would be reported to the project biologist.
Nests and dens would be protected with flagging, fencing, or limited operating
periods in accordance with management direction. Species identification, known
locations, and protection procedures for both plants and animals would be
addressed with implementation crews during a pre-construction meeting.

Existing down logs greater than 20 inches dbh may be retained. Logs that are
moved during construction could be repositioned.

Bear-proof garbage dumpsters would be temporarily installed during
implementation or food-related trash associated with project activity would be
removed daily to prevent wildlife attraction to the project area.

Engineering

1.

Building construction would incorporate “green” sustainable construction features
where appropriate (i.e. sourcing sustainably produced or local materials, utilizing
passive solar, integrating energy-saving technologies, etc).

Paved surfaces around structures that do not require vehicular circulation would
be designed with porous paving systems or other semi-pervious surface (i.e.
gravel) where appropriate to enhance infiltration of stormwater.

Building structures would have roofline drip trenches or other BMPs to catch and
slow stormwater flowing from the roof.

Select light features for the campground and administrative site that limit light
pollution while following building code and Forest Service lighting design
guidelines.

Fence repairs and new fence construction will allow places for through-travel of
large wildlife (i.e. bears) in at least one location along each property line in a
manner that does not necessitate the animal to go over the fence or push it down.

Specific allowable construction hours would be set from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm,
Monday through Friday. Construction outside of these allowable hours must be
coordinated and approved by the COR and the permittee.

Air Quality

1.

Unpaved areas during construction subject to vehicle traffic must be stabilized by
being kept wet, treated with chemical dust suppressants or covered. Cover
materials must contain less than 0.25 percent naturally-occurring asbestos.

The speed limit on unpaved areas must be 15 mph or less unless the road surface
and surrounding area is sufficiently stabilized to prevent vehicles and equipment
traveling more than 15 mph from emitting dust exceeding Ringelmann 2 (dust
sufficient to obscure vision by 40%), or visible emissions from crossing the
project boundary line.
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3. Storage piles and disturbed areas not subject to traffic must be stabilized by being
kept wet, treated with a chemical dust suppressant, or covered when material is
not being added to or removed from the pile.

4. Prior to any ground disturbance, including grading, excavating, and land clearing,
sufficient water must be applied to the area to be disturbed to prevent emitting
dust exceeding Ringelmann 2 and to minimize visible emissions crossing the
boundary line.

5. Construction vehicles leaving the site must be cleaned to prevent dust, silt, mud,
and dirt from being released or tracked off site.

6. When wind speeds are high enough to result in dust emissions crossing the
boundary line, despite the application of dust mitigation measures, grading and
earthmoving operations are suspended.

7. No trucks are allowed to transport excavated material off site unless no spillage
can occur from holes or openings, and loads are either covered with tarps, or
wetted and loaded such that the material does not touch the front, back, or sides of
the cargo compartment at any point less than six inches from the top and that no
point of the load extends above the top of the cargo compartment.

8. Actions must be taken such as surface stabilization, establishment of a vegetative
cover, or paving to minimize wind-driven dust from inactive disturbed surface
areas.

9. Track-out of dirt or mud onto public paved roadways must be minimized and
cleaned up.

10. A Dust Control Plan (DCP) will be submitted to the Dust Control District for
approval prior to the start of earth-disturbing activities if this requirement has
been established as a Condition of Approval of a discretionary permit.

Tree Removal

1. Emphasis will be placed on retaining structurally complex large trees. Where
feasible based on project activities, Jeffrey pine, sugar pine, and incense cedar
would be retained and lodgepole pine and white fir would be removed. Trees
showing signs of stress, or insect and disease infection would be removed,
consistent with project activities.

2. Thinning of ladder fuels for defensible space standards around structures will take
into consideration recreation and screening objectives. ldentification of ladder
fuels will occur in coordination with recreation program managers.

3. Cut trees may be removed, or utilized as fuelwood. Any slash material generated
from tree removal (i.e. smaller trees, limbs, and tops) would be removed in whole,
chipped, and removed or chipped for use on the site. Tree removal may require
the use of ground-based mechanical equipment, chainsaws, or chippers, and a
staging area(s) in order to process material.
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Monitoring

1. The William Kent Campground BMP Retrofit and Administrative Site Renovation
project would be included in the pool of projects for random BMP evaluations
under the Best Management Practices Evaluation Program (BMPEP) program.
Each year the LTBMU completes evaluations for the BMPEP as part of the
Pacific Southwest Region’s effort to evaluate the implementation and
effectiveness of BMPs created for protecting soil and water resources associated

with Forest Service management activities.

