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Executive Summary

El Dorado County (County), in cooperation with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), California
Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy), and United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), is proposing the
construction and operation of the Meyers Watercraft Inspection Station Project (Project or Proposed
Action under the National Environmental Policy Act [NEPA]). The Project would relocate the existing
watercraft inspection station in Meyers, currently located at 2175 Keetak Street in South Lake Tahoe,
California, to a more suitable, permanent location on Pomo Street near the junction of State Route (SR)
89 and U.S. Highway (US) 50.

This document satisfies the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the TRPA,
and NEPA. With respect to CEQA, this document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA statute
(Public Resources Code [PRC] Sections 21000 — 21177) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000 — 15387). For projects subject to CEQA,
NEPA, or other state or local environmental review, TRPA shall (whenever feasible) coordinate its
environmental review process with the local, state, or federal process. Coordination includes joint
activities such as scoping, selection of consultants, notice, and concurrent comment periods. CEQA
encourages similar coordination (refer to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15220 — 15229).

With respect to NEPA, this joint document examines the potential environmental impacts associated
with the Proposed Action and complies with NEPA! in accordance with the Department of the Interior
NEPA regulations (43 Code of Federal Regulations 46; 516 Department Manual 1), USFWS policy (550
Service Manual 3), and other relevant regulations and requirements. NEPA requires examining the
Proposed Action's effects on the natural and human environment.

Summary of Proposed Project/Action

TRPA leads the Lake Tahoe Aquatic Invasive Species (AlS) program, guided by the Lake Tahoe Aquatic
Invasive Species Management Plan. AIS prevention and control is a top priority of the Lake Tahoe
Environmental Improvement Program, as invasive species pose a significant threat to Lake Tahoe's
extraordinary clarity and ecological health. Establishing permanent watercraft inspection stations is
critical to providing consistent, effective protection against the introduction and spread of AlS into the
region's waters.

In 2021, the TRPA-administered AIS program received funding through the federal Bipartisan
Infrastructure Law for the provision of AlS inspection locations. In addition, the Conservancy through its

! Executive Order 14154, Unleashing American Energy (Jan. 20, 2025), and a Presidential Memorandum, Ending
lllegal Discrimination and Restoring Merit-Based Opportunity (Jan. 21, 2025), require the Department of the
Interior to strictly adhere to NEPA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq. Further, such Order and Memorandum repeal
Executive Orders 12898 (Feb. 11, 1994) and 14096 (Apr. 21, 2023). Because Executive Orders 12898 and 14096
have been repealed, complying with these Orders is a legal impossibility. The USFWS verifies that it has complied
with the requirements of NEPA, including the Department’s regulations and procedures implementing NEPA at 43
C.F.R. Part 46 and Part 516 of the Departmental Manual, consistent with the President’s January 2025 Order and
Memorandum. The USFWS has also voluntarily considered the Council on Environmental Quality’s rescinded
regulations implementing NEPA, previously found at 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500 — 1508, as guidance to the extent
appropriate and consistent with the requirements of NEPA and Executive Order 14154.

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment April 2026
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Asset Land Program has appropriate land available for development that meets the needs of the AIS
program and is proximate to the existing station.

The Project would consist of construction and operation of a watercraft inspection station,
decontamination area, and workforce housing. Presently, the existing inspection station is constrained
and does not support enough safe area for work on large event days. Consequently, inspections occur in
public roadways, which is unsafe for staff. In addition, and due to site constraints, winterization of the
facility requires additional attention each year. The new location would provide a more efficient way of
inspecting vehicles, provide adequate safe space for inspections to occur, while minimizing impacts of
vehicular traffic on neighborhood streets. In addition to providing improved vehicle entrance and exit
along Pomo Street with truck/boat trailer queuing lanes, the Project would include the following
improvements:

» Decontamination unit and other associated stormwater treatment facilities
« Mechanical and storage buildings
»  Office building
«  Public restroom
« Bicycle station
«  Workforce housing and associated parking
« On-site parking for employees
- Open space/public access area
« Connection to nearby bike trails
e AlSinterpretive area
Upon completion of construction, existing facilities at the current watercraft inspection station would be
removed.
Project Features

The Project would construct an upgraded, watercraft inspection station that includes 2 active inspection
bays; on-site queuing capacity for up to 15 truck-and-boat trailers; designated employee parking; and a
3,600-square-foot building housing an office, public restroom, decontamination unit, and storage. The
site would also include open space, a trail connection, and an interpretive area along its eastern
boundary. Additionally, 6 workforce housing units (totaling approximately 4,600 square feet of new
residential use) would be developed along Pomo Street. All vehicles accessing the site, including those of
employee residents, would use the proposed ingress and egress points.

Potential Impacts

Based on the environmental evaluation performed for this Initial Study (IS), Initial Environmental
Checklist (IEC), and Environmental Assessment (EA) and coordination and consultation with appropriate

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment April 2026
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federal, state, and local agencies, as well as federally recognized Native American tribes, the Project
would have:

No Impact on Mineral Resources.

Less Than Significant Impact on Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Air Quality,
Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use Planning, Population and Housing,
Public Services, Recreation, Transportation, Utilities, Service Systems, and Wildfire.

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated on Biological Resources, Noise, and
Tribal Cultural Resources. The Project would implement mitigation measures as described in the
IS/IEC/EA to reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

As a result, the impacts associated with the Project (i.e., Proposed Action) and a No Action Alternative
would not individually or cumulatively have a significant impact on the quality of the natural and human
environment.

Mitigation Measures

The County has agreed to implement the following mitigation measures to reduce Project impacts to a
“Less Than Significant” level:

BIO-1:

BIO-2:

All Sierra juniper trees located outside the immediate footprint or essential work area of Project
components will be protected and avoided regardless of diameter at breast height. Sierra
junipers that occur within the immediate footprint or essential work area of Project components
(e.g., buildings, decontamination area, or other permanent infrastructure) may be removed
where avoidance is infeasible. Any such removal will occur in compliance with the Meyers Area
Plan and TRPA Code of Ordinances and will require all applicable permits and approvals prior to
removal. Temporary construction uses, such as staging areas, shall not qualify as essential work
area requiring tree removal.

At a minimum and prior to construction, orange construction limit fencing will be installed
around the entire dripline of each on-site tree within 20 feet of the limits of construction. No
ground disturbance, soil compaction, construction of structures, or staging or storage of
construction materials will occur within the fenced protection area. Existing grade around each
juniper will be maintained to at least the edge of the tree’s dripline.

To prevent the spread of invasive species, the Project proponent will treat and/or remove
invasive plants in the Project area prior to construction. Any construction equipment and
materials that enter the Project area will be cleaned, free of dirt, vegetation material, and other
organic/inorganic debris. All equipment and materials will be cleaned prior to entering the
Project area, and the construction manager or other qualified personnel shall inspect all
equipment to ensure this requirement is met. Disturbed soil areas and stockpiles will be covered
when inactive and will be monitored/treated for invasive plant species establishment. All
disturbed soil areas will be landscaped or otherwise revegetated with native species. All
imported fill, mulch, straw, seed, or other revegetation materials used during construction shall
be certified free of noxious weeds.

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment April 2026
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BIO-3: At least 14 days prior to removal or modification of trees or other features that may provide

roosting habitat for bats, a qualified biologist will conduct a pre-construction survey to

determine the presence or absence of roosting bats. Results of the survey will be provided to

the Project proponent. If bats or signs indicating past or present roosting are found, the Project

proponent will report the bat observation or roost to California Department of Fish and Wildlife

(CDFW) and will delay removal until the roost can be confirmed unoccupied. The Project

proponent will coordinate with CDFW to determine an appropriate activity-free buffer area

around occupied roosts in the Project area, if found.

NOI-1: TRPA shall establish the following as conditions of approval for any permit that results in the use

of construction equipment:

(0]

(0]

Construction shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 6:30 p.m.

All construction equipment powered by internal combustion engines shall be properly
muffled and maintained.

Quiet construction equipment, particularly air compressors, are to be selected
whenever possible.

All stationary noise-generating construction equipment such as generators or air
compressors is to be located as far as is practical from existing residences. In addition,
the Project contractor shall place such stationary construction equipment so that
emitted noise is directed away from sensitive receptors nearest the Project site.

Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines is prohibited.

The construction contractor shall, to the maximum extent practical, locate on-site
equipment staging areas to maximize the distance between construction-related noise
sources and noise-sensitive receptors nearest the Project site during all Project
construction.

TCR-1: The County will enact the following measures related to tribal cultural resources:

1. Construction Monitoring. The Washoe Tribe of California and Nevada has requested, and
the County has agreed, to tribal cultural resources monitoring during ground disturbing

construction activities. The County will prepare a monitoring plan and provide it to the Tribe

prior to commencing construction, and shall continue coordination with the Tribe up to and

during ground disturbing activities of the Project concerning the avoidance and protection

of Tribal Cultural Resources that may be impacted.

2. Inadvertent Discoveries. The following measure is intended to address the evaluation and
treatment of inadvertent/unanticipated discoveries of potential tribal cultural resources
during the Project’s ground disturbing activities. An inadvertent discovery plan will be
included in the monitoring plan:

a. If any suspected tribal cultural resources are discovered during ground disturbing
construction activities, all work shall cease within 100 feet of the discovery, or an agreed
upon distance based on the Project area and nature of the find. A qualified professional
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archaeologist and a Tribal Representative from a California Native American tribe that is
traditionally and culturally affiliated with a geographic area shall be immediately
notified and shall determine if the find is a tribal cultural resources (PRC § 21074). The
Tribal Representative or qualified archaeologist will make recommendations for further
evaluation and treatment as necessary.

b. The contractor shall implement any measures deemed by the County to be necessary
and feasible to preserve in place, avoid, or minimize impacts to the resource, including,
but not limited to, facilitating the appropriate tribal treatment of the find, as necessary.

c. Work at the discovery location shall not resume until all necessary investigation and
evaluation of the discovery have been satisfied.

3. Human Remains. In the event human remains are discovered, all work shall cease
immediately, and the County, TRPA, and the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California shall be
informed. All measures shall be made to secure and protect areas in which human remains
and funeral objects are discovered. Construction workers and/or contractors or
subcontractors on the job site will not be permitted to take photographs of human remains,
or funeral objects. Resources are not to be moved or taken from the Project area and work
should not resume until authorized.

The County Coroner and local law enforcement will be notified according to Section 5097.98
of the State PRC and Section 7050.5 of California's Health and Safety Code to conduct
proper evaluation and treatment of remains. The coroner and the law enforcement agency
will evaluate the discovery to determine whether it is a crime scene or a burial. If the
remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner will notify the Native American
Heritage Commission, and the procedures outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5(d) and (e) shall
be followed.

If human remains are determined to be associated with a burial, the County will notify the
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and will work with SHPO to determine measures to
take. That office will contact the appropriate tribal representatives and consult on the
disposition of the remains and any associated artifacts.

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment April 2026
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1  Project Information

Type of Information

Project Details

1. Project title:

Meyers Watercraft Inspection Station

2. Lead agency name and address:

El Dorado County

3. Contact person and phone number:

Thea Graybill, El Dorado County, Thea.Graybill@edcgov.us,
(530) 573-7908

4. Project location:

Pomo St, Meyers, California

5. Project sponsor’s name and address:

El Dorado County
924 B Emerald Bay Road
South Lake Tahoe, California 96150

6. General Plan designations:

Meyers Area Plan: Meyers Town Center district, Recreation
zoning

7. Zoning:

Meyers Area Plan Recreation zoning

8. Description of project:

The Project would consist of construction of a watercraft
inspection and decontamination area, vehicle entrance and
exit with truck/boat trailer queuing lanes, decontamination
unit and other mechanical and stormwater treatment
facilities, associated mechanical and storage buildings, an
office building, public restroom, public service bicycle station,
workforce housing and associated parking, on-site parking for
employees, open space/public access area, connection to
nearby bike trails, and an aquatic invasive species (AIS)
interpretive area. Presently, visitors queue on nearby public
roadways, and the new location would provide on-site
queuing, a more safe and efficient location for inspecting
vehicles, and would also minimize impacts of vehicular traffic
on neighborhood streets.

9. Surrounding land uses and setting:

The land surrounding the Project area is roughly evenly
divided between built and unbuilt properties. About half of
the surrounding area consists of existing residential
development, industrial facilities, U.S. Highway (US) 50 and
State Route (SR) 89, while the remaining half is characterized
by open space. The Project area is bordered to the north and
east by US 50 and SR 89. The southern boundary of the
Project area is Pomo Street, beyond which a residential
neighborhood is located approximately 420 feet away. To the
west, the landscape transitions to a mix of open space and
residential uses, with the nearest homes situated about 410
feet from the Project area.

10. Other public agencies whose approval is
required:

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA)
United Stated Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy)
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11. Have California Native American tribes
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the
project area requested consultation pursuant
to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1? If
so, is there a plan for consultation that
includes, for example, the determination of
significance of impacts to tribal cultural
resources, procedures regarding
confidentiality, etc.?

Native American correspondence was initiated with a letter to
the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).
The letter requested a search of their Sacred Lands File (SLF)
and a contact list for regional tribes that may have knowledge
of tribal cultural resources within or immediately adjacent to
the Area of Potential Effect (APE). A response was received
from the NAHC on September 9, 2024, which indicated
negative SLF results for the APE and its immediate vicinity.
Native American correspondence was initiated on October 14,
2024, to request consultation with all tribes affiliated with the
Project area. Follow-up emails were sent on October 28,
2024, to tribes who did not respond to the initial outreach. On
October 28, 2024, the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California
responded that they require a Cultural Monitor to be present
during ground disturbance activity. United Auburn Indian
Community (UAIC) of the Auburn Rancheria deferred
consultation to the Washoe Tribe on October 14, 2024. The
Colfax-Todds Valley Consolidated Tribe, Susanville Indian
Rancheria, and Wilton Rancheria have not responded to date.
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2 Introduction

This Initial Study (IS), Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC), and Environmental Assessment (EA) identifies
and assesses the potential environmental impacts of the Meyers Watercraft Inspection Station Project
(Project).

2.1 Environmental Review Process

This document satisfies the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

For projects subject to CEQA, NEPA, or other state or local environmental review, TRPA shall (whenever
feasible) coordinate its environmental review process with the local, state, or federal process.
Coordination includes joint activities such as scoping, selection of consultants, notice, and concurrent
comment periods. CEQA encourages similar coordination (refer to CEQA Guidelines § 15220 — 15229).

Sections 2.1.1, 2.1.2, and 2.1.3 below discuss the general environmental review processes pertaining to
the Project.

2.1.1 California Environmental Quality Act

The County has prepared this IS and proposed MND pursuant to CEQA for the proposed Meyers
Watercraft Inspection Station Project (Project). CEQA requires that all state and local government
agencies consider the environmental consequences of projects they propose to implement, or over
which they have discretionary authority, before implementing or approving those projects. As specified
in the CEQA Guidelines § 15367, the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out
or approving a project is the lead agency for CEQA compliance. The County has principal responsibility
for approving the Project and is therefore the lead agency under CEQA for the Project.

This IS/MND has been prepared in accordance with the CEQA statute (Public Resources Code [PRC]

§ 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] § 15000 et seq.). The
purposes of the IS are to 1) determine whether implementation of the Project would result in potentially
significant or significant effects on the environment; and 2) incorporate mitigation measures into the
Project design, where feasible, to reduce the Project’s potentially significant or significant effects to a
less than significant level. An IS/MND presents environmental analysis and substantial evidence
supporting its conclusions regarding the significance of environmental impacts. Substantial evidence
may include expert opinion based on facts, technical studies, or reasonable assumptions based on facts
(CEQA Guidelines § 15063(a) and 15064(f)).

As specified in Section 15064(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, if there is substantial evidence (such as the
results of an IS) that a project, either individually or cumulatively, may have a significant effect on the
environment, then the lead agency must prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The lead
agency may instead prepare a Negative Declaration if it determines there is no substantial evidence that
a project may cause a significant impact on the environment. The lead agency may prepare an MND if,
during the IS analysis, it is recognized that a project may have a significant impact on the environment
but that implementing specific mitigation measures would reduce any such impacts to a less than
significant level (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064(f)).
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2.1.2 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

TRPA prepared this IEC pursuant to the TRPA Code of Ordinances (TRPA Code; TRPA 2025a) requirement
for environmental documentation. The TRPA Code stipulates that TRPA shall use either an IEC checklist
or EA to determine whether an environmental impact statement shall be prepared for a project. For an
IEC checklist, the applicant shall submit the following (TRPA Code Section 3.3.1):

1. The applicant shall describe and evaluate the significance of all impacts receiving “yes” answers.

2. The applicant shall describe and evaluate the significance of all impacts receiving “no with
mitigation” answers and shall describe in detail the mitigation measures proposed to mitigate
these impacts to a less than significant level.

2.1.3  National Environmental Policy Act

NEPA is a federal law applicable to all federal agencies. NEPA requires federal agencies to undertake an
EA of their proposed actions before making decisions and taking action. The NEPA process is intended to
promote better agency decisions by ensuring high-quality environmental information is available to
agency officials and the public before the agency decides whether and how to undertake a federal
action. The appropriate NEPA documentation for a particular proposed project or action depends largely
on the significance, in terms of context and intensity, of the Project’s potential environmental impacts.
An EA is prepared for federal actions when the significance of environmental impact is not clear. If after
preparing an EA, it is determined that the impact is significant, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
is then prepared. If not, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is documented.

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is the lead agency under NEPA. Given the purpose
and need, the Responsible Official reviews the Proposed Action to decide whether the Project will be
implemented as described and whether a FONSI can be supported by the environmental analysis
contained in this EA.

2.1.4 Public Review

This Draft IS/IEC/EA is being circulated for public review and comment beginning on April 16, 2026. All
comments must be submitted by May 15, 2026. During this period, comments from the public as well as
organizations and agencies on environmental issues may be submitted to the lead agency. Several
comment submission methods are listed below, with electronic comment submission as the preferred
method for submitting comments. Please address written comments to:

El Dorado County

Planning and Building Department, Tahoe Planning and Building Division
924 B Emerald Bay Road

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Attn: Thea Graybill, Planning Manager

Please send email comments to meyersais@trpa.gov and include the Project title in the subject line,
attach comments in MS Word or Adobe PDF format.

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment April 2026
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A copy of the document can be reviewed at the County office at the above address or online at
https://tahoeboatinspections.com/meyers/. For further information regarding this document and future

consideration of the Project and subsequent approvals, please contact Thea Graybill, Planning Manager.

Before the County approves the Project, the lead agencies shall ensure that the document has been
completed in compliance with CEQA, NEPA, and TRPA requirements. The County would adopt the
IS/MND and adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) as conditions of approval for
the Project. Issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact by USFWS would confirm Project compliance
with NEPA requirements, and issuance of a Finding of No Significant Effect by TRPA would confirm
Project compliance with TRPA requirements. Such determinations show that the decision-making bodies
reviewed and considered the information in the IS/IEC/EA, and that the document reflects the
independent judgment of the lead agencies based on all relevant available information.

2.2 Purpose, Need, and Project Objectives

Environmental review frameworks addressed in this joint document require varying levels of specificity
regarding a project’s purpose, need, and objectives. NEPA requires disclosure of a project’s purpose and
need in an EA, and CEQA requires a description of the basic objectives of a project as part of a project
description. TRPA regulations do not specifically require discussion of a project’s purpose, need, and
objectives in an environmental document, but they are typically described.

The purpose of the Project is to provide a watercraft inspection station with adequate on-site facilities
to serve the watercraft inspection needs within the southern portion of the Tahoe Basin, along United
States Highway (US) 50, consistent with regional priorities to prevent the introduction and spread of AlS
as identified in the Lake Tahoe Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan and the Environmental
Improvement Program. The need for the Project is to reduce safety concerns and improve operational
efficiencies of watercraft inspection, due to the current lack of adequate queuing and facilities at the
existing watercraft inspection station. Establishing a permanent inspection station at this location would
provide consistent and effective protection against AlS, which is one of the most critical tools for
preserving Lake Tahoe’s water clarity and ecological health. The recent discovery of golden mussels in
California in close proximity to the Lake Tahoe Region emphasizes the need for sustainable prevention
efforts to prevent AIS from establishing in the Lake Tahoe Basin.

Additionally, this Project would provide up to 6 residential units on-site for employees of the inspection
station. This element of the Project aligns with regional objectives to provide access to housing so that
people who work in the Lake Tahoe Basin have more opportunities to live in the basin, as well as
reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) from employees living and working within the Lake Tahoe Basin.

The Project objectives include:
« Provide a permanent location for watercraft inspection services near the US 50 corridor
- Improve operational efficiency by eliminating the need to rely on a leased private property
- Provide on-site vehicle queuing, to provide safe working space for watercraft inspectors on-site

« Provide on-site workforce housing

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment April 2026

5


https://tahoeboatinspections.com/meyers/

Meyers Watercraft Inspection Station
Introduction Meyers, California

« Improve visitor vehicular traffic flow and reduce queuing along local streets within the SR 89
corridor

- Improve customer experience
« Enhance local bike and pedestrian trail connections

« Minimize operational impacts on adjacent residential areas

2.3 Summary of Findings

The following environmental factors would be potentially affected by this Project, involving at least one
impact that would be a “Potentially Significant Impact” without the implementation of mitigation
measures:

- Biological Resources
- Noise
e Tribal Cultural Resources
Based on the environmental evaluation performed for this IS/IEC/EA, the Project would have:
+ No Impact on Mineral Resources.

« Less Than Significant Impact on Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Air Quality, Cultural
Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use Planning, Population and Housing, Public
Services, Recreation, Transportation, Utilities, Service Systems, and Wildfire.

« Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated on Biological Resources, Noise and
Tribal Cultural Resources. The Project will implement mitigation measures as described herein to
reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

2.4 Lead Agencies

The lead agency is the public agency that with discretionary authority over the Project and is responsible
for carrying out or approving a Project. It is the lead agency’s responsibility to determine what level of
environmental review document is appropriate for the proposed project or action. Since this Project
falls under CEQA, NEPA, and the TRPA Planning Compact, there are 3 lead agencies and 3 separate
decisions on the Project. The County is the lead agency for CEQA. TRPA is the lead agency for the TRPA
IEC. The USFWS is the lead agency for NEPA.

2.5 Cooperating, Trustee, and Responsible Agencies

Under NEPA regulations, a cooperating agency is any federal agency, other than the lead agency, which
has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved in a
proposed project or project alternative. Under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, a trustee agency is a
state agency that has jurisdiction by law over natural resources that are held in trust for the people of
the State of California, and a responsible agency is a public agency, other than the lead agency, which
has discretionary approval responsibility for reviewing, carrying out, or approving elements of a project.

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment April 2026
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For the Project, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is a trustee agency with
jurisdiction over resources potentially affected by the Project. The California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) is a responsible agency with discretionary approval for Project activities within
the US 50 and SR 89 rights-of-way (ROWs). As the Project would involve the disturbance of more than
one acre, the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) would also be a responsible
agency and would require compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction in the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic
Unit. In addition, TRPA, the California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy), and the California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) are considered responsible agencies under CEQA. Responsible
and trustee agencies should participate in the lead agencies’ environmental process, review the lead
agency’s environmental document, and use the document when making decisions on Project elements.

2.6  Other Required Permits and Additional Approvals

The Project would obtain or comply with the requirements of any necessary permits/approvals, which
may include the following:

« TRPA Environmental Improvement Program Project No. 01.03.01.0033

« CAL FIRE approval of conversion exemption pursuant to 14 CCR Section 1104.1
- Conservancy approval of land exchange

» Caltrans Encroachment Permit for any work within US 50 or SR 89 ROWs

« Lahontan RWQCB NPDES Permit for disturbance of more than one acre during construction

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment April 2026
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3  Project Description

Watercraft inspection stations (WIS) play a crucial role in preventing the spread of AlS into the Tahoe
Region. The County, in cooperation with TRPA, the Conservancy, and USFWS, proposes to relocate the
existing WIS in Meyers, currently located at 2175 Keetak Street in South Lake Tahoe, California to a
more suitable, permanent location on Pomo Street, west of SR 89 and near the junction of SR 89 and US
50 — this effort is referred to as the Project. The Project would consist of construction of a watercraft
inspection and decontamination area, vehicle entrance and exit with truck/boat trailer queuing lanes,
decontamination unit and other mechanical and stormwater treatment facilities, associated mechanical
and storage buildings, an office building, public restroom, public service bicycle station, workforce
housing and associated parking, on-site parking for employees, open space/public access area,
connection to nearby bike trails, and an AlS interpretive area. Presently, the inspection station is only
capable of accommodating the queuing of one tow vehicle and watercraft while 2 are being inspected.
This forces inspections and queuing to occur on the streets immediately surrounding the inspection
station, creating safety concerns for the public and staff. The new location would provide a more
efficient and safe way of inspecting vehicles with on-site queuing capacity for 12 vehicles hauling boats,
while minimizing impacts of vehicular traffic on neighborhood streets.

3.1 Project Location

The Project area is located on 2.36 acres within the unincorporated community of Meyers within the
Lake Tahoe Basin of the County. The Project area is located on 4 parcels (Assessor's Parcel Numbers
[APNs]: 034-300-028, 034-300-027, 034-300-026, and 034-300-025) located immediately south of the SR
89 and US 50 interchange (Figure 1) and currently owned by the Conservancy.

3.2  Project Background

Approximately 2,000 boats are inspected every year at the WIS in Meyers to protect Lake Tahoe from
AIS. The current inspection station at 2175 Keetak Street requires some winterization efforts each year.
The current Meyers station workers commute to the site and inspect around 13 boats per day over the
entire boating season (May through October), with daily averages peaking in July at around 26 boats per
day. During special events, boat numbers can exceed 45 in a single day. On average, 5 employees work
from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., but for events like the 4th of July or the American Century Celebrity Golf
Championship, up to 8 employees are present (LSC Transportation Consultants 2025). Housing is limited
in the Lake Tahoe Basin, and lack of adequate housing is a barrier to seasonal employment, by which the
existing watercraft decontamination station is staffed. Snowplow workers, which the County currently
houses, are also essential seasonal workers who face challenges finding housing.

The primary goal of relocating the station is to provide a safer working environment (off of roadways)
and allow for more sustainable and efficient operations. TRPA, along with partner agencies, identified
the proposed location for the inspection station on 4 Conservancy asset land parcels on Pomo Street
near the junction of SR 89 and US 50. These asset land parcels were designated by the Conservancy in
order to help the County implement sustainable communities strategies required by SB 375. Unlike most
Conservancy properties that were acquired to protect environmentally sensitive land
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or provide public access and recreation benefits, asset lands are typically non-sensitive parcels that can
support sustainable development consistent with local area plans. The Project would include a land
exchange between the County and the Conservancy, which is subject to approval by the El Dorado
County Board of Supervisors and Conservancy Board.

Another goal of the Project is to provide employee housing for seasonal staff. This would include staff of
the watercraft inspection station during full-scale summer operations, and snowplow drivers during the
winter months.

3.3 Existing Conditions

The Project area consists of 4 parcels that are currently vacant and designated as developable
Conservancy asset lands. These parcels are primarily open space but are disturbed by informally user-
created trails and areas where vehicles have pulled off for temporary parking. A clear-cut utility
easement also transverses the Project area. The parcels have also been used for construction staging in
the past. Historically, an informal dirt road passed through the Project area, but that road is no longer
present.

In addition to these undeveloped parcels, the Project area includes existing roadside stormwater ditches
associated with Pomo Street and its intersections with Blitzen Road and Cirugu Street and a disturbed,
unpaved overhead powerline easement that is maintained by Liberty Utilities (Figure 2).

The Project area supports thinned Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi) forest with a sparse understory of native
shrubs and grasses. Dominant vegetation communities in the area include Jeffrey pine, Lodgepole pine
(P. contorta ssp. murrayana), mixed coniferous forests, and upper montane mixed chaparral. Overall,
habitat in the Project area supports common native wildlife and plant species, but habitat has been
degraded because of the surrounding built environment, human disturbance, paved areas, utility
easement, and non-native plants.

3.4  Surrounding Land Uses

The Project area lies within the Meyers Recreation zoning district, as designated in the Meyers Area Plan
(El Dorado County 2018). The Meyers Recreation district is designated for land uses that support
outdoor activity, open space character, and recreation-oriented facilities consistent with the
community’s mountain-town identity and year-round recreation economy. Meyers Recreation district
land also allows employee housing with a Conditional Use Permit.

The land surrounding the Project area is roughly evenly divided between built and unbuilt properties.
About half of the surrounding area consists of existing residential and industrial development, while the
remaining half is characterized by open space. US 50 borders the site to the north, and SR 89 lies to the
east. A Class 1 bike and pedestrian trial runs between the Project area and US 50 and SR 89, within the
Caltrans ROW. The southern boundary of the Project area is Pomo Street, beyond which a residential
neighborhood is located approximately 420 feet away. To the west, the landscape transitions to a mix of
open space and residential uses, with the nearest homes situated about 410 feet from the Project area.
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3.5 Alternatives Analyzed

NEPA requires the evaluation of alternatives in an EA. The alternatives described in this section comply
with these requirements as mandated in Section 102(2)(E) of NEPA. Each alternative is potentially
feasible, based on relevant economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal factors. In general,
the evaluation of alternatives is intended to provide decision-makers and the public with an
understanding of the potential tradeoffs among different approaches to achieve the purpose, need, and
objectives of the Project.

3.5.1 Alternative 1: Proposed Action

Under Alternative 1, El Dorado County, in cooperation with the aforementioned partner agencies, would
construct a WIS on 4 Conservancy-owned parcels along Pomo Street in the Meyers community, which
would be operated by a contractor selected and overseen by TRPA. Tahoe Resource Conservation
District (RCD) is the current contractor for the existing inspection station. The Proposed Action would
replace the existing seasonal inspection station at 2175 Keetak Street with a facility designed to improve
inspection efficiency, traffic circulation, and operational sustainability. The Proposed Action would
include construction of ingress and egress driveways, an on-site queuing area with capacity for up to 15
vehicles with trailers, an approximately 3,600-square-foot inspection and administration building with
office space, a public restroom, storage, stormwater management features, decontamination facilities,
and limited public access amenities including interpretive elements. Six units of on-site workforce
housing and associated parking would also be provided.

Implementation of the Proposed Action would require a land exchange between the County and the
Conservancy to consolidate ownership and support long-term land management objectives.
Construction would occur over an approximately 6-month period. For the purposes of CEQA and TRPA,
this is the proposed project, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15124, and is described in further detail
below in Section 3.7.

3.5.2 Alternative 2: No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed relocation and construction of a WIS on Pomo Street
would not occur. The existing seasonal watercraft inspection station at 2175 Keetak Street would
continue to operate in its current configuration and location. No new inspection, decontamination,
administrative, housing, stormwater treatment, or public access facilities would be constructed, and no
site grading, vegetation removal, or infrastructure improvements would take place within the Project
area. Watercraft inspection operations would remain constrained by the limitations of the existing site,
including additional seasonal winterization requirements, limited on-site queuing capacity, and
operational inefficiencies during peak boating periods and special events. On-site workforce housing
would not be provided, and employees would continue to commute daily to the existing facility.

3.6  Detailed Project Description

The Project would involve the construction and operation of a new WIS that would replace the existing
station located at 2175 Keetak Street (approximately 450 feet east of the Project area). The proposed
station would allow for improved access and on-site employee housing, as well as increased efficiency of
watercraft inspection operations. As part of the Project, the County and the Conservancy would enter
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into a land exchange, as the 4 parcels comprising the Project area are currently owned by the
Conservancy.

3.6.1 Project Features

Implementation of the Project would involve constructing ingress and egress driveways, a watercraft
gueuing area, a watercraft inspection building, a stormwater retention area, and areas with public
access-related facilities. The on-site watercraft inspection facility would be approximately 3,600 square
feet (sf) in size and would provide an office, public restroom, decontamination facility, and storage for
watercraft inspection activities. Six units of one- and two-bedroom on-site workforce housing would
also be provided, as well as parking for off-site employees who commute to the station. On-site housing
would total approximately 4,600 sf. As shown in Figure 3, the ingress driveway would be located north
of the intersection of Cirugu and Pomo streets, while the egress driveway would be located to the east
and require drivers to make a left turn to exit the station onto Pomo Street. The ingress driveway would
direct vehicles to a queuing area, which would have capacity for 15 vehicles with trailers. An
administrative building and the decontamination unit would be located along the eastern boundary of
the Project area. A connection to the Class | bike/pedestrian trail referenced above and an
interpretation facility would be located on the northeastern corner of the Project area. Existing trees
would be maintained on-site to the west of the WIS and in the southeastern corner of the Project area.
A Liberty Utilities easement that bisects the middle of the area in a north-south direction would be
maintained through the site but the existing lines may be undergrounded within the Project area as part
of the Project.
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3.6.2  Site Ownership and Land Exchange

Implementation of the Project would require development of 4 parcels currently owned by the
Conservancy (APNs: 034-300-025, 034-300-026, 034-300-27, and 034-300-028). The affected parcels are
part of a separate and larger potential land exchange being considered by the County and the
Conservancy, the purpose of which is to consolidate ownership and increase land management
efficiencies for the agencies. These types of land exchanges, for consolidation and management
efficiencies, have been completed by the Conservancy in the past.

Creating land management efficiencies through this land exchange is important to each agency. The land
exchange consolidates County assets and allows for the efficient management of County resources
along US 50. The land exchange also consolidates Conservancy assets and allows for the efficient
management of both natural resources and passive recreation. Therefore, the land exchange is planned
to occur regardless of the outcome of the proposed relocation/redevelopment of the WIS, contingent
upon Conservancy Board action, as well as County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors
action.

Consideration by the County and the Conservancy of a land exchange would typically be an exempt
activity under CEQA provisions (CCR Section 15325). Such land exchanges may qualify for a statutory
exemption from CEQA where the activity involves land sale, acquisition, or transfer or acceptance of
funding for the same by a public agency. For the Conservancy, the land exchange must also meet its
goals as a State agency, greater management efficiencies, and public benefits, such as for the
preservation of open space or lands for park purposes (California PRC Section 21080.28).

As design of the Project progressed, land tenancy rights become necessary to proceed, and the potential
land exchange is a necessary part of the Project. The properties being considered in the larger land
exchange are referred to as the West San Bernardino Avenue parcels, 1374 Boca Raton Drive, the
Meyers Town Center Asset Land parcels, and the Pomo Asset Land parcels (the parcels within and
directly adjacent to the Project area.) The properties are all located within 0.5 miles of US 50, with the
West San Bernardino Avenue parcels located approximately 0.5 miles west of the Project area and 1374
Boca Raton Drive located approximately 1.8 miles north of the Project area in El Dorado County (Figure
4).
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Exchange Parcels Going to Conservancy

The West San Bernardino Avenue parcels include El Dorado County APNs 034-623-002, -003, -006, and
034-622-007, located at 620, 621, 630, and 660 West San Bernardino Avenue respectively, and are
currently owned by the County. These properties consist of 2.12 acres of land located at the southern
terminus of San Bernardino Avenue that currently provide for passive recreation and a potential
connection to wildlife habitat, open space, and designated sensitive areas located to the south and
west. These properties are adjacent to both Conservancy and US Forest Service owned land. The
proposed exchange parcel located at 1374 Boca Raton Drive (El Dorado County APN 033-191-006)
contains 1.16 acres and is currently owned by the County. It is located adjacent to Conservancy-owned
land containing a trailhead for the Upper Truckee River Trail.

Exchange Parcels Going to County

The Meyers Town Center Asset Land parcels (El Dorado County APNs 034-331-015 and -023, no address)
are currently owned by the Conservancy and include 2.08 acres of vacant, developable land adjacent to
US 50.

Changing the pattern of ownership of parcels as part of the larger land exchange being considered by
the County and Conservancy would itself have no physical impact on the environment. When other
projects are proposed/contemplated by either the Conservancy or the County on the exchange lands, an
evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of that future project would be conducted.

3.7 Construction

Construction is scheduled to take 6 months beginning in 2027 and would involve 4 primary phases
(grubbing/rough grading, excavation and site work, building erection, and painting/paving/striping and
landscaping). Vegetation removal could occur in the winter if conditions are conducive to it.
Construction activities would include installation of all required best management practices (BMPs) to
offset the potential for soil erosion during construction and operations in accordance with applicable
TRPA and Lahontan RWQCB requirements construction activities are anticipated to be continuous, and
grading would not occur during winter months when ground disturbing activities cease in accordance
with TRPA and Lahontan RWQCB regulations. Construction staging would be located within the Project
area. Staging would occur on previously disturbed areas and would be secured to prevent unauthorized
access.

Various types of equipment would be needed for the construction of the Project elements. Construction
equipment could include, but is not limited to backhoes, cement trucks, cranes, graders, compactors, air
compressors, concrete saws, dump trucks, excavators, generators, jackhammers, and
rollers/compactors.

The categories of workers required to complete this Project include, but are not limited to
civil/earthwork personnel, excavators, masons, painters, plumbers, landscapers, carpenters, cement
finishers, operating engineers, electricians, and craftsmen. The number of workers at the construction
site would vary based on the phase and complexity of construction but, for the purposes of this analysis,
it is generally assumed that up to 30 workers would be present on-site each day.
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Work would be completed between 8:00 a.m. and 6:30 p.m., in daylight hours, as specified in the TRPA
Code and the County’s General Plan. During the construction period, construction would generally be
performed 5 days per week (weekend work may occur occasionally depending on schedule, excluding
ground disturbance), except for on standard U.S. holidays. There would be no on-site temporary
workforce housing, and parking of employee recreational vehicles or trailers would be prohibited.

The following describes the general phasing of construction.

3.7.1 Site Preparation/Rough Grading

Within the limits of the Project area, disturbed ground surfaces, informal user-created trails, compacted
areas from informal parking, and any vegetation that would interfere with construction or the final site
design would be removed as part of this phase. Vegetation removal, including trees and shrubs, would
be required across portions of the parcels to accommodate site grading and Project components. Rough
grading would be conducted to shape the construction area, establish building pads where needed, and
create appropriate site drainage and slopes.

3.7.2 Excavation and Site Work

Following rough grading, additional excavation would bring the Project area to final grade and prepare
the soil for underground piping and structural supports. Site work would involve installing underground
utility pipes (some pipes may be 6-inch-diameter or larger), manholes, structural foundations, curbs,
gutters, pathways, and sidewalks. Excavation for concrete foundations and underground drainage pipes
would be performed with excavators and/or backhoes.

3.7.3  Building Construction

During this phase, the proposed on-site buildings would be constructed. Site work would include
establishing foundations, framing, exterior construction, mechanical/electrical/plumbing, and finishing.
In addition, and as part of this phase, the AlS trailers and facilities at the existing Meyers station would
be removed.

3.7.4  Paving/Striping/Landscaping

All parking areas, roads, and designated locations would be paved and striped. Paving would be
performed incrementally throughout the Project area as large construction and non-rubber tread
equipment is removed. Landscaping includes the installation and/or construction of plantings and
hardscapes, outdoor lighting, and drainage.

3.8 Construction Controls

The Project would be required to comply with local, state, and federal regulations pertaining to
protection of human health, safety, and environment. Specifically, the Project would be required to
comply with the TRPA Code, El Dorado County Code, Lahontan RWQCB requirements, the Meyers Area
Plan, and the Lake Tahoe Regional Plan (Regional Plan).

The following required construction controls from local and state agencies are incorporated into the
Project design and are considered a part of the Project.
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3.8.1 Air Quality

The El Dorado County Air Quality Management District (AQMD) Rule 223 establishes requirements for
construction projects. Control measures for construction and other earth moving activities must follow
the guidelines presented in Table 1 of Rule 223-1 “Best Management Practice.” These requirements
include, but are not limited to, creation and implementation of a Fugitive Dust Control Plan, trackout
management practices at the construction site, visible emissions limitation, vehicle speed limitations,
material handling, and control for stockpiles and disturbed areas. Most of these requirements are also
part of TRPA protocol to protect water quality. Construction would implement the following El Dorado
County AQMD air quality control measures:

« Vehicle idle time shall be limited to 5 minutes or less. CCR Title 13, sections 2449(d)(3) and 2485
requires trucks to minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the time of idling to 5 minutes. Provide clear signage that posts this requirement for
workers at the entrances to the site.

- Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Tier 4F engines shall be used in all diesel equipment.
« Renewable diesel fuel shall be used in all diesel equipment.

- Dirt areas shall be exposed to water twice per day to prevent blowing dust.

« Vehicle speed on unpaved areas shall not exceed 10 mph.

« Tracked-out areas shall be swept once per week to reduce entrained road dust.

3.8.2 Biological Resources

Vegetation shall not be disturbed, injured, or removed except in accordance with the TRPA Code or
conditions of Project approval. All trees, major roots, and other vegetation not specifically designated
and approved for removal in connection with a Project would be protected according to methods
approved by TRPA. All vegetation outside the construction site boundary, as well as other vegetation
designated on the approved plans, would be protected by installing temporary fencing pursuant to TRPA
Code Sections 33.6.9 and 33.6.10. Disturbed areas would be revegetated pursuant to TRPA Code Section
33.6.8. Additionally, construction would implement the following noxious weed control and prevention
measures:

- Hay, straw, hay bales, and/or straw bales should not be used for erosion controls.

« Any materials (e.g., seed, mulch, or other similar material) used for erosion control or
landscaping shall be free of noxious weed seeds and propagules.

« All equipment brought to a project site for construction shall be thoroughly cleaned of all dirt
and vegetation prior to entering the site in order to prevent importing noxious weeds.

- All materials brought to a project site, including rock, gravel, road base, sand, and topsoil, shall
be free of noxious weed seeds and propagules.

» The property owner shall maintain and implement an effective program for the monitoring and
control of noxious weeds.
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Native nesting birds are protected under California Fish and Game Code (FGC) Sections 3503 and 3503.5
and the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). To minimize and avoid potential construction-related
loss of active bird nests and comply with these regulations, the County and/or its construction
contractor would implement the following measures related to compliance with FGC and MBTA:

« A qualified biologist will conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting birds during the nesting
season and implement protection measures, if needed. For Project-related removal of trees and
other vegetation suitable for nesting during the bird nesting season (generally March 1 through
August 31, depending on species, weather, and snowpack), and for other substantial ground
disturbance that may disturb or cause failure of nests in adjacent areas, a qualified biologist will
conduct focused surveys for active nests of native bird species before and within 14 days of
initiating the disturbance activity. Additionally, if Project activities are suspended for more than
2 weeks, subsequent (i.e., repeat) surveys for nesting birds will be conducted. Generally, the
survey area will include potential nesting habitat within 500 feet of the proposed disturbance
areas.

0 If no active nests are found, no further action will be required.

0 If an active bird nest is found, the biologist will document the nest location and notify
the County of the finding. Modifications to the Project design to avoid removal of
occupied habitat while still achieving Project objectives will be evaluated, and
implemented to the extent feasible.

= |favoidance is not feasible or conflicts with Project objectives, construction or
other disturbance activity will initially be prohibited within a minimum of 500
feet of a raptor nest and 250 feet of a non-raptor nest to minimize disturbance
until the nest is no longer active. A qualified biologist will monitor the nest
during Project activities, to determine whether the exclusionary buffer is
appropriately sized to minimize impacts to the nest during the start of
disturbance activities. The qualified biologist will have the authority to stop
work if Project activities cause the nesting birds to vocalize, make defensive
flights, displace from a brooding position, or fly off the nest. The buffer may be
increased or decreased depending on the birds’ level of tolerance to the
disturbance. The results of the monitoring efforts and the professional
judgment of the qualified biologist will be used to determine whether the
exclusionary buffer can be modified or if other performance-based
modifications are necessary. Other protective actions may include visible
screens between the nest and Project activities. The exclusionary buffer and/or
other performance-based modifications will remain in place until the chicks
have fledged or as otherwise determined by a qualified biologist.