2. Monitoring to ensure that all contract items including temporary BMPs, design
features, and permit requirements are being followed, will be provided by the
Forest Service Contracting Officer’s Representative following protocols
established for public works contract administration.

2.6 Comparison of Alternatives

This section provides a summary of the effects of implementing each alternative.
Information in the tables focuses on activities and effects where different levels of
effects or outputs can be distinguished quantitatively or qualitatively among
alternatives. Chapter 3 provides the scientific and analytical basis for the comparison

of effects found in Table 2-6.

Table 2-4. Comparison of total impervious surface coverage for each alternative.

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
(No Action) (Proposed Action) (Alternative Action)

Total impervious surfaces - 5 5
(campground and admin site) 207,000 ft 200,300 ft 190,500 ft
Reduction in impervious coverage 0 0
(campground and admin site) 0 3% 8%
Total impervious coverage in SEZ
(campground and admin site) 34,600 ft2 12,800 ft2 12,000 ft2
Total impervious coverage in SEZ
(campground only) 26,200 ft2 4,500 ft2 2,700 ft2
Impervious coverage removed
from SEZ (campground only) 0 ft2 21,700 ft2 23,500 ft2
% impervious coverage removed o 0 o
from SEZ (campground only) 0% 83% 90%

*Calculation of total impervious surface for Alternative 1 is based on existing paved surface footprint plus a 2
foot buffer of compacted native surface surrounding the asphalt. The 2 foot buffer is an average estimate of the
amount of disturbed soils as observed on the site.
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Table 2-5. Comparison of Campsite type and number for each alternative.

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
(No Action) (Proposed Action) (Alternative Action)
12’ wide by 25’ long spurs 95%* 0 0
16’ wide by 40’ long spurs 0 33 63
20’ wide by 60’ long spurs 0 5 5
16’ wide by 60’ long spurs 0 43 13
Total 95 81 81

*EXxisting average spur size is 12’ x 25, but is highly variable.

Table 2-6. Summary of Effects of Alternatives.

Area of Effect Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
(No Action) (Proposed Action) (Alternative Action)

Recreation Existing recreation and Loss of 14 campsites. Loss of 14 campsites.
management continues. Facilities meet the BEIG* | Facilities meet BEIG and
Facilities do not meet and accessibility accessibility; deferred
accessibility standards, standards; deferred maintenance lowered.
deferred maintenance maintenance lowered. Increased amenities
remains. Undersized Increased amenities (showers, utilities).
camp spurs remain, (showers, utilities). Increased noise and
confusing circulation; Increased noise and disturbance to residential

traffic stacks up on Hwy | disturbance to neighbors properties near admin site,
89. Noise levels remain | along northern boundary. but less so than Alt 2.

consistent. Beach day Campsites near admin site | Campsites near admin site
use site remains the less rustic. Reduced less rustic. Reduced
same. amount of level ground on | amount of level ground on
beach site, increased beach site, increased
accessibility to beach. accessibility to beach.
Wildland Fire Fire station remains at Wildland fire response on | Wildland fire response on
Response Meeks Bay. The north shore greatly north shore greatly
majority of wildland fire | improved. Improved improved. Improved
response calls are located | facility that is universally | facility that is universally
significantly north of accessible and able to be accessible and able to be
Meeks Bay and require occupied year-round. occupied year-round.
longer response times. Facility meets the needs of | Facility meets the needs of
Facility does not meet the fire crews. the fire crews.

accessibility needs, only
usable in summer
months, does not meet
the space or facility
needs of the fire crew.

Wildlife Bears continue to knock | Bears can travel through Bears can travel through
down the fence. No gaps in the fence without | gaps in the fence without
effect on special status property destruction. May | property destruction. May
species. affect individuals, but is affect individuals, but is

not likely to result in a not likely to result in a
trend toward Federal trend toward Federal
listing of special status listing of special status
species. species.
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Area of Effect Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

(No Action) (Proposed Action) (Alternative Action)
Botanical No known special status | Potential for introduction | Potential for introduction
Resources species or noxious weed | of noxious weed species of noxious weed species

species on the site.

during construction is
moderate. Design features
implemented to mitigate
this. Likely no impact to
botanical resources.
Restoration of riparian
vegetation.

during construction is
moderate. Design features
implemented to mitigate
this. Likely no impact to
botanical resources.
Greater restoration of
riparian vegetation than
Alt 2.