3.8.3 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

The Project would be subject to the regulations and standards established in the National Historic
Preservation Act, the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) (PRC § 5024.1(a)), PRC § 5097.5,
and the TRPA Code. It would be required to implement the following applicable regulations and
standards which protect cultural resources:
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3.84

TRPA Code (Historic Resource Protection) Section 67.3 — Resource Protection outlines
requirements for the accidental discovery of resources during construction (subsection 67.3.1),
requirements for site survey and consultation with the Washoe Tribe (subsection 67.3.2), and
requirements for protection of known resources. Consultation with area tribes occurred, as did
intensive pedestrian surveys of the area, and no resources were identified within the Project
area. Per TRPA Code Section 67.3, the following measures are integrated into the Project
implementation plan as regulatory compliance measures:

0 If, during the course of a project or activity, a potential archaeological, cultural, or
historical resource is discovered, all operations shall stop until a qualified archaeologist
has evaluated the potential significance of the resource. In the event inadvertent
cultural resources are discovered as a result of Project activities, the Washoe Tribe will
be notified.

0 Major excavation will involve on-site archaeological and tribal monitoring. The Washoe
Tribe will be involved in the development of the monitoring plan.

Should human remains be uncovered, the statutes of State of California Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5 must be followed. The County Coroner must be notified of the find immediately,
and no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of
origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. If the human remains are determined to
be prehistoric, the coroner will notify the California Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC), which will determine and notify a Most Likely Descendent. The Most Likely Descendent
shall complete the inspection of the site within 24 hours of notification and may recommend
scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of human remains and items associated with
Native American burials.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Project is required to prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that
is consistent with current Lahontan RWQCB requirements (Tahoe Construction General Permit R6T-
2016-0010). The purpose of the SWPPP is to protect soil and water resources from impacts during
construction, including groundwater. As part of the SWPPP, the contractor is required to prepare and
adhere to a Temporary BMP Plan that would be approved by El Dorado County. The plan would identify
BMPs to minimize impact from erosion and sedimentation. BMPs would follow the TRPA BMP Handbook
(TRPA 2014) to control and minimize the impacts of construction-related activities and further protect
soil and water resources. At a minimum, the following geology and soils controls must be implemented:

Install temporary erosion and sediment control BMPs to prevent the transport of earthen
materials and other construction waste materials from disturbed land areas, stockpiles, and
staging areas during periods of precipitation or runoff (such as silt fence, erosion control fabric,
fiber rolls). Hay, straw, hay bales, and/or straw bales should not be used for erosion control.
Implement temporary BMPs to prevent wind erosion and sediment transport of disturbed areas,
such as use of water for dust control and covering of stockpiles during windy conditions or
during non-working hours.
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« Use high visibility vegetation protection fencing to prevent damage to trees or other vegetation
where possible.

» Use construction boundary fencing to limit land disturbance in areas not planned for
construction.

» Disturbed areas shall be revegetated to stabilize soils and shall be stabilized with mulch until
vegetation is reestablished.

« Parking shall be on paved and existing disturbed areas only.

- Limit grading to May 1 through October 15, unless an exemption is granted by TRPA. At the end
of the grading season or before completion of the Project, all surplus or waste earthen materials
from the Project site would be removed and disposed of at a TRPA-approved disposal site or
stabilized on-site in accordance with TRPA regulations.

3.8.5 Transportation

The contractor shall prepare and implement a Traffic Control Plan as required by TRPA Code 22.7.7 and
consistent with El Dorado County Department of Transportation ROW encroachment permit standards.
Prior to implementation, the plan shall be reviewed and approved by TRPA and the County. Elements of
the plan include appropriate use of signage, flaggers, traffic calming, and alternative routes to
accommodate local and through traffic. In addition, the contractor shall advise local residents regarding
schedules for construction traffic detours or roadway closure through signage, press releases, and
distribution of flyers in area neighborhoods well in advance of construction initiation. Access would not
be prohibited, at any time, for local residents, school buses, or emergency vehicles.
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4  Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

4.1 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by the Project, involving at least
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact,” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

] 1. Aesthetics 1 9. Hazards and Hazardous [ 16. Recreation
. M ial .
[] 2. Agriculture and aterials [] 17. Transportation
Forestry Resources ] 10. Hydrology and Water

(] 18. Tribal Cultural

ualit
Q y Resources

L] 3. Air Quality

[ 11. Land Use and Planning

] 4. Biological Resources [ 19. Utilities and Service

1 12. Mi IR
[ 5. Cultural Resources Ineéral hesources Systems
[ 6. Energy (] 13. Noise L] 20. Wildfire
[J 7. Geology/Soils [ 14. Population and 01 21. Mandatory Findings of
Housing Significance

[ 8. Greenhouse Gas ) )
o [ 15. Public Services
Emissions

None of the above environmental factors are checked, indicating that no “Potentially Significant
Impacts” are anticipated as the mitigation measures identified in the following sections reduce impacts
to less than significant.

4.2 CEQA Lead Agency Determination
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

| find that although the 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.

O | find that the Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) is required.

O | find that the 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 EIR is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

O | find that although the 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
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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 Project, nothing further is required.

Thea A %w?&// 4/14/2026

Signature Date
Thea Graybill
Name For
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5 Environmental Analysis

The following sections evaluate the potential adverse impacts of the Project in compliance with CEQA,
TRPA, and NEPA. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a sample checklist with a series of
guestions designed to enable the lead agency, the County, to identify Project impacts with respect to 20
environmental topics; this IS generally follows this checklist. Topics from the TRPA IEC are included in
the corresponding section within the CEQA checklist. Consistent with USFWS NEPA Guidance, this
document also provides an evaluation of potential impacts with respect to natural resources (Habitat
and Vegetation; Floodplains; Wetlands; Special Status Plant and Wildlife Species; Geology and Soils; Air
Quality; Water Resources; and Soundscape [i.e., Noise]), Cultural and Historic Resources,
Socioeconomics, and Refuge Resources (Aesthetics and Land Use and Planning). Specific references to
resource areas pertinent to TRPA and NEPA are provided within the respective subsections.

Except where a specific threshold has been adopted by a public agency and is specified in the sections
below, such as an air quality threshold, thresholds within Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines are used as
thresholds of significance for the CEQA Checklist Questions. Within the Issue Area sections provided
below, TRPA and NEPA evaluations are provided where current guidance (from TRPA and/or USFWS)
requires a similar evaluation as part of an IEC or EA, respectively.

Potential environmental impacts are described as follows:

« Potentially Significant Impact: An environmental impact that could be significant and for which
no feasible mitigation is known. If any potentially significant impacts are identified in this
Checklist, an EIR must be prepared.

« Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated: An environmental impact that
requires the implementation of mitigation measures to reduce that impact to a less than
significant level.

» Less Than Significant Impact: An environmental impact may occur; however, the impact would
not exceed significance thresholds.

+ No Impact: No environmental impacts would result from implementation of the Project.
The TRPA IEC similarly groups answers into one of the following categories:

< Yes

< No

+ No with Mitigation

- Data Insufficient
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Pursuant to NEPA, the impact analysis will evaluate potential impacts (including the context and

intensity of impacts) on potentially affected resources. The use of the following terms is not required;

however, they are commonly used in NEPA documents and will be referenced in the subsequent

sections.

Adverse effects: negative or detrimental effects to the resource
Beneficial effects: positive effects on the resource

Cumulative effects: effects on the environment resulting from the incremental effects of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of
what agency (e.g., federal or non-federal) or person undertakes the action

Direct effects: caused by the action and occur at the same time and place

Indirect effects: caused by the action and are often later in time or farther in distance but are
still reasonably foreseeable

Irreversible: unable to be undone or altered
Irretrievable: unable to regain, recover, or repair
Short-term effects: occurring in or relating to a relatively short period of time

Significant effects: substantial adverse effects with respect to the context and intensity of a
Proposed Action’s impacts on resources

Long-term effects: occurring in or relating to a relatively long period of time

If a resource is not expected to be affected, a brief justification will be provided for why it was
dismissed.
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5.1 Aesthetics

Aesthetic resources are generally defined as both the natural and built features of the landscape that
contribute to the public’s experience and appreciation of the environment. Aesthetic impacts may occur
depending on the extent to which a Project’s presence would negatively alter the perceived visual
character and quality of the environment.

5.1.1 Environmental Setting

The Tahoe region lies within the Sierra Nevada mountain range, part of the Western Cordillera
Ecoregion, which is a region of high, rugged, mostly forested mountains with some wide, open valleys or
meadows. Plants, animals, and water conditions vary greatly with elevation in the region. Lower
elevations are commonly a mix of grass, shrub, or tree communities, mid-elevations are mostly forest
covered, and many alpine areas above timberline are covered with snow and ice for much of the year.

Meyers is a small, unincorporated community located approximately 6 miles away from City of South
Lake Tahoe, consisting of low-density and rural-transition development. The community is characterized
by generally flat and gently rolling terrain surrounded by a coniferous forest with sagebrush understory
and single-family residential development. The dominant vegetation type is mixed conifer forest
complemented by the riparian corridor surrounding the Upper Truckee River, Lake Tahoe's largest
tributary.

The Project area is located at the center of Meyers, adjacent to US 50 and SR 89. US 50 is listed as an
eligible scenic highway, and SR 89 is a designated scenic highway (Caltrans 2025). Both roadways are
designated as visual resources according to TRPA (refer to 66.2.4 Scenic Highway Corridor Design
Standards). TRPA Scenic Unit 38 (Upper Truckee River), which encompasses the Project area and
sections of US 50 and SR 89, is currently considered to be in attainment for scenic quality (i.e., achieves
the design standards established in Chapter 66 of TRPA Code) (TRPA n.d.a).

The Project area is largely undeveloped with no on-site lighting. Light standards are provided along both
SR 89 and US 50 in the vicinity of the Project area. Limited additional lighting is provided by nearby
development (primarily residential uses across Pomo Street). The Project area does not contain any
features that create substantial glare (i.e., reflective surfaces, metal fixtures).

5.1.2  Regulatory Setting

State
California Scenic Highway Program

The California Legislature initiated the California Scenic Highway Program in 1963, with the goal of
preserving and protecting the state’s scenic highway corridors from changes that would reduce their
aesthetic value. The state laws governing the Scenic Highway Program are found in the Streets and
Highways Code, Section 260 et seq. The State Scenic Highway System consists of eligible and officially
designated routes. A highway may be identified as eligible for listing as a state scenic highway if it offers
travelers scenic views of the natural landscape, largely undisrupted by development. Eligible routes
advance to officially designated status when the local jurisdiction adopts ordinances to establish a scenic
corridor protection program and receives approval from Caltrans.
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Regional
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Regional Plan and Scenic Quality Improvement Plan

TRPA standards require maintenance of threshold scenic quality rating values for roadway and shoreline
travel routes, individually mapped scenic resources, recreation area scenic resources, and compatibility
with the natural environment. For travel routes or views from inventoried scenic resources that are not
in attainment, TRPA standards require mitigation actions to contribute to reaching attainment. The
TRPA travel route ratings track long-term, cumulative changes to views from state and federal highways
in urban, transition, and natural visual environments in the region. Roadways are divided into 53 travel
segments (called “travel units”), each representing a continuous, two-directional viewshed of similar
visual character. The scenic quality of these units was rated in 1982 and then again at 5-year intervals
for the TRPA threshold evaluation process. The ratings received by these units indicate if the area is in
“attainment” (meeting the scenic threshold standards) or “non-attainment” (not meeting the scenic
threshold standards). According to the Regional Plan, scenic quality ratings should be maintained or
improved (TRPA 2025a).

TRPA adopted the Scenic Quality Improvement Plan (SQIP) in 1989 (TRPA 1989). The SQIP sets target
areas along the Basin’s major highways where improvements to scenic quality are needed and identifies
specific measures that can be taken to increase the overall scenic quality. Along the many main highway
corridors surrounding Lake Tahoe, scenic quality has declined because of urbanization and the
dominance of buildings and structures. One of the primary elements of the SQIP is to apply design
standards for highway structures such as improved lighting, guard rails, median treatments,
revegetation of disturbed areas, and treatment of cut-and-fill slopes.

The Regional Plan requires that the qualities, including lighting and signage of new, remodeled or
redeveloped buildings be compatible with the natural, scenic, and recreational features established
within the Tahoe Basin (TRPA 2025a).

Local

Meyers Area Plan

The Meyers Area Plan includes specific considerations related to scenic quality and visual resources.
These include a goal of maintaining and improving the scenic quality of the US 50 and SR 89 corridors
and their respective viewsheds through site planning considerations like locating on-site parking out of
sight of US 50 and SR 89, the provision of landscape screening and minor landforms (no more than 3 to 4
feet in height), and recreational trail improvements.

5.1.3  CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? Less Than Significant Impact
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b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock o
. . s L . Less Than Significant Impact
outcroppings, and historic buildings, within a state scenic highway?

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an | Less Than Significant Impact
urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect

Less Than Significant Impact
day or nighttime views in the area? & P

5.1.4 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
Less Than Significant Impact

As noted above, there are a number of scenic resources in the vicinity of the Project area, including US
50 and SR 89. However, the presence of existing, mature, mixed coniferous forest precludes direct views
of the Project area from either roadway. Further, existing vegetation largely screen out long-distance
views of and through the Project area from the surrounding neighborhood. While glimpses of the
Project may be visible from US 50 and SR 89, the primary area from which the Project could be viewed is
along Pomo Street and the Project area’s southern boundary. However, homeowners in the area would
experience relatively little viewshed alteration, as the Project is screened from existing homes by
existing vegetation within the surrounding properties. The Project would be viewable from the primary
ingress and egress points to the watercraft inspection station and from the existing 20-foot-wide utility
easement that would be maintained as part of the Project. From these points, the proposed queuing
area, parking for off-site employees, and the inspection area would be visible. However, additional
landscaping would be provided along the Project area’s perimeter, minimizing visual impacts of the
Project. In addition, the Project would not exceed the height of trees located along the perimeter of the
Project area and within the adjacent Caltrans ROW and therefore would not substantially alter or block
long-distance views. Although a change would occur, it would not be inconsistent with existing
development in the area. Further, based on limited long-distance views in the vicinity of the Project area
due to the relatively flat topography and existing vegetation, the Project would not result in a
substantial modification of existing long-distance views in the area. There would be no substantial
adverse change to views from US 50 and SR 89, which are currently oriented toward development of
similar scale and at similar distances from each roadway. As a result, implementation of the Project
would not detract from existing views from the highways, and the Project would have a less than
significant impact on a scenic vista. No mitigation is required.

b) Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
Less Than Significant Impact

The Project area is located adjacent to 2 scenic resources, US 50 and SR 89. The area is also designated
TRPA Scenic Unit 38 and is considered to be in attainment of TRPA’s scenic quality standards. While
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Caltrans ROW for these highways border the parcels on which the Project will be constructed, the
existing parcels and ROW are forested up to the highway pavement and bike path. The forested area
between the Project area and Caltrans infrastructure would obscure views of the Project from both
scenic highways, consistent with existing development in the area. Furthermore, as discussed in Section
5.5 (Cultural Resources), no historic buildings are located within the Project area. Although some trees
would be removed from the central portion of the Project area, existing trees along the periphery of the
site would be maintained to the extent feasible (except at the 2 proposed access points along Pomo
Drive). Further, additional landscaping would be provided throughout the Project area with vegetation
similar to what is currently on-site, and views of the Project area would continue to be largely screened
from view by travelers along US 50 and SR 89. As a result, the Project would not significantly alter views
along scenic roadway corridors, and no substantial adverse changes to existing scenic resources would
occur. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

c) In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized
area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic
quality?

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project area is zoned as recreational and is located at the center of the Meyers community and
within the Meyers Town Center, as mapped in the Meyers Area Plan. The Project is not considered to be
located within an urbanized area as it is surrounded on all sides by open space and sporadic
development. The Project would not locate surface parking in view of either scenic roadway corridor (US
50 or SR 89), would be setback from either roadway, such that views of the Project area would not be
substantially degraded. Further, the Project would provide additional landscaping to screen on-site uses
from view, and would provide an additional trail connection, all of which would be consistent with the
Meyers Area Plan. The Project would also be designed to meet all TRPA Code of Ordinances visual
requirements, including “Mountain Contemporary” aesthetic for buildings, and appropriate positioning
of outdoor lighting. While the Project would minorly alter views from Pomo Street, the design will
conform with local and regional visual standards, and include preservation of mature trees which would
partially screen the Project from homes along Pomo Street. Therefore, the Project would have a less
than significant impact on visual character or public views. No mitigation is required.

d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project would construct employee housing which would require indoor and outdoor lighting.
Parking areas located underneath residential units would require external lighting but would be located
away from the perimeter of the Project area. All lighting would be designed to eliminate excess light
pollution (i.e., angled down and toward on-site development) and be installed in accordance with TRPA
guidelines, including appropriate directional placement. With respect to the proposed inspection
station, operation of the inspection station would occur during daylight hours, and as a result, high-
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intensity lighting would not be required. On-site lighting beyond the residential uses would be
associated with safety and security of the Project area and would be located within the interior of the
Project area, largely screened from view. By including resident parking under the employee housing
building and locating AIS inspection facilities interior to the Project area, lighting impacts would be
further reduced as structural and landscaping components of the Project would screen light from the
surrounding area. Buildings constructed as part of the Project would use materials that do not produce
significant glare, such as wood, stone, and other materials approved by TRPA and the County. Because
the Project would comply with all local and regional design standards, and because the Project has been
intentionally designed to reduce glare and light pollution, the Project would have a less than significant
impact on day and nighttime views.

5.1.5 TRPA Checklist

Would the Project result in:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist Item Answers Discussion

The Project would not be visible from Lake
Tahoe, due to its distance from the lake.
While glimpses of the Project may be possible
from US 50 and SR 89, the Project is largely
screened from view by the presence of

Yes mature and immature trees along Caltrans
ROW. Because of compliance with local and
regional visual design standards, and low
visibility from established scenic highways, the
Project would not significantly affect any
visual resources.

18a) Be visible from any state or federal
highway, Pioneer Trail or from Lake Tahoe?

Limited views of the Project may occur from
the bike trail located along US 50. However,
the Project would be constructed within the
18b) Be visible from any public recreation Yes Town Center of Meyers, an area permitting
area or TRPA designated bicycle trail? increased development compared to the
surrounding area. In addition, the Project
would be consistent with zoning and visual

design standards for the area and region.
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18c) Block or modify an existing view of Lake

Lake Tahoe is not visible from the Project
area. US 50 and SR 89 are adjacent to the
Project area, however the Project would be
largely screened from view by mature and
immature trees. Glimpses of the Project from

Tahoe or other scenic vista seen from a public No . .
. SR 50 and SR 89 would include structures in
road or other public area? y : . .
Mountain Contemporary” style, consistent
with existing development in the area, and
recreationists queuing for watercraft
inspection.
18d) Be inconsistent with the height and . .
. . . The Project would comply with TRPA and
design standards required by the applicable No .
. . County design standards.
ordinance or Community Plan?
18e) Be inconsistent with the TRPA Scenic . .
. The Project would comply with TRPA SQIP and
Quality Improvement Program (SQIP) or No . . o
. ] o Design Review Guidelines.
Design Review Guidelines?
The Project would include new sources of
interior and exterior lighting for the proposed
on-site uses. Lighting would largely be
restricted to the residential uses along the
. southern end of the Project area. As the
7a) Include new or modified sources of . . . .
o Yes inspection station would not operate at night,
exterior lighting? L . .
any lighting associated with it would be
limited to security lighting, and would be
angled downward and away from adjacent
land uses. All lighting would comply with TRPA
and County visual design standards.
As discussed in Section 5.1.4(c) above, the
Project is located within the Town Center of
Meyers, adjacent to residential homes and US
7b) Create new illumination which is more 50 which passes through the urbanized center
substantial than other lighting, if any, within No of Meyers. Exterior sources of illumination
the surrounding area? proposed as part of the Project would be
limited to those necessary for resident safety.
All lighting would comply with TRPA and
County visual design standards.
As discussed in Section 5.1.5(7b) above, the
. . Project would include minimal sources of
7c¢) Cause light from exterior sources to be L L .
No lighting. Lighting would be designed to

cast off-site or onto public lands?

minimize exposure of adjacent areas to
additional nighttime light.
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As discussed in Section 5.1.4(d) above,

7d) Create new sources of glare through the buildings would be constructed using
siting of the improvements or through the use No materials that do not produce significant
of reflective materials? glare, such as wood, stone, and other

materials approved by TRPA and the County.

5.1.6  NEPA Analysis of Effects

This NEPA analysis evaluates the effects of the Proposed Action on aesthetics, viewsheds, and visual
resources within the Project area. Per USFWS guidance, this analysis would normally be categorized as a
“Refuge Resource” and evaluated as “Aesthetics, Viewsheds, and Visual Resources.” The analysis
incorporates by reference Section 5.1.1 Environmental Setting and Section 5.1.4 CEQA analysis.
Avoidance and design features identified through the CEQA analysis are relied upon to inform NEPA
effect conclusions.

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and no new
structures, lighting, or site modifications would occur within the Project area. Visual conditions would
remain consistent with the existing setting described in CEQA Section 5.1.1, including disturbed parcels
with forest cover adjacent to US 50 and SR 89. The No Action Alternative would result in no direct,
indirect, or reasonably foreseeable effects to aesthetics or visual resources.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative
Visual Character and Scenic Quality

As described in the Environmental Setting, the Project area is located within the Meyers Town Center,
adjacent to US 50 and SR 89, both of which are scenic highway corridors, and within TRPA Scenic Unit
38, which is currently in attainment of scenic quality standards. Existing mixed conifer forest and
roadside vegetation substantially screen the Project area from long-distance views.

Implementation of the Proposed Action would introduce new built features within a setting already
characterized by transportation infrastructure and urbanized land uses. As evaluated under CEQA
Checklist Questions 5.1.4(a) through (c), the Proposed Action would not substantially alter scenic vistas
or degrade the overall visual character of public views. Structures would be designed in conformance
with TRPA “Mountain Contemporary” design standards and would remain below the height of
surrounding vegetation, preserving the existing visual framework. Visual changes would be minor,
localized, and consistent with surrounding development. No substantial adverse effects would occur as a
result of the Proposed Action.

Scenic Highways and Viewsheds

The CEQA analysis concludes that views of the Proposed Action from US 50 and SR 89 would be limited
to brief, intermittent glimpses due to existing vegetation and setbacks (Sections 5.1.4(a) and (b)). The
Proposed Action would not block or modify views of Lake Tahoe or other regionally significant scenic
vistas, nor would it result in damage to scenic resources along designated scenic highways. Accordingly,
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no substantial adverse effects on scenic highways and associated viewsheds would occur as a result of
the Proposed Action.

Lighting and Glare

The Proposed Action would introduce new lighting associated primarily with on-site housing and safety
features. As documented in CEQA Section 5.1.4(d), lighting would be designed and installed in
accordance with TRPA standards, including downward shielding and interior site placement, to minimize
light spill and glare. AlS inspection operations would occur during daylight hours, further limiting
nighttime lighting needs. Incorporation of such design features would limit effects related to light and
glare. The Proposed Action would not substantially affect nighttime views or visual character beyond the
Project area. No substantial adverse effects would occur with respect to light and glare.

Determination

The Proposed Action would result in minor and localized changes to visual conditions within an already
developed setting. Scenic highways, scenic units, and valued views would be preserved through design
and lighting controls identified in the CEQA analysis. The Proposed Action would not contribute to
reasonably foreseeable visual effects, due to the lack of other projects within the Project area and
vicinity of the Project area. The Project area is located within an urbanized corridor where visual
conditions are already influenced by roadway infrastructure and development. The limited scale of
visual change and compliance with TRPA scenic standards ensure that the Proposed Action would not
measurably degrade regional scenic quality or viewsheds.

Based on the disturbed and urbanized context of the Project area, the limited visibility of new features,
and consistency with TRPA scenic quality standards, the Proposed Action would not result in significant
effects to aesthetics, viewsheds, or visual resources. No mitigation is required.
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5.2  Agriculture and Forest Resources

5.2.1 Setting

The Williamson Act of 1965 is the state’s principal policy for the preservation of agricultural land. The
program encourages landowners to work with local governments to protect important farmland. The
Project area contains no lands identified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance as shown on the California Important Farmland Finder (California Department of
Conservation [DOC] 2022). The Project area contains no land zoned for agricultural use (TRPA 2002) or
under a Williamson Act contract (DOC 2025).

The Project area consists of mixed conifer forest and includes species typical of the Lake Tahoe Basin
(refer to Section 5.4 [Biological Resources] for further information.) However, the Project area would
not be considered timberland (as defined by PRC Section 4526) or timberland zoned as Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104[g]).

PRC Section 12220(g) defines “forest land” as land that can support 10-percent native tree cover of any
species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one or more
forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation,
and other public benefits. Based on existing tree cover, the Project area would meet the definition of
forest land as provided in PRC Section 12220(g).

5.2.2  Regulatory Setting

State
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program

Important Farmland in California is classified and mapped according to the DOC’s Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program (FMMP). Authority for the FMMP comes from Government Code Section
65570(b) and PRC Section 612. Government Code Section 65570(b) requires the DOC to collect or
acquire information on the amount of land converted to or from agricultural use for every mapped
county and to report this information to the Legislature. PRC Section 612 requires DOC to prepare,
update, and maintain Important Farmland Series Maps and other soils and land capability information.

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, or Williamson Act, preserves agricultural and open space
lands through property tax incentives and voluntary restrictive use contracts. Private landowners
voluntarily restrict their land to agricultural and compatible open space uses under minimum 10-year
rolling term contracts. In return, restricted parcels are assessed for property tax purposes at a rate
consistent with their actual use, rather than potential market value.

California Public Resources Code
Agricultural and forestry land within California are defined by the PRC as follows:

« Section 21060.1(a) defines “agricultural land” as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, or unique farmland, as defined by the United States Department of Agriculture land
inventory and monitoring criteria, as modified for California.
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5.2.3

Section 21060.1(b) states the following: In those areas of the state where lands have not been
surveyed for the classifications specified in subdivision (a), “agricultural land” means land that
meets the requirements of “prime agricultural land” as defined in paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (4)
of subdivision (c) of Section 51201 of the Government Code.

Section 21095 amended CEQA to provide lead agencies with an optional methodology, the Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment model, to ensure that significant effects on the environment of
agricultural land conversions are quantitatively and consistently considered in the
environmental review process. The Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model evaluates
measures of soil resource quality, a given project’s size, water resource availability, surrounding
agricultural lands, and surrounding protected resource lands. For a given project, the factors are
rated, weighted, and combined, resulting in a single numeric score. The project score becomes
the basis for making a determination of a project’s potential significance.

Section 12220(g) defines “forest land” as land that can support 10 percent native tree cover of
any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of
one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water
quality, recreation, and other public benefits.

Section 4526 defines “timberland” as land, other than land owned by the federal government
and land designated by the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection as experimental forest
land, which is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees of a commercial species used
to produce lumber and other forest products, including Christmas trees. Commercial species
shall be determined by the board on a district basis.

CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping

o . . . No Impact
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? No Impact

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code (PRC) § 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by PRC § 4526),
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code §
51104(g))?

Less Than Significant Impact

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? Less Than Significant Impact

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or Less Than Significant Impact
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
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5.2.4 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 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?

No Impact

The Project area does not contain Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide or Local
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the California Important Farmland Finder (DOC 2022).
Implementation of the Project does not require conversion of land from the existing land use. Because
the Project does not propose converting agricultural land or otherwise contain farmland, no impact
would occur because of Project implementation, and no mitigation is necessary.

b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

No Impact

The Project area is zoned for recreational use. There are no Williamson Act contracts within the Project
area. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with existing zoning or Williamson Act contracts. No
impact would occur, and no mitigation is necessary.

c) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code (PRC) § 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by PRC § 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code § 51104(g))?

Less Than Significant Impact

As noted above, the Project area meets the criteria of “forest land” as defined in PRC Section 12220(g),
however, the Project area does not meet the definition of timberland or timberland zoned land as
defined in California Government Code Section 51104(g). The Project area is forested habitat with over
10% canopy cover. The Project would not result in rezoning, and the proposed facility is an allowed use
based on the zoning designation of recreation. As part of the Project, some trees would be removed
primarily along the southern boundary of the Project area and within its center. Trees will be conserved
where possible, and Sierra juniper (Juniperus grandis) will be protected in place to the extent feasible
per Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (below). In addition, the Project includes revegetation of the central
portion of the Project area and additional landscaping along the Project area boundary. As such, the
Project area is anticipated to retain a minimum 10% canopy cover upon completion of the Project and
would not result in a loss of forest land. As a result, no net loss of acreage of lands that meet the
definition of forest land would occur, and impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is
required.

d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Less Than Significant Impact
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As noted above under 5.2.3(c), the Project would require removal of some trees but would also include
additional landscaping and tree planting to maintain visual conditions in the vicinity of the Project. Thus,
no net loss of forest land is anticipated because of Project implementation. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

e) Would the project involve other changes in the existing 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

As discussed in items a-d above, the Project does not involve the conversion of Farmland to non-
agricultural use. Further, the Project area does qualify as forest land, but no net loss of land area that
meets the definition of forest land (per PRC Section 12220(g)) would occur because of Project
implementation. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

5.2.5 NEPA Analysis of Effects

This NEPA analysis discloses the environmental effects of the Proposed Action on farming and
subsistence uses. Per USFWS guidance, this analysis would normally be categorized as a “Refuge
Resource” and evaluated as “Land Use.” The analysis relies on and incorporates Section 5.2 (Agriculture
and Forestry Resources).

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and no ground
disturbance or construction would occur within the Project area. Existing conditions described in Section
5.2.1 would remain unchanged. The No Action Alternative would result in no direct, indirect, or
reasonably foreseeable effects on farming resources or subsistence uses.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative
Farming

As detailed in Section 5.2.1, the Project area contains no lands mapped as Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, and no lands zoned for agricultural use or under a
Williamson Act contract (Section 5.2.4(a)). The Proposed Action would not convert farmland to non-
agricultural use and would not conflict with agricultural zoning or Williamson Act protections; Therefore,
the Proposed Action would result in no direct, indirect, or reasonably foreseeable effects to farmland.

Subsistence

Subsistence uses typically involve customary harvest or use of natural resources (e.g., gathering,
hunting, fishing) to support household needs. The Project area is located within a developed setting, and
the Project area is zoned for recreational uses. The Project area is not used for subsistence uses.
Additionally, due to the already disturbed nature of the area, the Project area is not suitable for
subsistence practices. The Proposed Action would construct and operate a WIS and associated
improvements within the Project area. Habitat within the Project area does not support any unique
wildlife or plant species and is characterized by history of disturbance, as discussed in Section 5.4.1
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(Biological Resources). The Proposed Action would not restrict access to land for subsistence uses, as the
land does not currently support subsistence uses. No direct, indirect, or reasonably foreseeable effects
on subsistence uses would occur.

Determination

The Proposed Action Alternative would have no effect on farming because no mapped farmland,
agricultural zoning, or Williamson Act lands occur within the Project area. The Proposed Action would
also result in no significant direct, indirect, or reasonably foreseeable effects on subsistence uses
because effects would be localized within the Project area and would not alter access to or availability of
resources that could support subsistence activities. No mitigation is required.
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5.3  Air Quality

5.3.1 Environmental Setting

The Project area is located within the unincorporated community of Meyers within the Lake Tahoe Air
Basin (LTAB). More broadly, the LTAB is comprised of the surface of Lake Tahoe and land up to the
surrounding rim of mountain ridges and is located both within El Dorado and Placer Counties. The LTAB
is over 6,000 feet in elevation, and its meteorology is typified by large amounts of precipitation from
Pacific storms that fall mainly as snow. Winter days are typically sunny with mild to cold temperatures,
with storms that bring wind, clouds, and snow. In the summer, the LTAB experiences sunny, mild days
with an occasional thunderstorm from southern flows of moisture.

With respect to air quality, criteria air pollutants are those pollutants for which the federal and state
governments have established ambient air quality standards, or criteria, for outdoor concentrations to
protect public health. Criteria air pollutants include ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide
(NO3), sulfur dioxide (SO,), respirable particulate matter (particulate matter with an aerodynamic
resistance diameter of 10 micrometers or less) (PMyo), fine particulate matter (particulate matter with
an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less) (PM.s), and lead. As explained in
further detail below within Section 5.3.2 (Regulatory Setting), the federal and state standards have been
set, with an adequate margin of safety, at levels above which concentrations could be harmful to human
health and welfare. These standards are designed to protect the most sensitive people from iliness or
discomfort. A brief description of key criteria air pollutants in the LTAB and their health effects are
provided below.

Ozone

Ground-level ozone is not emitted directly into the air but is created by chemical reactions between
reactive organic gas (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). This happens when pollutants emitted by cars,
power plants, industrial boilers, refineries, chemical plants, and other sources chemically react in the
presence of sunlight. Ozone at ground level is a harmful air pollutant because of its effects on people
and the environment, and it is the main ingredient in smog (EPA 2025).

Acute health effects of ozone exposure include increased respiratory and pulmonary resistance, cough,
pain, shortness of breath, and lung inflammation. Chronic health effects include permeability of
respiratory epithelia and possibility of permanent lung impairment (EPA 2025). Emissions of the ozone
precursors ROG and NOx have decreased because of more stringent motor vehicle standards and
cleaner burning fuels (CARB 2013).

Particulate Matter

PMo is emitted directly into the air, and can include fugitive dust, soot, and smoke from mobile and
stationary sources, construction operations, fires and natural windblown dust, and particulate matter
formed in the atmosphere by reaction of gaseous precursors (CARB 2013). PM;s includes a subgroup of
smaller particles that have an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less. PMo emissions are
generally dominated by emissions from area sources, primarily fugitive dust from vehicle travel on
unpaved and paved roads, construction and demolition, and particles from residential fuel combustion.
Direct emissions of PM1o and PM, s are projected to remain relatively constant through 2035. Emissions
of PM3s in the LTAB are dominated by the same sources as emissions of PM;o (CARB 2013).
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Acute health effects of PM1o exposure include breathing and respiratory symptoms, aggravation of
existing respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, and premature death. Chronic health effects include
alterations to the immune system and carcinogenesis (EPA 2025).

Toxic Air Contaminants

According to the California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality, the majority of the estimated health
risks from toxic air contaminants (TACs) can be attributed to relatively few compounds, the most
important being diesel PM (CARB 2013). Diesel PM differs from other TACs in that it is not a single
substance, but rather a complex mixture of hundreds of substances. Although diesel PM is emitted by
diesel-fueled internal combustion engines, the composition of the emissions varies depending on engine
type, operating conditions, fuel composition, lubricating oil, and whether an emissions control system is
being used. Unlike the other TACs, no ambient monitoring data is available for diesel PM because no
routine measurement method currently exists. However, CARB has made preliminary concentration
estimates based on a PM exposure method. This method uses the CARB emissions inventory’s PM10
database, ambient PM10 monitoring data, and the results from several studies to estimate
concentrations of diesel PM. In addition to diesel PM, the TACs for which data are available that pose
the greatest existing ambient risk in California are benzene, 1,3-butadiene, acetaldehyde, carbon
tetrachloride, hexavalent chromium, para-dichlorobenzene, formaldehyde, methylene chloride, and
perchloroethylene.

Diesel PM poses the greatest health risk among these 10 TACs mentioned. Based on receptor modeling
techniques, CARB estimated the average statewide cancer risk associated with diesel PM concentrations
to be 360 excess cancer cases per million people in the year 2020 (CARB 2000:15). Overall, statewide
emissions of diesel PM are forecasted to decline by 71 percent between 2000 and 2035 (CARB 2013:3-
8).

Odors

Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. However, manifestations of
a person’s reaction to foul odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to
physiological (e.g., circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting, and headache).

The ability to detect odors varies considerably among the population and overall is quite subjective.
Some individuals can smell very minute quantities of specific substances; others may not have the same
sensitivity but may have sensitivities to odors of other substances. In addition, people may have
different reactions to the same odor; an odor that is offensive to one person may be perfectly
acceptable to another (e.g., fast food restaurant). It is important to also note that an unfamiliar odor is
more easily detected and is more likely to cause complaints than a familiar one. This is because of the
phenomenon known as odor fatigue, in which a person can become desensitized to almost any odor and
recognition only occurs with an alteration in the intensity. Typical odor sources of concern include
wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, composting facilities, recycling facilities, petroleum
refineries, chemical manufacturing plants, painting operations, rendering plants, and food packaging
plants (SMAQMD 2016).
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5.3.2  Regulatory Setting

Air quality within the LTAB is regulated by several agencies including TRPA, the EPA, the California Air
Resources Board (CARB), and the El Dorado County AQMD. These agencies develop rules, regulations,
policies, and/or plans to achieve the goals and directives imposed through legislation. Air quality in the
LTAB is considered separate from the western part of the County by the El Dorado County AQMD
because it is a distinct air basin with different emission sources and climate.

Federal

The EPA is responsible for implementing the federal Clean Air Act (1970), including establishing health-
based National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for air pollutants. NAAQS established for criteria
pollutants under the Clean Air Act are ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, PMyg,
and PMy,s, and lead. The standards set for criteria air pollutants are periodically reviewed and revised as
applicable. Depending on measured air quality conditions, air basins (e.g., LTAB) are designated as being
in attainment or in non-attainment for specific criteria air pollutants. An “attainment” designation for an
area signifies that pollutant concentrations did not violate the NAAQS and/or California Ambient Air
Quality Standards (CAAQS) for that pollutant in that area. A “non-attainment” designation indicates that
a pollutant concentration violated the standard at least once, excluding those occasions when a
violation was caused by an exceptional event (e.g., wildfire). Currently, the LTAB is either considered to
be in attainment or unclassified for all NAAQS.

State

In California, CARB is responsible for implementing the California Clean Air Act (1988) and has
established CAAQS, which are to date more restrictive than the NAAQS. In general, the CARB works with
local agencies to develop policies, guidance, and regulations related to state and federal ambient air
quality standards; coordinates with local agencies on transportation plans and strategies; and assists
local districts and transportation agencies in meeting air quality standards established under both the
federal and California clean air acts. Currently, the LTAB is in attainment or unclassified for all criteria
pollutants except for ozone and particulate matter.

Regional
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

TRPA has adopted environmental threshold carrying capacities related to air quality for the Tahoe
region. Every 4 years, TRPA evaluates the environmental thresholds to determine whether each
threshold standard is being achieved and/or maintained. TRPA also makes specific recommendations to
address problem areas and directs general planning efforts for the next 4-year period. TRPA threshold
standards address CO, Os, regional and subregional visibility, PM1o, PM3 s particulate matter, and nitrate
deposition. Numerical standards have been established for each of these parameters, and management
standards have been developed that are intended to assist in attaining the threshold standards. TRPA
has classified the LTAB as being in attainment for PM, s and CO standards, but as being in non-
attainment for PMyo and O3 standards (TRPA 2018).

TRPA considers impacts to air in its planning and permitting activities to ensure compliance with state
and district air quality standards. Because TRPA’s authority is granted directly from Congress, TRPA has
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the authority to adopt air quality and other environmental quality thresholds, and to enforce ordinances
designed to achieve those thresholds. The TRPA standards generally conform with the CARB and EPA.

El Dorado County Air Quality Management District

The El Dorado County AQMD is the primary agency responsible for air quality regulation in the Project
area. As part of that role, the El Dorado County AQMD has prepared the 2002 CEQA Guide to Air Quality
Assessment (El Dorado County AQMD 2002). The purpose of the guide is to facilitate the evaluation and
review of air quality impacts for projects in El Dorado County that are subject to CEQA. The guide has
established construction thresholds for air quality for the priority pollutants shown in Table 1.

Table 1. El Dorado County Air Quality Thresholds

Pollutant Construction Threshold Operational Threshold
ROG 82 Ibs/day 82 Ibs/day

NOx 82 Ibs/day 82 Ibs/day

PMao - -

Table Notes:

Ibs/day = pounds per day

ROG = reactive organic gases

NOx = nitrogen oxides

PM = particulate matter; number refers to size of PM in microns in diameter or smaller
Source: El Dorado County AQMD 2002; CARB 2016

Although El Dorado County AQMD does not have an adopted quantitative threshold for PM;o, Chapter 4
of the El Dorado County AQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment (El Dorado County AQMD 2002)
provides guidance on determining significance of PMjo from exhaust emissions. This guidance indicates
that if ROG and NOyx emissions are not significant then it can be assumed that other components of
exhaust emissions, in this case PM10, are also not significant. With respect to fugitive dust PM,
emissions, El Dorado County AQMD recommends determining significance based on the consistency of
the Project with dust control measures in El Dorado County AQMD Rule 223.

5.3.3  CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? Less Than Significant Impact

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state Less Than Significant Impact
ambient air quality standard?
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c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? Less Than Significant Impact

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a

substantial number of people? Less Than Significant Impact

5.3.4 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

Less Than Significant Impact

At the local level, air quality is managed through land use and development planning practices, which
are implemented in the region through the general planning process. As noted above, El Dorado County
AQMD is responsible for establishing and enforcing local air quality rules and regulations that address
the requirements of federal and state air quality laws. El Dorado County AQMD and TRPA are
responsible for implementing strategies for air quality improvement and recommending mitigation
measures for new growth and development. The El Dorado County AQMD’s Guide to Air Quality
Assessments, adopted in 2002, provides thresholds of significance for the Project area and guidance for
mitigation measures required for each threshold (El Dorado County 2002). Given the modeled air quality
emissions output from construction and operation of the Project (as summarized below under 5.3.3.b)
and the amount of construction equipment and duration of the Project, the Project would not exceed
applicable thresholds. As a result, it would not impede, conflict with, or obstruct implementation of
regional air quality planning efforts or continued progress towards attainment for O3 and PMy,.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard?

Less Than Significant Impact

As noted above, the LTAB is designated as non-attainment for O3 and PMjo with respect to the CAAQS
and unclassified for O3 and PMjo with respect to NAAQS. As shown in Tables 2 and 3 (below), the Project
would result in construction and operational emissions that would not exceed the thresholds of
significance adopted by El Dorado County AQMD.

Construction

Construction emissions are described as “short-term” or temporary in duration. Construction-related
activities would result in Project-generated emissions of ROG, NOyx, and PM3 from site preparation,
grading, heavy off-road equipment, worker commute vehicle travel to and from the site, building
construction, paving, painting (i.e., architectural coatings), and other related activities. Emissions of NOx
would be primarily associated with off-road construction equipment exhaust; secondary sources would
include on-road trucks for the hauling of materials and equipment, as well as worker vehicles for
commuting. Worker commute trips in gasoline-fueled vehicles and the application of architectural
coatings would be the principal sources of ROG, with additional ROG coming from off- and on-road
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construction equipment. Emissions of fugitive PM1o dust are associated primarily with ground
disturbance activities during site preparation, excavation, and grading and may vary as a function of
such soil parameters as silt content, soil moisture, wind speed, and the area of disturbance. Exhaust
emissions from diesel equipment and worker commute trips also contribute to short-term increases in
PM1g, but to a much lesser extent than fugitive dust emissions.

The emissions from construction activities were calculated by using California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod) Version 2020.4.0 with design information provided by the applicant and CalEEMod
defaults where the information was not available. CalEEMod default phasing and duration of
construction activities were modified to account for the conceptual phasing of construction, as well as
to conservatively assume that interior painting and paving activities may occur concurrently. In addition,
the construction controls and associated emissions reductions were incorporated (to the extent
feasible) into the air quality modeling for the Project.