Heritage Resources

No effect on heritage
resources

No effect on heritage
resources.

No effect on heritage
resources.

Scenic Resources

Restrooms do not meet
BEIG! guidelines.

Partial retention VQO?
for the middle ground;
modification or better for
foreground. Scenic
stability moderate.

All facilities meet the
BEIG. VQO is
maintained. Beach visual
appearance altered, but
remains consistent with
VQO. Scenic stability
increases. Aesthetic
appearance of campground
improved. Aesthetic
appearance of the Meeks
Bay Resort entrance is
improved.

All facilities meet the
BEIG. VQO is
maintained. Increased
spacing between admin
center and neighborhood
residences compared to
Alt 2. Beach visual
appearance altered, but
remains consistent with
VQO. Scenic stability
increases. Aesthetic
appearance of campground
improved. Aesthetic
appearance of the Meeks
Bay Resort entrance is
improved.

Transportation and
Traffic

Traffic stacks up onto
Hwy 89 during periods
of heavy use. DVT?is
481. Confusion and
congestion within
campground remains.
Traffic patterns at Meeks
Bay Fire Station remain.

Traffic does not stack onto
Hwy 89. Insignificant
increase in DVT (1 DVT).
Reconfiguration of
roadways increases
efficiency and decreases
confusion and congestion
in campground. Traffic
congestion and conflict at
the Meeks Bay Resort
entrance is reduced.

Traffic does not stack onto
Hwy 89. Insignificant
increase in DVT (2 DVT).
Reconfiguration of
roadways increases
efficiency and decreases
confusion and congestion
in campground. Traffic
congestion and conflict at
the Meeks Bay Resort
entrance is reduced.

Hydrology and Erosion and Improved soil retention Increased infiltration and

Soils sedimentation of stream | and infiltration, reduced soil retention, reduced
channel and impacts to erosion. 83% of erosion. 90 % of
water quality. 8 stream impervious surfaces impervious surfaces
crossings remain in the removed from SEZ* in removed from SEZ in
campground. campground. Two stream | campground. One stream

Ccrossings remain. crossing remains.
Air No change from existing | Increase in DVT, but not Increase in DVT, but not

Quality/Greenhouse
Gas Emissions

condition.

significant. Not
considered a significant
increase in greenhouse gas
emissions or decrease in
air quality.

significant. Not
considered a significant
increase in greenhouse gas
emissions or decrease in
air quality.
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Chapter 2.6 Comparison of Alternatives

Area of Effect Alternative 1
(No Action)

Alternative 2
(Proposed Action)

Alternative 3
(Alternative Action)

Visitor Information | Limited visitor
information disbursed
from kiosk.

Visitor services for North
and West Shores of Lake
Tahoe offered in the
administrative building.

Limited visitor
information disbursed
from kiosk.

IBEIG : Built Environment Image Guide
2/QO: Visual Quality Objectives

3DVT: Daily Vehicle Trips

4SEZ: Stream Environment Zone
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3.0 Environmental Consequences

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations direct that agencies
succinctly describe the environment that may be affected by the alternatives under
consideration (40 CFR 1502.15). This chapter describes the existing physical,
biological, social, and economic aspects of the project area that have the potential to
be affected by implementing any of the alternatives (i.e., the existing conditions).
Each description of the existing conditions is followed by a description of the
environmental effects (direct, indirect, and cumulative) that would be expected to
result from undertaking the proposed action or other alternatives. Together, these
descriptions form the scientific and analytical basis for the comparison of effects table
found at the end of Chapter 2, “Summary of Effects of Alternatives.”