The modeling evaluates air quality emissions from construction of new on-site buildings within the
Project area. The construction worker trip numbers and lengths are assumed as CalEEMod defaults.
Table 2 summarizes the estimated construction-related annual ozone precursor and PM;o emissions
over the 6-month construction period. Refer to Appendix A of this document for detailed modeling
assumptions and results. The maximum daily emissions would not exceed the El Dorado County AQMD
adopted threshold of significance and hence the construction activities of the Project would not have a
substantial impact on air quality for which the region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard. Also, the Project would not have substantial fugitive dust emissions
as Project would be conducted in a manner consistent with Rule 223-1 as required by El Dorado County
AQMD. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Table 2. Projected Construction Emissions — Pounds Per Day Without Mitigation

ROG NOx PMio
Maximum Daily Emissions 11 14 11
El Dorado County AQMD Thresholds 82 82 --
Exceed AQMD Thresholds? No No No

Notes: See Appendix A for details on model inputs, assumptions, and Project-specific modeling parameters; AQMD
= Air Quality Management District; ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PMjo = respirable
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; -- = no adopted threshold.

Operation

Project operation would result in the generation of long-term operational emissions of ROG, NOy, and
PMio because of area-wide and energy sources, primarily associated with the provision of on-site
housing. Area-wide sources would include the periodic application of architectural coatings, the
generation of ROG from the use of consumer products, and landscaping. As noted in Section 5.17,
Transportation below, the Project would not result in an increase in VMT compared to existing
conditions. The proposed on-site housing would reduce employee commutes to and from the existing
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Meyers station, which would reduce overall VMT associated with AlS inspections compared to existing
conditions. Table 3 summarizes the operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors due to
implementation of the Project. Refer to Appendix A for the formal detailed report/output from
CalEEMod (Appendix A). As shown in Table 3, Project’s operational emissions would not exceed El
Dorado County AQMD'’s thresholds of significance. Hence the impact would be less than significant. No
mitigation is required.

Table 3. Projected Operational Emissions — Pounds Per Day Without Mitigation

ROG NOx PMio
Area 9.4 0.2 1.6
Energy <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Mobile 0 0 0
Total Daily Emissions 9.4 0.2 1.6
El Dorado County AQMD Thresholds 82 82 --
Exceed AQMD Thresholds? No No No

Notes: See Appendix A for details on model inputs, assumptions, and Project-specific modeling parameters; AQMD
= Air Quality Management District; ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PMyg = respirable
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; -- = no adopted threshold.

c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Less Than Significant Impact

Construction activities associated with the Project would result in temporary, intermittent emissions of
diesel PM from the exhaust of off-road equipment used during site preparation and construction and
on-road heavy-duty trucks. On-road diesel-powered haul trucks traveling to and from the construction
area to deliver materials and equipment are less of a concern because they do not operate at any one
location for extended periods of time such that they would expose a single receptor to excessive diesel
PM emissions. Based on the construction-related emissions modeling conducted (see Appendix A),
maximum daily emissions of exhaust PMy, would be less than 11 Ib/day during construction. A portion
of these emissions would be due to worker commute and material delivery trucks traveling to and from
the Project area and would not occur within the Project area. In addition, all construction activities
would occur during daytime hours, which is when many residents located to the southeast would
typically not be at home, thus limiting exposure from construction-related emissions to these receptors.
As a result, construction-related TAC emissions associated with the Project are not anticipated to expose
sensitive receptors to an incremental increase in cancer risk greater than 10 in 1 million or a hazard
index greater than 1.0. The low exposure level reflects the (i) relatively low mass of diesel PM emissions
that would be generated by construction activity within the Project area; (ii) the relatively short duration
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of diesel PM-emitting construction activity within the Project area; and (iii) the highly dispersive
properties of diesel PM. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of people?

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project would produce localized odors during construction activities from the use of heavy-duty
diesel equipment, and application of architectural coatings. The use of the equipment would be
intermittent and temporary, and it would dissipate rapidly from the source with an increase in distance.
In addition, construction activities would not occur in the vicinity of a particular receptor for an
extended period. Since the Project’s land use does not include one of the above-mentioned land uses
with major odor generation, it would not have any long-term odor impact. Further, El Dorado County
AQMD Rule 205-Nuisance prohibits the discharge of quantities of air contaminants or other material
that can cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons. This
would protect citizens from harmful odors should they occur. Hence, this impact would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.

5.3.5 TRPA Checklist

Would the Project result in:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist Item Answers Discussion

As noted above under 5.3.3(b),
Project implementation would
not result in air pollutant

2a) Substantial air pollutant emissions? No emissions during construction
or operation that would
exceed applicable El Dorado
County AQMD thresholds.

As the Project would not result
in emissions in excess of El
Dorado County AQMD

2b) Deterioration of ambient (existing) air quality? No thresholds, the Project would
not impair the ability for the
LTAB to achieve attainment for
all criteria air pollutants.
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2c) Creation of objectionable odors?

No

As noted above under 5.3.3(d),
the Project may result in
minor, localized odors during
construction and associated
with the use of heavy
construction equipment.
However, any odors would
dissipate rapidly at the point of
origin and are not anticipated
to impact nearby receptors.
The Project would not involve
the operation of uses that are
normally considered odor
producing and as such, no
objectionable odors are
anticipated.

2d) Alteration of air movement, moisture, or
temperature, or any change in climate, either locally
or regionally?

No

The Project involves the
relocation of the existing WIS
and would not involve the
development of substantial
new land uses that could alter
air movement, moisture,
temperature, etc. in the
vicinity of the Project area. The
Project would also include a
trail connection, intended to
improve bike and pedestrian
movement in the area.

2e) Increased use of diesel fuel?

No

The Project would require
temporary use of diesel fuel
during construction but upon
initiation of operation, no
increase in diesel fuel usage
and a decrease in employee
gasoline usage is anticipated
(as a result of projected on-site
operations and the proposed
employee workforce housing.)

5.3.6  NEPA Analysis of Effects

This NEPA analysis evaluates the environmental effects of the Proposed Action on air quality. Per USFWS
guidance, this analysis would normally be categorized as a “Natural Resources” and evaluated as “Air
Quality.” The analysis incorporates by reference Section 5.3 (Air Quality) and Appendix A (Air
Quality/GHG Modeling Results). Construction controls and BMPs identified in Section 3.8 (Construction

Controls) are also relied upon to inform NEPA effect conclusions.

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and no construction
or operational activities would occur within the Project area. Existing air quality conditions would
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remain unchanged from those described in the Environmental Setting (Section 5.3.1). The No Action
Alternative would result in no direct, indirect, or reasonably foreseeable effects on air quality.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative
Criteria Pollutants and Fugitive Dust

As evaluated under CEQA Checklist Questions 5.3.2(a) and (b), the Proposed Action would generate
short-term emissions during construction. These emissions were quantified using CalEEMod and
compared to El Dorado County AQMD significance thresholds, which are designed to support
attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS, as required under the federal Clean Air Act.

The CEQA analysis determined that construction-related emissions would remain below significance
thresholds of El Dorado AQMD, and that implementation of required BMPs, including fugitive dust
control, vehicle idling limits, use of Tier 4 diesel equipment, and renewable diesel fuel, would further
reduce emissions. Operational emissions would be minimal and would not result in a long-term increase
in regional emissions (Section 5.3.4(a-c)).

Operation of the Proposed Action would not contribute significantly to a degradation in air quality, as it
replaces a nearby existing facility of the same function and capacity. As discussed in Section 5.3.4(b), the
Project would not exceed El Dorado AQMD thresholds, based on modeling of operational emissions
performed in CalEEMod (Appendix A).

Because modeled emissions would be in compliance with local air district thresholds and therefore are
consistent with NAAQS requirements, the Proposed Action would not result in a significant effect on air
quality.

Sensitive Receptors and Toxic Air Contaminants

Sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project area include nearby residences. Construction activities
would generate temporary emissions of diesel particulate matter and fugitive dust; however, these
emissions would be limited in duration, and construction activities would be subject to BMPs.
Construction-related exposure would be below El Dorado AQMD threshold and NAAQS, and the
Proposed Action would not expose nearby sensitive report to a hazard index greater than 1.0. No long-
term toxic air contaminant exposure would occur during operation. Emissions associated with the
Proposed Action are below applicable federal de minimis thresholds, and they would not cause or
contribute to exceedances of the NAAQS in the Project area (Section 5.3.4(b)).

Because modeled emissions are below El Dorado AQMD thresholds for significance the Proposed Action
would be in compliance with the State Implementation Plan, Clean Air Act and related federal air quality
requirements. The Proposed Action would not expose sensitive receptors to significant levels of toxic air
pollution. The effects of the Proposed Action would be minor and temporary.

Determination

Air quality effects from construction would be temporary and localized, and operational emissions
would be minimal. When considered in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable actions in the area, the Proposed Action would not contribute a meaningful increment to
reasonably foreseeable air quality impacts. In addition, the Proposed Action would result in a reduction
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of vehicle trips due to employee housing, resulting in a small reduction in long-term vehicle-related
emissions.

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in short-term, minor construction-related air
emissions and a minor decrease in vehicle-related operational emissions. With implementation of
required construction BMPs the Proposed Action would not result in substantial adverse effects to the
human environment.
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5.4 Biological Resources

This section describes the conditions of biological resources in the Project area and analyzes potential
impacts to aquatic and terrestrial wildlife and vegetation, special status species, their habitats, sensitive
natural plant communities, wetlands and Waters of the United States, stream environment zones (SEZs),
and local policies protecting biological resources. Technical information presented in this section is
based on a Project-specific Biological Resource Study (Biological Resource Assessment; Appendix B)
completed for the Project to determine potential effects on sensitive biological resources in the area,
including botanical and wildlife special status species.

5.4.1 Environmental Setting

A reconnaissance-level field survey was conducted on August 29, 2024, to identify vegetation
communities, verify no critical wildlife habitats were present in the Project area, and develop an
inventory of any possible wildlife and botanical resources. Prior to the survey, NCE performed a desktop
review of biological databases. A California Natural Diversity Database search was conducted for the
Project which identified SSS occurrences including American badger (Taxidea taxus), broad-nerved
hump moss (Meesia uliginosa), marsh skullcap (Scutellaria galericulata), mud sedge (Carex limosa),
North American porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum), and Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare (Lepus americanus
tahoensis). These occurrences do not overlap with the Project area, and no special status species or
sensitive habitats were observed in the Project area during the reconnaissance-level survey.

A search of the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) system indicated that the
Project area may provide potential habitat for the federally listed or petitioned species, including Sierra
Nevada yellow-legged frog (Rana sierrae) (Endangered) and Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus)
(Petitioned). No USFWS-designated critical habitat occurs within or adjacent to the Project area. No
USFWS-protected or petitioned special status species or habitat for special status species was identified
during the reconnaissance-level survey. The Project area is located outside the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries jurisdiction; therefore, no effects to NOAA Fisheries
species are anticipated, and no species list from NOAA is required.

A search of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Rare Plant Inventory identified several CNPS-listed
plant species known in the broader vicinity. One species identified from the search has potential to
occur within the Project area. No special status plant species identified by the CNPS Rare Plant Inventory
were observed during the reconnaissance-level survey. However, one TRPA-designated special status
plant species, Sierra juniper (Juniperus grandis), is present within the Project area.

The Project area has been previously disturbed by development to the east and west, existing trails,
utilities and access roads. No riparian habitat, wetlands, or other sensitive natural communities were
identified within the Project area.

Dominant vegetation communities in the Project area include Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine (P. contorta),
and mixed coniferous forests, and upper montane mixed chaparral. The area surrounding the Project
area contains urban development including residences, businesses, schools, SR 89, US 50, Tahoe
Paradise Golf Course, Tahoe Paradise Park, and other recreational areas. Wildlife habitat within the
Project area is minimal and limited to small patches of disturbed upland vegetation adjacent to existing
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facilities. Special status wildlife species were not found to be present within the Project area or adjacent
areas.

The Project area contains no wetlands, no mapped Waters of the U.S., no Waters of the State, and no
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU) designated SEZs (NCE 2025a). As a result, no jurisdictional
waters occur in the Project area (NCE 2025a).

5.4.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal
Endangered Species Act

The federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) protects plants and wildlife that are listed as endangered or
threatened by the USFWS. Section 9 of the ESA prohibits the taking of endangered wildlife, where taking
is defined as “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, collect, or attempt to engage
in such conduct” (50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 17.3). This statute also governs removing,
possessing, maliciously damaging, or destroying any endangered plant on federal land and removing,
cutting, digging up, damaging, or destroying any endangered plant on non-federal land in knowing
violation of state law.

Under Section 7 of the ESA, federal agencies are required to consult with the USFWS and/or NOAA —
National Marine Fisheries Service if their actions, including permit approvals or funding, could adversely
affect a federally listed species (including plants) or its critical habitat.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The MBTA makes it unlawful at any time, by any means or in any manner, to pursue, hunt, take, capture,
or kill migratory birds. The law also applies to the removal of nests (such as swallow nests on bridges)
occupied by migratory birds during the breeding season.

Executive Order 13112 - Invasive Species

Executive Order 13112 requires federal agencies to combat the introduction or spread of invasive
species in the U.S. Invasive species are defined as “any species, including its seeds, eggs, spores, or other
biological material capable of propagating that species, that is not native to that ecosystem whose
introduction does or is likely to cause economic or environmental harm or harm to human health.”

State
California Endangered Species Act

Pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and Section 2081 of the FGC, an Incidental
Take Permit from the CDFW is required for projects that could result in the “take” of a state listed
threatened or endangered species. Under the CESA, “take” is defined as an activity that would directly
or indirectly kill an individual of a species proposed for listing (called “candidates” by the state). Section
2080 of the FGC prohibits the taking, possession, purchase, sale, and import or export of endangered,
threatened, or candidate species, unless otherwise authorized by permit or in the regulations.
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California Native Plant Protection Act

The Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (FGC Sections 1900 — 1913) was created to “preserve, protect
and enhance rare and endangered plants in this State” and is administered by CDFW. The Fish and
Wildlife Commission has the authority to designate native plants as “endangered” or “rare” and to
protect endangered and rare plants from take. CESA provided further protection for rare and
endangered plant species, but the Native Plant Protection Act remains part of the FGC.

California Fish and Game Code

Section 3503 of the FGC states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs
of any bird. Section 3503.4 specifically states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any raptors
(e.g., hawks, owls, eagles, and falcons), including their nests or eggs. Section 3513 of the FGC codifies
the federal MBTA.

Regional
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Code of Ordinances

The TRPA Code of Ordinances includes requirements for protection and management of “sensitive
plants” and “uncommon plant communities” and regulations regarding tree removal (TRPA Code
Chapter 61). The TRPA Code of Ordinances also includes protection of wildlife habitat, including SEZs
(TRPA Code Chapter 61), and of certain animal species known as “special interest species” (TRPA Code
Chapter 62). TRPA-designated special interest species are species that are “locally important because of
rarity or other public interest, and threatened, endangered, or rare species as designated under state
and federal endangered species acts.”

The TRPA Code also regulates the removal of trees under Section 33.6.5. The TRPA Code also provides
requirements for retained tree protection during construction, standards for soil and vegetation
protection during tree removal. TRPA Code also disallows tree removal within SEZs unless certain
conditions are met.

Local

Meyers Area Plan

The Meyers Area Plan sets standards for tree protection within the Project area. The Plan’s Landmark
Tree Protection ordinance states that Live Sierra Junipers of any size in the Meyers Recreation zoning
designation shall not be removed unless a tree removal permit is issued by TRPA.

5.4.3 CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat

Less Than Significant Impact
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status & P

with Mitigation

species in local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the California
Incorporated

Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS)?
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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 No Impact
the CDFW or USFWS?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct No Impact
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

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

Less Than Significant Impact
with Mitigation
Incorporated

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 No Impact
conservation plan?

5.4.4 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project 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 &
Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS)?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

As discussed above, no USFWS or CDFW designated special status species or habitat for such special
status species was identified during the reconnaissance-level survey. Further, background research
conducted for the Project confirmed that no USFWS or CDFW special status species or their habitat are
present within the Project area or its vicinity. As a result, the Project would have no effect on federal or
state listed species, and no formal or informal consultation with USFWS is anticipated. The Project is also
not anticipated to require an Incidental Take Permit from CDFW.

The Project would remove trees within the Project area. For projects within the Lake Tahoe Basin, TRPA
requires Sierra juniper trees of any size to be protected, unless otherwise exempt under the TRPA Code
of Ordinances and/or permitted by TRPA. Sierra juniper trees also require protection under Meyers Area
Plan Design Standard 1d, Section B Policy 2.1, and Ordinance 160, Landmark Tree Protection. Due to the
presence of Sierra juniper trees on-site and taking into consideration that some vegetation removal
(including trees) would be required as part of the Project, this would be considered potentially
significant.

The Project area contains no habitat for designated USFWS or CDFW special status species. Although no
habitat for special status species is present, more transient species (e.g., bats, migratory birds, and
raptors) have the potential to establish/nest/roost within the Project area prior to construction. With
respect to migratory birds and raptors, MBTA and FGC require the protection of raptors, active nests,
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and eggs. Construction controls identified above in Section 3.8.2 would require pre-construction surveys
for nesting birds and raptors and ensure that no significant impacts to raptors, active nests, and/or eggs
would occur. Similarly, potential bat roosting habitat (e.g., dead trees and snags) was observed within
the Project area. Although no bats were observed during the reconnaissance-level survey, they may
establish within the Project area prior to construction, and loss of an active roost would be considered a
significant effect.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-1:

BIO-2:

BIO-3:

All Sierra juniper trees located outside the immediate footprint or essential work area of Project
components will be protected and avoided regardless of diameter at breast height. Sierra
junipers that occur within the immediate footprint or essential work area of Project components
(e.g., buildings, decontamination area, or other permanent infrastructure) may be removed
where avoidance is infeasible. Any such removal will occur in compliance with the Meyers Area
Plan and TRPA Code of Ordinances and will require all applicable permits and approvals prior to
removal. Temporary construction uses, such as staging areas, shall not qualify as essential work
area requiring tree removal.

At a minimum and prior to construction, orange construction limit fencing will be installed
around the entire dripline of each on-site tree within 20 feet of the limits of construction. No
ground disturbance, soil compaction, construction of structures, or staging or storage of
construction materials will occur within the fenced protection area. Existing grade around each
juniper will be maintained to at least the edge of the tree’s dripline.

To prevent the spread of invasive species, the Project proponent will treat and/or remove
invasive plants in the Project area prior to construction. Any construction equipment and
materials that enter the Project area will be cleaned, free of dirt, vegetation material, and other
organic/inorganic debris. All equipment and materials will be cleaned prior to entering the
Project area, and the construction manager or other qualified personnel shall inspect all
equipment to ensure this requirement is met. Disturbed soil areas and stockpiles will be covered
when inactive and will be monitored/treated for invasive plant species establishment. All
disturbed soil areas will be landscaped or otherwise revegetated with native species. All
imported fill, mulch, straw, seed, or other revegetation materials used during construction shall
be certified free of noxious weeds.

At least 14 days prior to removal or modification of trees or other features that may provide
roosting habitat for bats, a qualified biologist will conduct a pre-construction survey to
determine the presence or absence of roosting bats. Results of the survey will be provided to
the Project proponent. If bats or signs indicating past or present roosting are found, the Project
proponent will report the bat observation or roost to CDFW and will delay removal until the
roost can be confirmed unoccupied. The Project proponent will coordinate with CDFW to
determine an appropriate activity-free buffer area around occupied roosts in the Project area, if
found.
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Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 would ensure that mature Sierra juniper trees are
preserved on-site to the degree possible and consistent with local regulations. Additionally,
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2 would prevent introduction of invasive species that could
indirectly effect on-site conditions and vegetation, to further minimize potential impacts to Sierra
juniper trees. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would require that active roosts within the
Project area be identified and avoided or monitored so that Project construction would not result in loss
of active roosts or individuals. The incorporation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3, coupled
with biological resources construction controls to be implemented as part of the Project, would ensure
impacts would be less than significant.

b) Would the project 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 CDFW or USFWS?

No Impact

As discussed above, the Project area contains no wetlands, no mapped Waters of the U.S., no Waters of
the State, and no LTBMU designated SEZs (NCE 2025a). Further, no “uncommon plant communities” as

defined within TRPA Code Chapter 61 are present within the Project area. Therefore, the Project would

have no impact on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. No mitigation is required.

c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

No Impact

As discussed in Section 5.4.4 (b), the Project area contains no wetlands or other aquatic resources. As a
result, no impact to state or federally jurisdictional aquatic resources or wetlands would occur, and no
permitting from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Lahontan RWQCB, or TRPA for jurisdictional waters is
required (NCE 2025a). No mitigation is required.

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

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

The Project area consists of plant communities and species densities typical of a forested, developed,
urban area in the South Lake Tahoe region. Habitat within the Project area has been degraded because
of the surrounding urban environment, continuous human disturbance, paved areas, utility easement,
and the presence of certain non-native plants. As a result, the Project area is not considered part of an
important wildlife corridor.

As noted above under 5.4.4.a), the Project area does not provide suitable habitat for special status
wildlife; however, trees and other features within the Project area may provide potential roosting
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habitat for bats, including maternity roosts that would qualify as a nursery. Although no roosts or bats
were observed during reconnaissance surveys of the Project area, roosts may establish prior to
construction. To ensure that active roosts are avoided, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would be
implemented and require pre-construction surveys for roosting bats to be conducted prior to removal or
modification of trees or other features that could support bat roosts. If bats or evidence of roosting is
identified coordination with CDFW will be implemented until the roost is confirmed unoccupied.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3, potential impacts to bats would be reduced to less
than significant through avoidance of active roosts, if determined to be present. Therefore, completion
of the Project would not impact or change wildlife connectivity in any meaningful way considering the
existing site conditions and adjacent land uses. Impacts would be less than significant with the
incorporated mitigation.

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

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

The Project would comply with the TRPA Code of Ordinance as they pertain to the protection of
biological resources, including tree removal. Trees planned for removal would need to be approved by
TRPA and the County depending on their size, measured as diameter at breast height. The Project would
also comply with TRPA requirements related to vegetation protection controls during construction (refer
to Section 3.8.2 above) and would only remove vegetation necessary for Project implementation.
Further and as noted above, the Meyers Area Plan establishes protections for landmark trees and Sierra
juniper trees (a TRPA species of special interest) within the Project area. Although no landmark trees are
present within the Project area, several Sierra juniper trees are present. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 (above) would ensure that significant direct and indirect impacts to Sierra
juniper trees are prevented. Please refer to Section 5.4.4(a) for further details. With implementation of
Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, impacts would be less than significant.

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

No Impact

There are no federal, state, regional or local Habitat Conservation Plans which cover the Project area.

The Project area does not contain any aquatic resources. The Project area does not contain any SEZs or
“uncommon plant communities” as defined by TRPA. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any
local, regional or state habitat conservation plan, and no impact would occur. No mitigation is required.
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5.4.5 TRPA Checklist

Would the Project result in:

TRPA Questions — Vegetation

Determination

Discussion

4a) Removal of native vegetation in excess of

The Project must comply with TRPA vegetation
protection controls during construction and
would only remove vegetation necessary for
Project implementation. While the Project
would involve development of parcels that
are currently owned by the Conservancy,

flora and aquatic plants)?

the area utilized for the actual development No these parcels would be included as part of a
permitted by the land capability/IPES system? land exchange with the County (see Section
3.6.2 above.) Because the Project would also
comply with offsetting land coverage
restoration requirements associated with the
land capability system, significant impacts
would not occur.
L . The Project area contains no riparian areas or
4b) Removal of riparian vegetation or other . . .
. . . .\ . aquatic resources. As discussed in 5.4.4(b), (c)
vegetation associated with critical wildlife
. . . No and (d), there are no federal or state
habitat, either through direct removal or S )
- . jurisdictional aquatic resources or protected
indirect lowering of the groundwater table? o ] o )
wildlife habitat within the Project area.
Existing vegetation would be conserved where
4c) Introduction of new vegetation that possible. Implementation of Mitigation
would require excessive fertilizer or water, or No, with Measure BIO-2 would ensure no new invasive
would provide a barrier to the normal Mitigation species would be introduced to the Project
replenishment of existing species? area. All new landscaping would comply with
TRPA and County regulations.
Construction of the Project would not directly
result in a change in the biological diversity or
distribution of any species in the Project area
or within the vicinity of the Project area. The
4d) Change in the diversity or distribution of diversity and distribution of on-site vegetation
species, or number of any species of plants No, with would be largely maintained, and the Project
(including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, micro Mitigation area would be revegetated with native

vegetation. To ensure that no indirect effects
would occur, the Project would be required to
implement Mitigation Measure BIO-2 to
prevent the introduction of non-native,
invasive species within the Project area.
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4e) Reduction of the numbers of any unique, No, with .
. . Please refer to Section 5.4.5(4d).
rare or endangered species of plant? Mitigation
As discussed above in Section 5.4.4(b) and (c),
4f) Removal of stream bank and/or backshore no aquatic resources are present within the
vegetation, including woody vegetation such No Project area, and therefore, no stream bank or
as willows? backshore vegetation is present within the
Project area. No impact would occur.
4g) Removal of any native live, dead or dying
trees 30 inches or greater in diameter at The Project would remove trees from within
breast height (dbh) within TRPA's No the Project area. However, no trees with dbh
Conservation or Recreation land use of 30 inches or greater would be removed.
classifications?
. L There are no old growth trees located within
4h) A change in the natural functioning of an ] .
No or adjacent to the Project area. Therefore,
old growth ecosystem? .
there would be no impact.
The Project area contains disturbed forest land
adjacent to US 50 and SR 89. The Project area
does not provide habitat for any state or
5a) Change in the diversity or distribution of P . . y.
. . . federal special status species. With
species, or numbers of any species of animals . . . .
. . . . . . No, with implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3
(birds, land animals including reptiles, fish o )
. . . . Mitigation and adherence to FGC requirements related to
and shellfish, benthic organisms, insects, . . .
o . nesting birds, the Project would not affect
mammals, amphibians or microfauna)? o )
wildlife species such that there would be a
change in diversity or distribution. Please see
discussion in Section 5.4.4(a) for further detail.
5b) Reduction of the number of any unique, No, with .
. . . Please refer to Section 5.4.5(5a)
rare or endangered species of animals? Mitigation
5c) Introduction of new species of animals
into an area, or result in a barrier to the No Please refer to Section 5.4.4(d)
migration or movement of animals?
The Project area contains disturbed forest
land. Furthermore, the Project contains no
USFWS or CDFW designated special status
species or special status species habitat.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2
5d) Deterioration of existing fish or wildlife No, with would ensure that introduction of transient
habitat quantity or quality? Mitigation special status species would not occur, nor

would deterioration of habitat quality. Upon
completion of construction, the Project area
would be landscaped with native species,
consistent with existing conditions. Please see
discussion in Section 5.4.4(a) for further detail.
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5.4.6  NEPA Analysis of Effects

This NEPA analysis discloses the environmental effects of the Proposed Action on natural resources,
including plant communities, special status plant species and special status wildlife species. The analysis
relies on Section 5.4 (Biological Resources) and the Biological Resource Assessment (Appendix B).
Avoidance and minimization measures identified through the CEQA analysis are used to inform NEPA
effect conclusions, including Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3 and biological resources
construction controls described in Section 3.8.2. Impacts to floodplains (EO 11988) are analyzed in
Section 5.10 (Hydrology and Water Quality).

Wetlands
Affected Environment

The Project area contains no wetlands, no mapped Waters of the U.S., no Waters of the State, and no
LTBMU designated SEZs (Section 5.4.1; see also Section 5.4.4(b) and Section 5.4.4(c)). No riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural communities were identified in the Project area (Section 5.4.1).

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no ground disturbance or construction would occur in the Project area.
Conditions described in Section 5.4.1 would remain unchanged, and there would be no direct, indirect,
or cumulative effects to wetlands or other aquatic resources.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative

Because wetlands and other aquatic resources are absent from the Project area, the Proposed Action
would result in no direct effects to wetlands or waters (Section 5.4.4(b); Section 5.4.4(c)). Potential
indirect effects associated with erosion or runoff during construction would be minimized through
biological resources construction controls (Section 3.8.2) and stormwater controls (e.g., SWPPP). Given
the absence of aquatic resources in the Project area, the Proposed Action would not contribute to
cumulative effects on wetlands.

Plant Communities
Affected Environment

The Project area consists of previously disturbed upland vegetation in a developed corridor influenced
by adjacent roadways, utilities, access routes, and surrounding development (Section 5.4.1). Dominant
plant communities include Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine, mixed coniferous forest, and upper montane
mixed chaparral (Section 5.4.1). No TRPA “uncommon plant communities” were identified in the Project
area (Section 5.4.4(b)).

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, vegetation communities within the Project area would remain
consistent with the Environmental Setting (Section 5.4.1). No vegetation removal would occur, and
there would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to plant communities.
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Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative

The Proposed Action would result in vegetation and tree removal within the Project area to
accommodate the Proposed Action. As described in Section 5.4.1, plant communities in the Project area
already reflect long-term disturbance and reduced habitat function. Effects would be localized to the
Proposed Action footprint. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (Section 5.4.4(a)) addresses invasive species
transfer to the Project area, which would reduce the potential for indirect effects associated with
invasive species establishment. Based on the disturbed baseline and implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO-2, the Proposed Action would result in minor direct and indirect effects to plant
communities and would not meaningfully contribute to cumulative effects on regional vegetation
resources.

Special Status Plant Species
Affected Environment

As described in Section 5.4.1, one TRPA-designated special status plant species, Sierra juniper (Juniperus
grandis), is present within the Project area. No special status plant species listed under the CESA or
identified by the CNPS Rare Plant Inventory were observed during the reconnaissance-level survey
(Section 5.4.1). Sierra juniper is subject to protection requirements under TRPA and the Meyers Area
Plan (Section 5.4.2; Section 5.4.4(a)).

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no vegetation removal or construction would occur. Sierra juniper and
other vegetation conditions described in Section 5.4.1 would remain unchanged, and there would be no
direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to special status plant species.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative

Direct effects to Sierra juniper could occur if trees were removed or damaged during construction.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires avoidance and protection of Sierra juniper where feasible and
relocation/mitigation for individuals that cannot be avoided (Section 5.4.4(a)). With Mitigation Measure
BIO-1 incorporated, the Proposed Action would avoid or minimize direct effects to Sierra juniper and
would not result in a long-term reduction of this special status plant species. The Proposed Action would
not contribute to cumulative effects on special status plant species.

Special Status Wildlife Species
Affected Environment

The reconnaissance surveys and database reviews identified no special status wildlife species or
sensitive habitats within the Project area, and the Project area is located outside NOAA Fisheries
jurisdiction (Section 5.4.1). The USFWS IPaC search identified species that may occur in the broader
region, but no USFWS-protected or petitioned species or habitat was identified in the Project area, and
no designated critical habitat occurs within or adjacent to the Project area. Wildlife habitat in the Project
area is minimal and disturbed (Section 5.4.1), and the Project area is not considered an important
wildlife corridor or nursery site (Section 5.4.4(d)).
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Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no ground disturbance or construction would occur in the Project area.
Habitat conditions described in Section 5.4.1 would remain unchanged, and there would be no direct,
indirect, or cumulative effects to special status wildlife species.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative

The Project area does not contain suitable habitat for federal or state listed species, and no designated
critical habitat occurs within or adjacent to the Project area (Section 5.4.1). Accordingly, the Proposed
Action is expected to have no effect on federally or state listed species or critical habitat (Section
5.4.4(a)).

Migratory birds and raptors could occur transiently in the broader area, and direct effects could occur
only if active nests were present during vegetation removal (Section 5.4.4(a)). Biological resources
construction controls require pre-construction nesting bird/raptor surveys and avoidance buffers
(Section 3.8.2), which would avoid removal or disturbance of active nests and thereby prevent
significant adverse effects to migratory birds.

Potentially suitable bat roosting habitat was observed in the Project area; however bats were not
observed during reconnaissance surveys. Because suitable bat habitat is present, Mitigation Measure
BIO-3 would be implemented to avoid direct effects to bats and occupied roosts, should they be
discovered within the Project area at a later date. The Project area is not a wildlife corridor, and
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would ensure no direct effects to bats if a nursery site became established
within the Project area (Section 5.4.4(d)), therefore there is no need for further analysis of such
resources.

Determination

The Proposed Action Alternative would result in localized and minor effects to disturbed upland
vegetation and common terrestrial wildlife within the Project area. Wetlands, aquatic resources, benthic
habitat, federally listed species, and critical habitat are absent and no direct effects would occur.
Potential indirect effects to wetlands would be minimized through the implementation of standard
construction controls and a site-specific SWPPP. Effects to vegetation communities, special status plants,
and bats would be minimized through the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, BIO-2 and BIO-
3. Through implementation of construction controls outlined in Section 3.8.2, no significant effects on
migratory birds would occur.

Based on the limited scale of disturbance, the disturbed context of the Project area, and the
implementation of construction controls and mitigation measures, the Proposed Action would not result
in significant adverse effects.
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5.5 Cultural Resources

This section analyzes and evaluates the potential impacts of Project on known and unknown cultural
resources. Cultural resources include prehistoric and historic-era districts, sites, buildings, structures, or
objects generally older than 50 years and considered to be important to a culture, subculture, or
community for scientific, traditional, religious, or other reasons. Archaeological resources are locations
where human activity has measurably altered the earth or left deposits of prehistoric or historic-era
physical remains (e.g., stone tools, bottles, former roads, house foundations). Historical (or
architectural) resources include standing buildings (e.g., houses, barns, outbuildings, cabins) and intact
structures (e.g., dams, bridges, roads, districts), or landscapes.

5.5.1 Environmental Setting

A site-specific cultural and historic resource analysis of the Project area and the Project was conducted
by NCE in 2024. The Area of Potential Effect (APE) defined for the cultural resources study encompasses
approximately 9 acres and includes the Project footprint as well as surrounding areas where indirect
visual, atmospheric, and auditory impacts could occur. The evaluation included an archival review, a
Sacred Lands File (SLF) search through the NAHC, outreach to Native American tribes (see Section 5.18,
Tribal Cultural Resources below), and an intensive pedestrian survey of the APE. The APE contains a
mixture of undeveloped forested land, highway-adjacent disturbed ground, and areas affected by prior
construction activities. Previous disturbances include construction of US 50, SR 89/Luther Pass Road,
adjacent paved multi-use trails, Pomo Street, roadside drainage features, and utility infrastructure.
These activities have substantially altered surface and subsurface soils within portions of the APE.

A records search conducted as part of the archival review identified that no previously recorded cultural
resources or studies are mapped within the APE (NCE 2025b). The NAHC SLF search returned negative
results for traditional cultural places or tribal cultural resources in or near the APE. No previously
identified National Register-eligible cultural resources were identified within the APE during NCE’s
desktop review. Similarly, no prehistoric nor historic period cultural resources were identified within the
APE during a pedestrian survey of the Project area on August 24, 2024.

Based on the archival research, NAHC results, tribal correspondence, and pedestrian survey, no
recorded or previously unidentified cultural resources were found within the APE. The absence of
identified resources is consistent with the level of prior ground disturbance throughout much of the
Project area (NCE 2025b).

5.5.2  Regulatory Setting

Federal

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 defined the role and responsibilities of the
federal government in historic preservation and established the National Register of Historic Places. The
NHPA directs agencies to identify and manage historic properties under their control, to undertake
actions that would advance the Act’s provisions and avoid actions contrary to its purposes, to consult
with others while carrying out historic preservation activities, and to consider the effects of their actions
on historic properties.
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State
California Register of Historical Resources

The CRHR is a guide to cultural resources that must be considered when a government agency
undertakes a discretionary action subject to CEQA. The CRHR helps government agencies identify and
evaluate California’s historical resources and indicates which properties are to be protected, to the
extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change (PRC § 5024.1(a)). Any resource listed in,
or eligible for listing in, the CRHR must be considered during the CEQA process.

Regional
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Code of Ordinances

TRPA Code Section 67.3 outlines requirements for the accidental discovery of resources during
construction and requirements for protection of known resources.

5.5.3  CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource

No Impact
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5? :

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological

s Less Than Significant Impact
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5?

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated

. Less Than Significant Impact
cemeteries?

5.5.4 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5?

No Impact

As noted above, no historic or prehistoric cultural resources were identified during archival review or
records searches of the APE. Additionally, no historic or prehistoric cultural resources were identified
during the pedestrian survey of the Project area (NCE 2025b). Because no historic resources were
identified within the APE, the Project would not affect any historical resources and therefore would not
cause any substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. No impact would occur,
and no mitigation is required.

b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5?

Less Than Significant Impact
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While the Project would involve ground disturbance, as discussed above, the Project APE contains no
documented archaeological resources. Additionally, any undocumented archaeological resources are
unlikely due to the disturbed nature of the Project area because of the construction of US 50, the bike
path parallel to US 50, SR 89/Luther Pass Road, Pomo Street, and the Liberty Utilities powerlines (NCE
2025b). Further and as part of the Project, TRPA Resource Protection BMPs (as outlined in Section 3.8.3
above) would be implemented as part of the Project to ensure that any inadvertent discoveries of
archaeological resources, if encountered, are identified, evaluated, and protected (as appropriate). Due
to the level of prior disturbance of the Project area and lack of recorded archaeological resources (NCE
2025b), the Project would not result in a significant adverse change in the significance of archaeological
resources. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
dedicated cemeteries?

Less Than Significant Impact

Based on the prehistoric and historic uses of the area and the prior ground disturbance of the Project
area, human remains are not expected to be discovered during construction activities. However, the
potential still exists to pose a significant impact to human remains should they be encountered. Section
7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code states that it is a misdemeanor to knowingly disturb a
human grave.

Section 7050.5(b) of the California Health and Safety Code and Section 5097.98 of the State PRC specify
required protocol to implement when human remains are discovered. If human remains are discovered,
the codes require that work cease within the immediate area and the County Coroner be notified. If the
remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner will notify the NAHC, and the procedures
outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5(d) and (e) shall be followed including notification of the Washoe and
UAIC tribes.

Because the Project is required to comply with these requirements to implement controls to protect
human remains against significant impact during ground disturbance activities, the Project would not
alter or adversely affect or result in the loss of these resources and their associated ethnic and cultural
values. Therefore, potential impacts to human remains would remain less than significant. No mitigation
is required.

5.5.5 TRPA Checklist

Would the Project result in:
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TRPA
Item

Checklist

Initial Environmental

20a) An alteration of or adverse physical or
aesthetic effect to a significant archaeological

Answ

ers

Discussion

Please refer to 5.5.4(a). There are no

) . . . No documented historical resources in the Project
or historical site, structure, object or area
building? '
20b) Is the Project located on a property with
) J . property Please refer to 5.5.4(a) and (b). There are no
any known cultural, historical, and/or . .
. . . documented cultural resources (historic or
archaeological resources, including resources No . o .
. archaeological) within or adjacent to the
on TRPA or other regulatory official maps or .
Project area.
records?
. . Please refer to 5.5.4(a) for further discussion.
20c) Is the property associated with any . . . .
. . R . The Project area is not associated with any
historically significant events and/or sites or No . .
historic events there are no documented
persons? . . ] .
historical resources in the Project area.
There are no documented historical resources
in the Project area. Although considered
unlikely, ground disturbing activities have the
otential to result in inadvertent discoveries of
20d) Does the proposal have the potential to P .
. . cultural resources. TRPA Resource Protection
cause a physical change which would affect No . . .
. ] BMPs (as outlined in Section 3.8.3 above)
unique ethnic cultural values? . .
would be implemented as part of the Project
and would insure that any inadvertent
discovery is appropriately identified,
evaluated, and treated.
No recorded historic or prehistoric religious or
sacred uses are associated with the Project
area. Although considered unlikely, there
remains potential for the inadvertent discovery
of previously unidentified archaeological
resources and/or human remains. As noted
above, TRPA Resource Protection BMPs (as
. L . outlined in Section 3.8.3 above) would be
20e) Will the proposal restrict historic or pre- . .
. . . L implemented as part of the Project and would
historic religious or sacred uses within the No

potential impact area?

ensure that any inadvertent discovery is
appropriately identified, evaluated, and
treated. Further, should human remains be
encountered, the contractor and the County
would implement procedures required as part
of Section 7050.5(b) of the California Health
and Safety Code and Section 5097.98 of the
State PRC for the appropriate treatment of
such remains.

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment

66

April 2026



Meyers Watercraft Inspection Station
Environmental Evaluation Meyers, California

5.5.6  NEPA Analysis of Effects

This NEPA analysis discloses the environmental effects of the Proposed Action on Cultural Resources,
including historic properties and architectural resources. Per USFWS guidance, this analysis would
normally be categorized as “Cultural and Historic Resources.” The analysis relies on and incorporates by
reference Sections 5.5.1 Environmental Setting, 5.5.2 Regulatory Setting and 5.5.4 Answers to CEQA
Checklist Question, as well as construction controls outlined in Section 3.8.3 for inadvertent discoveries
and applicable procedures for discovery of human remains. NEPA analysis of archaeological resources is
addressed in Section 5.18 (Tribal Cultural Resources).

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and no construction-
related ground disturbance or other action activities would occur. The existing conditions described in
Section 5.5.1 would remain unchanged. Because no earthmoving or construction would occur, the No
Action Alternative would result in no direct, indirect, or reasonably foreseeable effects on cultural
resources, including historic properties or architectural resources.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative

Based on the site-specific cultural and historic resource analysis summarized in Section 5.5.1, no
previously recorded cultural resources, no National Register-eligible resources, and no historic resources
were identified within the APE. Accordingly, effects to known historic properties and known
architectural resources are dismissed from further detailed analysis. NEPA analysis of potential effects
from inadvertent discoveries associated with ground disturbance are discussed in Section 5.18.6.

Determination

Based on the absence of identified historic and cultural resources within the APE, the Proposed Action
would result in no effects to known historic properties or architectural resources. Please see Section
5.18.6 for discussion of inadvertent discovery of previously unknown cultural resources.
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5.6 Energy

5.6.1 Environmental Setting

California relies on a regional power system comprised of a diverse mix of natural gas, renewable,
hydroelectric, and nuclear generation resources. One-third of the energy consumed in California is
natural gas. In 2014, approximately 35 percent of natural gas consumed in the State was used to
generate electricity. Residential land uses represented approximately 17 percent of California’s natural
gas consumption with the balance consumed by the industrial, resource extraction, and commercial
sectors (U.S. Energy Information Administration 2017). Power plants in California generate
approximately 78 percent of the in-state electricity demand, with power plants in the Pacific Northwest
and Southwestern U.S. generating the remaining electricity (California Energy Commission 2024). The
contribution of in- and out-of-state power plants depends on the precipitation that occurred in the
previous year, the corresponding amount of hydroelectric power that is available, and other factors.

California relies on energy conservation, waste reduction practices, sustainable buildings, and innovative
land use planning to reduce energy impacts. The means of achieving this goal include:

« Decreasing overall per capita energy consumption.
« Decreasing reliance on natural gas and oil.
« Increasing reliance on renewable energy resources.

Energy within the Project area is currently used by existing development to the north, east, and south of
the Project area. The existing electrical utility easement that extends across the Project area includes
overhead powerlines that are owned and maintained by Liberty Utilities, which would also provide
electrical power to the Project area. The Project area is located within the service area for Southwest
Gas.

5.6.2 CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project Less Than Significant Impact
construction or operation?

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy

No Impact
efficiency? P

5.6.3 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or
operation?