3.0.1 Organization of Chapter 3

Chapter 3 combines information on the existing conditions and environmental effects
of the alternatives for the various resources. The information is separated into these
resource areas for ease in reading. The discussion of alternatives is organized by
resource area, and each resource area is presented as follows:

e Introduction. The scope of the analysis briefly describes the geographic area(s) for
the individual resource and its indicators potentially affected by implementation
of the proposed action or alternative. The scope of the analysis varies according to
individual resource area and may also vary for direct, indirect, and cumulative
effects.

e Existing Conditions. The existing conditions section provides a description of the
resource environment that is potentially affected based on current resource
conditions, uses, and management decisions.

e Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects. This section provides an analysis of
direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects on the resource area by
implementing each of the alternatives, according to the indicators and issues
identified for that resource.

e Analytical Conclusions. This section provides a synthesis of the effects analysis
for that resource.

Direct effects are caused by the actions to implement an alternative, and occur at the
same time and place. Indirect effects are caused by the implementation action and are
later in time or removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable (i.e., likely to
occur within the duration of the project).

Cumulative effects are the result of the incremental direct and indirect effects of any
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.
Cumulative effects can result from individually minor, but collectively significant
actions, taking place over a period of time.

3.0.2 Projects Considered for Cumulative Effects

In order to understand the contribution of past actions to the cumulative effects of the
proposed action and alternatives, this analysis relies on current environmental
conditions as a proxy for the impacts of past actions. This is because existing
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conditions reflect the aggregate impact of all prior human actions and natural events
that have affected the environment and might contribute to cumulative effects.

This cumulative effects analysis does not attempt to quantify the effects of past
human actions by adding up all prior actions on an action-by-action basis. There are
several reasons for not taking this approach. First, a catalog and analysis of all past
actions would be impractical to compile and unduly costly to obtain. Current
conditions have been impacted by innumerable actions over the last century (and
beyond), and trying to isolate the individual actions that continue to have residual
impacts would be nearly impossible. Second, providing the details of past actions on
an individual basis would not be useful to predict the cumulative effects of the
proposed action or alternatives. In fact, focusing on individual actions would be less
accurate than looking at existing conditions, because there is limited information on
the environmental impacts of individual past actions, and one cannot reasonably
identify each and every action over the last century that has contributed to current
conditions. Additionally, focusing on the impacts of past human actions, risks
ignoring the important residual effects of past natural events, which may contribute to
cumulative effects just as much as human actions. By looking at current conditions,
we are sure to capture all the residual effects of past human actions and natural
events, regardless of which particular action or event contributed those effects. Third,
public scoping for this project did not identify any public interest or need for detailed
information on individual past actions. Finally, the Council on Environmental
Quality issued an interpretive memorandum on June 24, 2005 regarding analysis of
past actions, which states, “agencies can conduct an adequate cumulative effects
analysis by focusing on the current aggregate effects of past actions without delving
into the historical details of individual past actions.”

The cumulative effects analysis in this EA is also consistent with Forest Service
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Regulations (36 CFR 220.4(f)) (July 24,
2008), which state, in part:

“CEQ regulations do not require the consideration of the individual effects of all
past actions to determine the present effects of past actions. Once the agency has
identified those present effects of past actions that warrant consideration, the
agency assesses the extent that the effects of the proposal for agency action or its
alternatives would add to, modify, or mitigate those effects. The final analysis
documents an agency assessment of the cumulative effects of the actions
considered (including past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future actions) on
the affected environment. With respect to past actions, during the scoping process
and subsequent preparation of the analysis, the agency must determine what
information regarding past actions is useful and relevant to the required analysis
of cumulative effects. Cataloging past actions and specific information about the
direct and indirect effects of their design and implementation could in some
contexts be useful to predict the cumulative effects of the proposal. The CEQ
regulations, however, do not require agencies to catalogue or exhaustively list and
analyze all individual past actions. Simply because information about past actions
may be available or obtained with reasonable effort does not mean that it is
relevant and necessary to inform decision-making. (40 CFR 1508.7)”
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For these reasons, the analysis of past actions in this section is based on current
environmental conditions.

Appendix B discloses the present and foreseeable future actions that have affected or
may affect resources in the William Kent Campground area that were considered for
the analysis of cumulative effects.
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3.1 Recreation

3.1.1 Introduction

There are more than 5 million visits to the LTBMU every year (USDA 2010). A large
portion of these visits are to developed recreation sites, such as William Kent. The
infrastructure and development in these areas allows for concentrated public use,
while managing impacts to the natural setting.