Less Than Significant Impact
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Project construction would require temporary energy use from on-site equipment and vehicle fuel
consumption. Energy demand during construction would primarily involve fuel usage for heavy
equipment and worker commute vehicles, as well as electricity for minor power tools and site lighting.
As discussed in Section 3.8.1, Project construction would implement construction controls such as
requiring the use of biodiesel and Tier 4F construction equipment, which would serve to reduce the use
of fossil fuels and increase energy efficiency of construction vehicles. These energy uses would be short-
term and typical for a project of this nature. Assuming an average fuel consumption of 10.5 miles per
gallon (mpg) of diesel per haul/vendor truck, 27 mpg of gasoline per construction worker vehicle, and
considering the on-site use of biodiesel and Tier 4F equipment within the Project area, the Project would
result in the consumption of approximately 320 gallons of gasoline and 64 gallons of diesel. This
calculation also takes into consideration the average miles per trip provided by CalEEMod (see Appendix
A). As fuel consumption associated with construction of the Project would be directly attributable to the
temporary transport of people and equipment necessary for Project implementation, it would not be
considered wasteful or inefficient.

During operation, the Project includes residential uses that would consume energy for lighting, heating,
cooling, and water/wastewater systems consistent with other multifamily units in the region. No
increase in utility demands beyond those occurring at the existing inspection station are anticipated
because of the Project. The Project would include bicycle storage racks to encourage non-motorized
access by employees, which would help minimize vehicle trips, and thereby minimize fossil fuel energy
consumption. In addition, the Project would provide a new trail connection along SR 89 to further
enhance existing opportunities for pedestrians and bicyclists in the area.

All new on-site structures would comply with Title 24 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards and
the California Green Building Standards Code, ensuring efficient design and operation. During operation,
on-site uses associated with the Project are anticipated to annually consume approximately 30,955
kilowatt-hours of electricity and approximately 139,320 kilo British Thermal Units (Appendix A). As the
Project would provide employee workforce housing intended to reduce employee trips to the Project
area, no increase in employee vehicle use (i.e., fuel consumption) is anticipated. Moreover, and as
discussed in Section 5.17 (Transportation) below, a net decrease in VMT is anticipated to occur because
of the provision of on-site housing, which would have a corresponding decrease in fuel consumption.
Further, the Project would not result in an increase in use associated with watercraft inspection and
compared to the existing facility. Thus, no increase in fuel consumption associated with its operation is
anticipated.

Per Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines, the way energy conservation goals may be met include
decreasing overall per capita energy consumption, decreasing reliance on oil, and increasing reliance on
renewable energy sources. The Project would not develop uses or involve activities that would conflict
with goals of decreasing per capita energy consumption, reliance on oil (petroleum), or increasing uses
of renewable energy sources, or that would result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency?

No Impact
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The Project would involve the relocation of the existing WIS. All new on-site structures would be
developed in a manner consistent with current California Building Code requirements that reflect the
sustainability goals for the state, the County, and TRPA. The Project would meet Title 24 construction
requirements and implement BMPs to reduce fossil fuel use by construction vehicles. The Project would
provide on-site employee housing that would provide greater efficiency related to employee commutes
and reduce energy/fuel consumption, which would be consistent with current state and local
sustainability goals. The Project would therefore not conflict with adopted state and local goals and
policies for energy efficiency and sustainability. Therefore, there would be no impact. No mitigation is
required.

5.6.4 TRPA Checklist

Would the Project result in:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist Item Answers Discussion

The Project would involve the development of
9a) A substantial increase in the rate of use of No a WIS with the same capacity as the current
any natural resources? facility and would provide on-site employee

housing to further reduce fuel consumption.

9b) Substantial depletion of any non-

bl tural 5 No Please refer to 5.6.4(a) for further discussion.
renewable natural resource?

The Project would result in a minor temporary
increase in fuel consumption during
construction, no increased fuel consumption
No during operation, and a minor increase in
energy use associated with on-site employee
workforce housing. Please refer to 5.6.3(a) for
further information.

15a) Use of substantial amounts of fuel or
energy?

The Project would connect to existing Liberty
Utilities and Southwest Gas facilities in the
area. The operation of 6 employee workforce
15b) Substantial increase in demand upon housing units that meet current building code
existing sources of energy, or require the No requirements would be considered a minor
development of new sources of energy? increase in demand consistent with growth
projections for existing utility providers and
not require the development of new sources
of energy.
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5.7 Geology and Soils
5.7.1 Environmental Setting

Regional Geologic Setting

Lake Tahoe lies within the Sierra Nevada Geomorphic Province, occupying a basin surrounded by peaks
of the Sierra Nevada Mountains, with Freel Peak the highest at 10,891 feet. The eastern and western
sides of the basin are composed of granite rock, with minor amounts of older metamorphic rock.
Volcanic rock, some deposited as recently as 2.5 million years ago, covers most of the northern and
some of the southern part of the basin. The Sierra Nevada is a gently sloping fault block mountain range
that was uplifted along its eastern edge. This range is bounded on the east and west by a series of
interconnected fault segments. The displacement has been greater on the eastern margin, giving the
Sierra Nevada a western tilt. South of Lake Tahoe, there is a single crest dividing the gentle western
slope from the steep eastern scarp. The crest splits south of the lake, with 1 crest trending
northwesterly and the other crest trending northward creating the Carson Range. This range separates
the Carson Valley from Lake Tahoe. Lake Tahoe occupies the basin between the 2 uplifted crests. During
the past 2 million years, glaciers played an active role in shaping the Sierra Nevada Mountains and Lake
Tahoe. Alpine glaciers extended below the current lake level along the west shoreline and Emerald Bay.
The basement geology of the Lake Tahoe Basin is divided into 3 categories: granitic, metamorphic, and
volcanic (Hyne et al. 1972).

Soils

Mapping by the California Geological Society (CGS) indicates the Project area is located within
Pleistocene age Tahoe glacial deposits consisting of glacial till (Saucedo 2005). These materials are
described by the CGS as unconsolidated bouldery till with more weathered areas exhibiting a distinct
yellow-brown coloration. Larger grain preserved till is found in rounded or broad crested moraines, piles
of unsorted rock and sediment. Locally, such features include outwash deposits. The surface soils and
near surface soils in the Project area generally correspond with the CGS geological map.

Results from a preliminary geotechnical investigation for the Project area identified soils that consist of
sands with minimal percentage of non-plastic fines and a variable percentage of gravels through
maximum depth of exploration, approximately 21.5 feet below existing ground surface (bgs) (Corestone
Engineering 2025). Non-plastic fines are small soil particles which do not exhibit the plastic
characteristics typical of clays, such as silts. Sand soils within the Project area include poorly graded sand
with silt, poorly graded sand with gravel, poorly graded sand with silt and gravel, and silty sand. The
Project area subsurface also includes some gravelly soil layers consisting of poorly graded gravel with silt
and sand. The topsoil layer within about 2 feet depth is generally dark gray to black in color and show
loose to medium dense consistency. In general, native soil exhibits up to about 15 percent non-plastic
fines and up to about 40 percent fine to medium size gravel except for gravelly soil layers that contain
up to about 60 percent gravel. The detected soils exhibit a fast infiltration rate (Corestone Engineering
2025).

Groundwater was not encountered during the geotechnical investigation of the Project area. Borings at
the Project area extended to a maximum depth of 21.5 feet bgs (Corestone Engineering 2025).
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Seismicity and Faults

The Lake Tahoe Basin lies within an area with a high potential for earthquake shaking. It is generally
accepted that a maximum credible earthquake in this area would be in the range of magnitude 7 to 7.5
along the Genoa fault system of the eastern Sierra Nevada. The most active segment of this fault system
in the Tahoe area is located at the base of the eastern side of the mountains about 9 miles east of the
Project.

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was originally signed into law in 1972 as the Alquist-
Priolo Geologic Hazard Zones Act to prohibit the location of most structures for human occupancy
across the traces of active faults and to thereby mitigate the hazard of fault rupture (CGS 2007). Under
this act, the State Geologist is required to delineate earthquake fault zones, and counties affected by the
zones must withhold development permits for sites within the zones until geologic investigations
demonstrate that the sites are not threatened by surface displacement from future faulting. As defined
by this act, a fault is a fracture or zone of closely associated fractures along which rocks on one side have
been displaced with respect to those on the other side; a fault zone has significant width, ranging from a
few feet to several miles; an active fault is one which has had surface displacement within Holocene
time (about the last 11,000 years); and a potentially active fault is one with evidence of displacement
during Quaternary time (within the last 1.6 million years) and that exhibits a relatively high potential for
ground rupture (it is sufficiently active and well-defined). Classification of a fault as potentially active
requires investigation, analysis, and judgment by a qualified geologist. The Project area is in Echo Lake
Quadrangle and the nearest Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zone to the Project area in the subject map
is associated with West Tahoe Fault mapped about 1.1 miles southwest of the Project area (CGS 2025a).
The published CGS Fault Activity Map of California also shows West Tahoe Fault as the nearest
Quaternary age fault to the Project area (CGS 2025b).

Ground Rupture

There are no known ground rupture locations within or in the general area of the Project area
(Corestone Engineering 2025).

Ground Motion and Liquefaction

The United States Geological Survey seismic design maps that have been incorporated with the
American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) Online ASCE 7 Hazard Tool indicate that there is a 2 percent
probability that a bedrock peak ground acceleration of 0.56 g will be exceeded in any 50-year interval
(ASCE 2024). Only localized amplification of ground motion would be expected during an earthquake.

Landslides

The CGS has not identified any landslide activities in the immediate vicinity of the Project area. In
addition, the Project area is relatively flat; as such, landslide risk within Project area is negligible (CGS
2025c).
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Floodplains

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood map covering the Project area shows the
Project area outside the 100-year floodplain, per FEMA panel 06017C0632E (FEMA 2008). The
topography of the Project area is relatively flat and is unlikely to be subject to flood events.

Soils

The soils at the survey area have been mapped by the Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS), and were downloaded from the Web Soil Survey. NRCS identified 1 soil
type within the Project area, Meeks gravelly loamy coarse sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes. This is a soil
component that occurs on summits, shoulders, backslopes of the larger topographic setting. The parent
material consists of outwash and/or till derived from granodiorite. This soil type is a non-hydric,
somewhat excessively drained soil with groundwater encountered no higher than 7 feet below ground
surface (NRCS 2025). These characteristics indicate a coarse-textured, freely draining soil with low clay
content, consistent with the findings of the preliminary geotechnical investigation. Soils with a low clay
content do not exhibit shrink-swell behavior.

Paleontological Resources

The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) has established guidelines for the identification,
assessment, and mitigation of adverse impacts on non-renewable paleontological resources. Most
practicing paleontologists in the United States adhere closely to the SVP’s assessment, mitigation, and
monitoring requirements as outlined in these guidelines, which were approved through a consensus of
professional paleontologists and reflect the currently accepted standard practices. Many federal, state,
county, and city agencies have either formally or informally adopted the SVP’s standard guidelines for
the mitigation of adverse construction-related impacts on paleontological resources. The SVP has helped
define the value of paleontological resources and, in particular, indicates the following:

« Vertebrate fossils and fossiliferous (fossil-containing) deposits are considered significant
non-renewable paleontological resources and are afforded protection by federal, state, and
local environmental laws and guidelines.

« A paleontological resource is considered to be older than recorded history, or 5,000 years
before present, and is not to be confused with an archaeological resource.

« Invertebrate fossils are not significant paleontological resources unless they are present within
an assemblage of vertebrate fossils or they provide undiscovered information on the origin and
character of a plant species, past climatic conditions, or the age of the rock unit itself.

« A Project paleontologist, special interest group, lead agency, or local government can designate
certain plant or invertebrate fossils as significant.

In accordance with these principles, the SVP outlined criteria for screening the paleontological potential
of rock units and established assessment and mitigation procedures tailored to such potential (SVP
2010). There is no evidence identifying any sensitivity for paleontological resources in the Project area
or region. Surfaces in the Lake Tahoe Basin were created by geologic uplift and have deep granitic
bedrock and shallow surface soils. Because the region is not underlain with sedimentary rock formations
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(which are most likely to contain fossils), it is not likely to contain major or unique paleontological
resources.

5.7.2  CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or | | ass Than Significant Impact
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42.
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
iv. Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? Less Than Significant Impact

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, | Less Than Significant Impact
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building

Less Than Significant Impact
Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? g P

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the No Impact
disposal of wastewater?

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique

No Impact
geologic feature? :

5.7.3 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects,
including risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

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

Less Than Significant Impact

As described in the “Environmental Setting,” there are no known ground rupture locations within or in
the general vicinity of the Project area. The Project is not located within an Alquist-Priolo earthquake
fault zone as designated by the CGS (CGS 2025a). The closest Alquist-Priolo fault zones are
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approximately 1.1 miles west of the Project area. The absence of ground faults passing through or in the
immediate vicinity of the Project area suggests the potential for ground rupture within the Project area
is negligible. Further, the Project would be designed to meet all local and state building ordinances,
including the 2022 California Building Code; therefore, the Project would not directly or indirectly cause
a significant risk of loss, injury or death related to rupture of a known earthquake fault. Impacts would
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?
Less Than Significant Impact

The Lake Tahoe Basin lies within an area with a high potential for earthquake shaking (Corestone
Engineering 2025). It is generally accepted that a maximum credible earthquake in this area would be in
the range of magnitude 7 to 7.5 along the Genoa fault system of the eastern Sierra Nevada. The Project
area is located approximately 9.7 miles from this fault system (CGS 2025a). As noted above, the Project
would be designed to meet all local and state building ordinances, including the 2022 California Building
Code. These standards have been developed to ensure that structures do not fail during maximum
seismic events. Therefore, due to the Project’s distance from active faults and adherence to local and
state building requirements related to seismicity, the Project would not pose a substantive risk of loss,
injury or death related to strong seismic ground shaking. The impact would be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.

ili. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
Less Than Significant Impact

The potential for liquefaction because of seismic events is high in areas of saturated unconsolidated and
fine-grained alluvium, which are sediments deposited by flowing waters. Such sediments may be found
at the mouth of creeks or in alluvial fans of deltas or estuaries. Aquatic features which could cause
conditions conducive to the occurrence of such soils are not found within the Project area. In addition,
based on the subsurface materials characteristics and subsurface conditions as detailed in the
preliminary geotechnical investigation, the potential for soil liquefaction at the Project area is negligible
(Corestone Engineering 2025). Considering the negligible risk of seismic ground failure and liquefaction
due to the absence of hazardous seismic features within the Project area, the Project would pose a less
than significant risk of loss, injury or death related to such events. No mitigation is required.

iv. Landslides?
No Impact

As discussed above, the California Geologic Survey has not identified any landslide activities in the
immediate vicinity of the Project area, and the Project area is relatively flat (CGS 2025c). Therefore, the
Project would not pose a risk of loss, injury, or death related to landslides. No impact would occur, and
no mitigation is required.

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact
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Construction of the Project involves soil disturbance and vegetation removal from clearing and grubbing
activities, grading for cut-and-fill slopes necessary to achieve final grade, and construction of paved
gueuing and decontamination areas, worker residences and other associated structures. The potential
for erosion is greatest during the construction period and prior to establishment of
landscape/revegetation plantings. When disturbed sites are not adequately stabilized and revegetated,
wind can dislodge soil particles and make them airborne. When runoff bypasses natural processes, this
water is not infiltrated and filtered by soils to provide contribution to local groundwater supplies.
Construction activities could cause temporary, short-term increases in runoff, soil erosion, wind erosion
and sedimentation within and down gradient of the Project area.

As part of the construction controls that would be implemented as part of the Project, BMPs would be
installed and maintained across the Project area to prevent short-term erosion from construction
impacts. In addition, and because the Project would disturb more than 1 acre of soil, a SWPPP would be
prepared and implemented for the Project in accordance with NPDES requirements. The SWPPP and
temporary BMPs would include measures for erosion/sediment control, stabilization and protection of
stored materials, defined work zones, staging, and access areas to limit disturbance, slowing runoff
velocity and intercept sediment during storm events, and stabilizing slopes during Project construction
and initial vegetation establishment periods. Upon completion of construction, the Project would retain
runoff from precipitation and decontamination activities within the Project area and store it in a central
stormwater retention basin which would allow water to percolate back into groundwater supplies. Due
to the implementation of construction controls and on-site stormwater management, the Project would
not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

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

Less Than Significant Impact

All Project-related structures would be engineered pursuant to California Building Code standards to
avoid risks to persons using or residing in the facility during errant environmental conditions, such as
extreme precipitation or seismic events. As noted above, and due in part to the flat topography and soil
type present within the Project area, the risk of landslide, flooding, and liquefaction are negligible (refer
to Section 5.7.3(a)(i) and (iii) above). Therefore, the Project would not result in landslides, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?
Less Than Significant Impact

Expansive soils are soils that swell when wet and shrink when dry, causing ground movement that can
damage building foundations, pavements, and underground infrastructure. Expansive soils typically
exhibit:
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« High clay content

« High plasticity

« High shrink-swell potential

« Significant volume change with moisture fluctuations

Expansive soils exert pressure on foundations when they expand and can cause settlement or cracking
when they shrink. Because expansive soils can move several inches vertically, they pose a structural risk
if not properly mitigated.

Expansive soils are typically associated with fine-grained, high-plasticity clays that undergo significant
volumetric changes in response to fluctuations in soil moisture. NRCS measures soil expansion using a
metric called linear extensibility. This measurement refers to the change in length of an unconfined
sample of soil as moisture content is decreased from a moist to a dry state. The volume change is
reported as percent change for the whole soil. The amount and type of clay minerals in the soil influence
volume change. Soils with high clay content typically exhibit shrink and swell behavior and have high
linear extensibility (NRCS 2025). No data on linear extensibility of soil at the site is available through the
Web Soil Survey, however, soil samples taken during the geotechnical survey indicated the soil present
in the Project area contained low clay content, consisting of up to 90% sand and subangular gravel. Fine
particles detected during the geotechnical survey mostly consisted of non-plastic fines, consistent with
soils that do not exhibit shrink-swell behavior.

The soil present at the Project site is a granular, sandy soil that lacks characteristics necessary for
expansive behavior. Because the Project site does not contain expansive soils, the Project would not
expose people or structures to significant effects related to soil expansion or contraction. Therefore,
impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

No Impact

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act requires all sewage and wastewater to be disposed of outside the
Lake Tahoe Basin. As a result, the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal are prohibited
in the Lake Tahoe region. The Project would convey all sewage to existing South Tahoe Public Utility
District (STPUD) infrastructure, which conveys sewage outside the Lake Tahoe Basin. As a result, no
impacts related to the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would occur. No
mitigation is required.

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?
No Impact

As noted above, there is no evidence identifying any sensitivity for paleontological resources in the
Project area or region. Surfaces in the Lake Tahoe Basin were created by geologic uplift and have deep
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granitic bedrock and shallow surface soils. Because the region is not underlain with sedimentary rock

formations (which are most likely to contain fossils), it is not likely to contain major or unique
paleontological resources. Further, the Project site is flat and does not contain unique geologic features.

No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

5.7.4  TRPA Checklist

Would the Project result in:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist Item Answers Discussion

1a) Compaction or covering of the soil beyond

The Project would be designed to comply with

5 feet?

the limits allowed in the land capability or No .
. . TRPA coverage requirements.
Individual Parcel Evaluation System (IPES)?

While the Project would involve grading, the
1b) A change in the topography or ground Project area is relatively flat. The Project
surface relief features of site inconsistent with No would not alter topography or ground surface
the natural surrounding conditions? relief features to be inconsistent with the

natural surrounding conditions.

Project implementation would include

implementing a SWPPP and BMPs during

. . . construction. Areas of exposed soils would be
1c) Unstable soil conditions during or after . .
. No revegetated upon completion of construction,
completion of the proposal? -

and as such, no significant amounts of bare or

unstable soil would be present at Project

completion.

Grading may require excavation in excess of 5

feet in depth. As noted above, groundwater

was not encountered at the site during
borings up to 21.5 feet bgs (Cornerstone

Engineering 2025), and as such, groundwater

is not anticipated to be encountered durin
1d) Changes in the undisturbed soil or native . P . . &

. L construction. However, consistent with TRPA
geologic substructures or grading in excess of Yes

Code provisions (see Section 33.3.6.B of TRPA
Code), a soils/hydrology report would be
prepared, demonstrating that excavation
would not intercept or interfere with
groundwater. This report would be submitted
to TRPA for review and approval before TRPA
permit acknowledgement.
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The Project area has no aquatic features, nor
does it display any significant wind or water-
based erosion issues. The Project would
include implementation of a SWPPP and BMPs

1e) The continuation of or increase in wind or as construction controls in order to manage
water erosion of soils, either on or off the No erosion during construction. At Project
site? completion, the Project area would internally

manage all stormwater generated on-site and
would include additional landscaping and
trees to minimize the potential for wind-based
erosion.

There are no aquatic features within, or
immediately adjacent to the Project area,
including shoreline. As discussed above the
Project would include implementation of a
SWPPP and BMPs as construction controls in
order to manage erosion and siltation during
construction, and the Project would internally
manage all stormwater generated on-site.

1f) Changes in deposition or erosion of beach
sand, or changes in siltation, deposition or
erosion, including natural littoral processes, No
which may modify the channel of a river or
stream or the bed of a lake?

As discussed above in Section 5.7.3(a), (c) and
(d), the Project would not expose people or
property to geologic hazards. The Project area

1g) Exposure of people or property to is not located within any areas identified as
geologic hazards such as earthquakes, having geologic hazards and the Project would
- . No . .
landslides, backshore erosion, avalanches, be designed and constructed accordance with
mud slides, ground failure, or similar hazards? applicable building requirements. The Project

area is not within the immediate vicinity of a
known fault, or large aquatic feature which
could cause tsunami or seiche events.

5.7.5 NEPA Analysis of Effects

This NEPA analysis discloses the environmental effects of the Proposed Action on Geology and Soils,
with a focus on physiography and topography. Per USFWS guidance, this analysis would normally be
categorized as a “Natural Resource” and evaluated as “Geology and Soils.” The analysis relies on and
incorporates by reference the Environmental Setting in Section 5.7.1, the CEQA geology and soils impact
analysis in Sections 5.7.3.