This section evaluates the effects to the human environment and recreation use of the
no-action, the proposed action, and the alternative actions. In evaluating the three
alternatives, the following three categories of effects were analyzed:

1. Effects of the project on facility operations to the permittee
2. Effects to the recreation experience

3. Effects to the adjacent neighbors

3.1.2 Existing Condition

The William Kent campground and day use beach site offers forest setting recreation
experiences and is popular with visitors due to its close proximity to Tahoe City and
nearby amenities such as the swimming beach, restaurants, stores, a marina, and
access to the rest of Lake Tahoe. Contributing to its popularity is that there are only
three campgrounds situated in this area of Lake Tahoe and very few public access
points to the lake along the west shore of Lake Tahoe.

The campground and administrative site have coexisted since 1924. The campground
was operated by the Forest Service from its construction until 1990. Since 1990, the
campground has been operated under special use permit. The administrative site
currently contains only a parking area that serves as overflow for the campground and
parking for the campground host vehicles. The William Kent house and garage that
previously existed on the administrative site were decommissioned and removed in
2011.

The campground is well forested with tall Jeffery pine, white fir, and incense cedar;
and campsites are spread among low ridges and shallow ravines. Urbanization over
the years has surrounded this campground. The campground is surrounded by
neighbors on three sides and a boat yard to the east. Some campsites are small and
not level and others back up to perimeter fences. Highway noise can be heard from
some campsites near the entrance. In spite of these site challenges, visitors report
high satisfaction levels with their camping experience (as determined from comment
cards returned to the permittee) and many campers return year-after-year.

The campground and day use beach area are open from mid-May to mid-October.
The campsites are often full on busy weekends during the peak season from the
Fourth of July through the end of the Labor Day. Campsites near the entrance
currently experience high levels of vehicle and pedestrian activity during peak
occupancy periods because all campground traffic flows by those campsites due to
the one-way configuration of the roads. Currently, the campsites that are located
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within the SEZ provide early season camping opportunities because the snow melts
away from these sites first and little snow removal is needed in order to accommodate
early season camping. The permittee uses the kiosk as their office, campground
check-in, and visitor information center (the permittee offers general interpretive
information to the public in addition to issuing Desolation Wilderness permits).

The day use beach area is directly across Highway 89 from the campground and is
adjacent to the Sunnyside Resort. The permittee manages the day use area, parking
lot, and restroom facility. It has an approximately ¥2-acre picnic area and a small
rocky beach with lake access. It is a popular beach and is often visited by upwards of
100 people per day during the peak summer period by both visitors and neighbors
alike for picnicking, swimming and beach activities.

3.1.3 Direct and Indirect Effects

Alternative 1 - No Action

The No Action Alternative would allow existing recreational activities at the
campground and day use beach area to continue without interruption or substantial
changes. The permit holder would continue to operate the campground and day use
beach area as described in their special use permit and operation plan. There would
be no addition of utilities to the campsites and no addition of yurt camping
opportunities or reduction in deferred maintenance on the site. The restroom facilities
would continue to not meet Forest Service accessibility standards. Camp spurs would
continue to be undersized. The campground capacity would remain at 95 campsites
accommodating 475 persons-at-one-time (PAOTSs). The two host camping sites
would continue to be located together near the campground entrance. There would
be no change to the problems associated with the existing traffic patterns and the
permittee would continue to operate the campground and manage their operations out
of the existing kiosk. Little snow removal would continue to occur. Traffic would
continue stacking up past the campground kiosk parking area onto Hwy 89 during
periods of heavy use. There would be no change to the existing experience neighbors
have while living in close proximity to a campground. Noise levels in and around the
campground would remain the same. Some campsites would continue to be situated
close to neighbors’ backyards. There would be no change to the William Kent day
use beach area. Demand for the campground and day use beach area is expected to
increase with population growth. There would be no change to the administrative site
and overflow parking would continue to occur there. There would be no change to
the existing traffic patterns or administrative use at the Meeks Bay Fire Station. This
alternative does not preclude future upgrades on the site.

Alternative 2 - Proposed Action

Alternative 2 provides improved campsite navigability by reconfiguring the
campground, as well as the addition of shower facilities, yurt campsites, and electric
hook-ups in two of the campground loops. All campsites would be upgraded to meet
FSORAG and ABA accessibility guidelines, as well as to meet the Forest Service
sizing guidelines. 