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and no ground
disturbance, grading, or construction activities would occur. Existing physiographic and topographic
conditions within the Project area would remain consistent with those described in Section 5.7.1.
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Because no construction would occur, the No Action Alternative would result in no direct, indirect, or
reasonably foreseeable effects to geology or soils, including physiography or topography.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative
Physiography

As discussed in the Environmental Setting, the Project area lies in a relatively flat location. The Proposed
Action would not alter regional landforms with unique geologic features (5.7.3(f)), no direct effects to
regional physiography would occur. Indirect effects, such as localized soil disturbance during
construction, would be temporary and confined to the Project area. Inclusion of standard construction
controls within Project design, as outlined in Section 3.8, would reduce airborne dust, soil erosion and
sediment being dispersed from the Project area.

The Proposed Action would not be located on or within the immediate vicinity of a known earthquake
fault and would be constructed in compliance with applicable building and geotechnical requirements
(5.7.3(a)). The Proposed Action would not alter physiographic processes beyond the Project area and
would not pose a significant hazard to the human environment through risks associated with
earthquakes.

The Proposed Action would contribute only a minor and localized modification within an already
developed disturbed portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin and would not measurably affect regional
physiographic conditions.

Topography

The Project area as relatively flat, with no steep slopes or landforms susceptible to landslides or mass
wasting. Grading associated with the Proposed Action would be limited in extent. Because grading
would be minor and engineered to meet applicable standards, the Proposed Action would not result in
substantial changes to topography or ground surface relief features. Direct effects would be limited to
short-term alteration of surface contours during construction, followed by construction, paving and
revegetation. Indirect effects, including erosion would be avoided through implementation of BMPs
identified in Section 3.8. Topographic change as a result of the Proposed Action would be minor,
localized to the Project area and at a scale that would have no effect on surrounding landforms or alter
natural terrain patterns.

Determination

The Proposed Action Alternative would result in localized and minor effects to geology and soils within
the Project area. Regional physiography would remain unchanged, and topographic modifications would
be limited, temporary, and consistent with existing disturbed conditions.

Based on the relatively flat topography, the absence of geologic hazards within the Project area, the
limited scale of grading, and compliance with applicable engineering and construction standards, the
Proposed Action would not result in adverse effects to geology and soils.
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5.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Certain gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as greenhouse gases (GHGs), play a critical role in
determining the earth’s surface temperature. These include carbon dioxide (CO,), methane, nitrous
oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. Solar radiation enters the earth’s
atmosphere from space. A portion of the radiation is absorbed by the earth’s surface, and a smaller
portion of this radiation is reflected toward space. This absorbed radiation is then emitted from the
earth as low-frequency infrared radiation, which is then absorbed by GHGs. As a result, radiation that
otherwise would have escaped back into space is trapped, resulting in a warming of the atmosphere.
This phenomenon, known as the greenhouse effect, is responsible for maintaining a habitable climate
on earth.

Measured increases in ambient GHG emission levels are believed to be a result of increased human
activities and at least partly responsible for intensifying the greenhouse effect and leading to a trend of
unnatural warming of the earth’s climate, known as global climate change or global warming. It is
“extremely likely” that more than half of the observed increase in global average surface temperature
from 1951 to 2010 was caused by the anthropogenic increase in GHG concentrations and other
anthropogenic forcing (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2014). GHGs differ by the amount of
heat each traps in the atmosphere, known as global warming potential. Carbon dioxide is the most
significant greenhouse gas, so amounts of other gases are expressed relative to carbon dioxide, using a
metric called “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO.e). The global warming potential of carbon dioxide is
assigned a value of 1, and the warming potential of other gases is assessed as multiples of carbon
dioxide. Generally, estimates of all GHGs are summed to obtain total emissions for a project or a given
time period, usually expressed in metric tons CO,e (MTCO.e).

GHGs are global pollutants, unlike criteria air pollutants and TACs, which are pollutants of regional and
local concern. The quantity of GHGs that ultimately results in climate change is not precisely known, but
no single project alone would measurably contribute to an incremental change in the global average
temperature, or to global, local, or microclimates. From the standpoint of CEQA, GHG impacts to global
climate change are inherently reasonably foreseeable.

5.8.1  Environmental Setting

The Project area is in the unincorporated Meyers community in El Dorado County. The primary sources
of GHG within Meyers are natural gas used for heating, fossil fuel consumption from the transportation
sector, and grid electricity. Other sources of GHG emissions include solid waste and water and
wastewater treatment and delivery.

5.8.2  Regulatory Setting

State

The State of California has taken several legislative steps including Assembly Bills (AB) and Executive
Orders to reduce increases in GHG emissions. CARB is the lead agency in the development of reduction
strategies for GHGs in California (CARB 2021). These include AB 32 (the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006), which established GHG emission reduction targets for 2020; Executive Order B-
30-15 and Executive Order S-3-05, which established GHG emission reduction targets for 2030 and 2050;
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and Senate Bill (SB) 32 and AB 197, which extended California’s GHG reduction programs beyond 2020.
California’s GHG reduction requirements aim to reduce VMT, thereby improving air quality by reducing
GHG emissions from automobiles.

Regional
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Regional Transportation Plan

GHG planning guidance for the Lake Tahoe Basin is outlined in the 2025 Regional Transportation Plan,
which anticipates reducing GHG emissions by focusing on aligning with state GHG goals. Strategies in the
2025 Regional Transportation Plan include technology improvements and non-vehicle mobility
improvements (TRPA 2025a).

El Dorado County Air Quality Management District

Currently, El Dorado County has not adopted any quantitative federal or state guidelines for GHG
emission impacts. However, the El Dorado County AQMD was part of a committee of air districts in the
Sacramento region involved in the development of GHG thresholds for the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments region. The goal of the thresholds is to capture at least 90 percent of GHG emissions from
new stationary sources and land development projects. The nearby Placer County Air Pollution Control
District (PCAPCD), which also participated in the aforementioned committee and is responsible for air
quality along Lake Tahoe’s northern and western shores, has developed thresholds of significance for
analyzing climate change impacts in consideration of this strategy. PCAPCD has adopted 10,000 and
1,100 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) bright-line thresholds of significance for
analyzing construction and operational emissions, respectively. In lieu of adopted thresholds of
significance governed by El Dorado County AQMD and TRPA, and because of PCAPCD’s shared
responsibility with El Dorado County AQMD for air quality within the Lake Tahoe Basin, these thresholds
of significance were considered appropriate and applied to the Project.

5.8.3  CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have o
o ; . Less Than Significant Impact
a significant impact on the environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of o
. o Less Than Significant Impact
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

5.8.4 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions
a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project would result in GHG emissions due to its construction and operational activities. As noted
above, El Dorado County AQMD recommends using PCAPCD’s thresholds of significance for evaluating
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the construction- and operations-related GHG emissions. These thresholds are consistent with the GHG
goals established by SB 32.

Construction

Temporary construction-related activities associated with the Project would include demolition, site
preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and architectural coatings. The GHG emissions from
construction activities were calculated by using CalEEMod Version 2020.4.0 with design information
provided by the County and CalEEMod defaults where the information was not available. The
construction worker trip numbers and lengths were estimated based on CalEEMod default values. Table
4 summarizes the estimated construction-related annual GHG emissions over the 24-month
construction period. Refer to Appendix A for detailed modeling assumptions and results.

Table 4. Projected GHG Emissions During Construction — Metric Tons per Year Without Mitigation

Year GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/year)

Maximum Emissions 116
PCAPCD Thresholds 10,000
Exceed PCAPCD Thresholds? No

Notes: See Appendix A for details on model inputs, assumptions, and Project-specific modeling parameters;
construction controls provided in Section 2.5 are reflected in modeling outputs as mitigations but are incorporated
into the Project; GHG = greenhouse gas; PCAPCD = Placer County Air Pollution Control District.

As shown in Table 4, maximum annual GHG emissions would reach 116 MTCO2e/year, which would be
well below the applicable emissions thresholds of 10,000 MTCO2e/year.

The Project would also result in GHG emissions from operational activities associated with the new on-
site development. Operations would result in area-source emissions from the operation of landscape
maintenance equipment; water-source emissions from water use and the conveyance and treatment of
wastewater; and waste-source emissions from the transport and disposal of solid waste. As stated in
Section 5.17 (Transportation), the Project is anticipated to reduce VMT associated with WIS operations
as it would replace an existing facility and provide employee housing on-site that would reduce daily
vehicle trips to and from the Project area (LSC Transportation Consultants 2025). However, in the
interest of providing a reasonably conservative analysis, potential GHG reductions associated with the
net reduction in VMT is not provided. Table 5 provides a summary of operational emissions estimated
for the Project. Refer to Appendix A for a detailed description of all calculations, model runs, and
assumptions used to support the modeling. As shown in Table 5, annual GHG emissions would reach 25
MTCO2e/year, which would be below the applicable emissions threshold of 1,100 MTCO2e/year. Since
operation and construction of the Project would result in annual GHG emissions below the applicable
thresholds, the impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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Table 5. Projected GHG Emissions During Operation — Metric Tons per Year Without Mitigation

Sector GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/year)

Mobile 0
Area 9
Energy 14
Waste 1
Water <1
Total Annual Emissions 25
PCAPCD Thresholds 1,100
Exceed PCAPCD Thresholds? No

Notes: See Appendix A for details on model inputs, assumptions, and Project-specific modeling parameters;
construction controls provided in Section 2.5 are reflected in modeling outputs as mitigations but are incorporated
into the Project; GHG = greenhouse gas; PCAPCD = Placer County Air Pollution Control District.

b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less Than Significant Impact

As described above, the construction and operational GHG emissions of the Project would not exceed
thresholds of significance recommended by El Dorado County AQMD. Because PCAPCD’s operational
threshold of significance is based on the State’s SB 32 2030 goal, the Project, by virtue of not exceeding
that threshold, would not interfere with State’s GHG reduction goals. Further, the buildings proposed
for development as part of the Project would be designed to current building codes and would be more
energy efficient (i.e., fewer GHG emissions) than similar buildings near the Project area. As a result, the
Project would be consistent with state and regional goals to reduce GHG emissions. Impacts would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

5.9.1 Environmental Setting

The Project area consists of currently vacant land that has been disturbed by informally user-created
trails and areas where vehicles have pulled off for temporary parking. In addition, the Project area
includes portions of a Class 1 bike and pedestrian trial and a disturbed, unpaved overhead powerline
easement maintained by Liberty Utilities.

A search of hazardous sites within the vicinity and within the Project area was conducted on the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker website (SWRCB 2025) and the Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor website (DTSC 2025). The SWRCB GeoTracker website
revealed no hazardous sites adjacent to or within the Project area. The nearest site GeoTracker
documented is a closed Meyers Beacon leaking underground storage tank (LUST) site located
approximately 500 feet north of the Project area. The Meyers Beacon site was opened in 2019 for the
potential of diesel, gasoline, MTBE/TBA/other fuel oxygenates, and total petroleum hydrocarbons in the
soil. Remediation efforts were conducted and the site was closed in August 2020 and issued a
Closure/No Further Action Letter. The Closure letter states that the LUST did not affect groundwater,
and the site poses a low threat to human health, life, safety, and environment (SWRCB 2025). No
hazardous sites were identified adjacent to or within the Project area on the EnviroStor website (DTSC
2025).

Schools

There are no schools located within 0.25 mile of the Project area. The closest school to the Project area
is Tahoe Prep Academy, approximately 0.5 mile southwest of the Project area. Additionally, Meyers
Elementary School is located approximately 0.6 mile north of the Project area.

Airports

There are no airports located adjacent to or within the Project area. The closest airport is Lake Tahoe
Airport, approximately 2.5 miles northeast of the Project area.

Wildland Fire Hazards

The Tahoe region is at a high risk of wildfire spread because of the climate, steep topography, and high
level of available fuel. Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZs) are mapped by CAL FIRE for the entire state.
FHSZs are based on an evaluation of fuels, fire history, terrain, housing density, and occurrence of
severe fire weather and are intended to identify areas where urban fires could result in catastrophic
losses. FHSZs are categorized as: Moderate, High, and Very High. The Project area is located within a
Very High FHSZs within the State Responsibility Area (SRA) (CAL FIRE 2025).
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5.9.2  Regulatory Setting

Federal
Environmental Protection Agency

Federal laws require planning to ensure that hazardous materials are properly handled, used, stored,
and disposed of, and if such materials are accidentally released, to prevent or mitigate injury to health
or the environment. The U.S. EPA is the agency primarily responsible for enforcement and
implementation of federal laws and regulations pertaining to hazardous materials. Applicable federal
regulations pertaining to hazardous materials are primarily contained in CFR Titles 29, 40, and 49.
Hazardous materials, as defined in the CFR, are listed in 49 CFR 172.101. In California, both federal and
state community right-to-know laws are coordinated through the California Governor's Office of
Emergency Services. The federal law, Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act Title Il or
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act, described above, encourages, and supports
emergency planning efforts at the state and local levels and to provide local governments and the public
with information about potential chemical hazards in their communities. Because of the community
right-to-know laws, information is collected from facilities that handle (e.g., produce, use, store)
hazardous materials above certain quantities.

Occupational Safety and Health Administration

The federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (federal OSHA) is the agency responsible for
assuring worker safety in the handling and use of chemicals identified in the Occupational Safety and
Health Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-596, 9 USC 651 et seq.). OSHA has adopted numerous regulations
pertaining to worker safety, contained in CFR Title 29. These regulations set standards for safe
workplaces and work practices, including standards relating to the handling of hazardous materials.

The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) assumes primary responsibility
for developing and enforcing workplace safety regulations within the state. Cal/OSHA standards are
typically more stringent than federal OSHA regulations and are presented in Title 8 of the CCR. Cal/OSHA
conducts on-site evaluations and issues notices of violation to enforce necessary improvements to
health and safety practices.

U.S. Department of Transportation

The U.S. Department of Transportation regulates transport of hazardous materials between states and is
responsible for protecting the public from dangers associated with such transport. The federal
hazardous materials transportation law, 49 U.S. Code (USC) 5101 et seq. is the basic statute regulating
transport of hazardous materials in the United States.

The State of California has adopted U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations for the
movement of hazardous materials originating within the state and passing through the state; state
regulations are contained in the CCR. State agencies with primary responsibility for enforcing state
regulations and responding to hazardous materials transportation emergencies are the California
Highway Patrol (CHP) and Caltrans. Together, these agencies determine container types used and
license hazardous waste haulers to transport hazardous waste on public roads.
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Local
El Dorado County General Plan Safety Element

In 2019, El Dorado County amended its General Plan Safety Element to include additional considerations
related to wildland fire hazards. As part of this update, several new policies were introduced that
included requirements related to defensible space and reducing wildfire risk for new development. For
example, Policy 6.2.1.3 requires all residential development (existing and new) to adhere to fire-
resistant landscaping and defensible space requirements that meet or exceed the requirements of Title
14 of the CCR. Adherence/compliance with these provisions is to be determined by local fire protection
districts, which (in the case of the Project area) is the Lake Valley Fire Protection District.

El Dorado County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan

The El Dorado County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan covers the Project area. The plan was
implemented with the goal of minimizing the risk and vulnerability of El Dorado County to the impacts of
natural hazards, improving public awareness of hazards, and increasing communities hazard
preparedness and resiliency (El Dorado County 2024a).

5.9.3 CEQA Checklist Questions

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine

Less Than Significant Impact
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? g P

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

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,

G . . Less Than Significant Impact
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 § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create No Impact
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 or excessive noise for people residing or
working in the project area?

No Impact

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency

. Less Than Significant Impact
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of

Less Than Significant Impact
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? & P
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5.9.4 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

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

Less Than Significant Impact

During construction, limited quantities of hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, solvents, and
other construction-related chemicals would be used and stored on-site for equipment maintenance and
operation. The use, storage, and management of construction-related fuels and other construction-
related chemicals and construction materials would be managed in accordance with applicable
regulations, including but not limited to the U.S. EPA, the U.S. Department of Transportation, the DTSC,
OSHA, and NPDES. For example, and as part of the Project’s compliance with NPDES requirements, a
SWPPP would be prepared for the Project (refer to Section 3.8.4 above) and would require that
equipment fueling and maintenance, if performed at the job site, must be performed in a designated
area utilizing secondary containment with a spill kit nearby.

During operation, the Project’s use of hazardous materials would be limited to fuels and other
maintenance-related chemicals to run machinery. Operational use of hazardous materials would
otherwise be limited to small quantities of cleaning agents, landscaping chemicals, and maintenance
supplies. Hazardous materials would be transported, stored, and used in accordance with federal, state,
and local regulations (e.g., CAA, Clean Water Act, Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act and the Toxic Substances Control Act). At the local level, fire
departments screen inventories of substances and inspect sites, county health department are
responsible for reviewing hazardous materials plans and the Air Quality Control Districts evaluate
projects for possible toxic emissions and issue permits as necessary.

The use, storage, and management of fuels and other vehicle-related chemicals as well as construction
materials would be managed according to the on-site SWPPP, as outlined in the construction controls
(refer to Section 3.8.4 above). No disposal of hazardous materials is anticipated as part of this Project.
Implementation of the required SWPPP would ensure impacts during construction would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.

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

Less Than Significant Impact

While the Meyers Beacon LUST site is located adjacent to the Project area, the LUST did not affect
groundwater and, after remediation, the site poses a low threat to human health, life, safety, and
environment (SWRCB 2025). Therefore, soil disturbance in the Project area would not create a
significant hazard due to potential migration of pollutants from the LUST site. There are no hazardous
material sites identified by EnviroStor in the vicinity of the Project that could be disturbed by
construction or operation of the Project (DTSC 2025). As described above in 5.9.3(a), the required on-
site SWPPP would manage use of fuels and chemicals and would outline requirements for spill
procedures. Furthermore, hazardous materials will be transported, stored, and used in accordance with
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federal, state, and local regulations. As a result, the potential for upset and accident is less than
significant. No mitigation is required.

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

Less Than Significant Impact

No schools are located within one-quarter mile of the Project area. The closest school is Tahoe Prep
Academy, located approximately 0.6 miles from the Project area. Construction and operation of the
Project would not involve emissions or handling of hazardous materials beyond typical quantities of
fuels, paints, and other building materials used during construction. The Project would not include any
new storage or emission of hazardous materials, substances, or waste. Therefore, there would be no
impact related to hazardous emissions or handling of hazardous materials within 0.25 miles of a school.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

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

No Impact

There are no hazardous material sites as recorded in EnviroStor pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 (“Cortese List”) on or immediately adjacent to the Project area. There are no “Cortese List” sites
located in El Dorado County. Because the Project would not be located on a “Cortese List” site, the
Project would not pose a significant hazard to the public or environment, and the impact would be less
than significant. No mitigation is required.

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 or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact

The nearest airport, Lake Tahoe Airport, is approximately 2.5 miles northeast of the Project area. The
Lake Tahoe Airport, Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Lake Tahoe Airport shows the Project
area lies outside of the excessive noise zone of the Airport (Lake Tahoe Airport Land Use Commission
2019). While the Project is mapped within the outer Airport Influence Area, it is not mapped within any
14 CFR Part 77 Airport Safety Zones or Airspace Surfaces and is located at the outer boundary of the
overflight notification area.

Employees and visitors would not be affected by excessive noise or safety risks from the airport, as the
Project would be located outside of airport safety areas. The proposed development would consist of
low-lying structures, similar to the existing WIS and other residential development in the area and would
not reach or exceed the height of the tallest existing features in the area. The Project would also not
exceed Federal Aviation Administration hazard or obstruction heights and would be designed to limit
glare to the greatest extent possible pursuant to TRPA Code of Ordinances visual standards; therefore,
the Project would not require notification of the Federal Aviation Administration. The Project would not
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expose residents/employees or visitors to excessive noise or hazard from airport and aircraft operation;
therefore, there would be no impact. No mitigation is required.

f) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project would involve the construction of a WIS and employee housing, to replace the existing
temporary facility located at 2175 Keetak Street. Emergency response and evacuation would be
maintained throughout construction with the implementation of a Traffic Control Plan and operation of
the Project. The Project would not interfere with the adopted El Dorado County Multi-Jurisdiction
Hazard Mitigation Plan or other local emergency or evacuation plans. The Project would not alter any
existing roads, construct new roads, or otherwise modify infrastructure required for use during an
evacuation. The Project, by relocating watercraft inspection activities to a location with adequate
gueuing lanes, would reduce or possibly eliminate queuing within public roadways. The Project would
provide a larger queuing space within the inspection station itself, preventing cars from creating queues
that back up local streets. Therefore, the Project is anticipated to improve emergency access and
potential evacuation efficiency in the immediate area. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

g) Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

Less Than Significant Impact

The risk of wildfire through the Project area is considered high due to both the extent of the forested
area surrounding the Project area, and the presence of low-density development, which has a higher
risk for wildfire than other types of development (California Office of the Attorney General 2022). The
Project area is also located within a Very High FHSZ of an SRA (CAL FIRE 2024). Very High FHSZs are areas
where fire risk is high due to the Project’s location within the wildland urban interface (WUI). The WUl is
an area where structures and infrastructure mix with areas of flammable wildland vegetation (El Dorado
County 2023). For further discussion on CAL FIRE designations, please refer to Section 5.20 “Wildfire.”

Construction of new structures would also be required to implement other applicable requirements of
the Uniform Fire Code and Uniform Building Code, including ignition-resistant construction, automatic
interior fire sprinklers, on-site fire hydrant minimum flows, and adequate emergency and fire apparatus
access. As the Project involves relocation of the existing watercraft inspection station, the risk
associated with relocated watercraft inspection activities is anticipated to be like existing conditions,
albeit less due to the reduced queuing of vehicles in the area and improved emergency access.

Additionally, the proposed on-site employee housing that would be constructed as part of the Project
would be subject to design and defensible space requirements that are intended to protect
development from loss due to wildfire, as noted above under Section 5.9.2. In addition, Section
13.5.3.F.4.a of TRPA Code of Ordinances, which requires use of native vegetation whenever possible,
consistent with fire defensible space requirements. The proposed residences would not include
designated outdoor cooking/grilling facilities that could pose a wildfire ignition threat.
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While the Project would result in the development of the Project area, it would primarily involve
relocation of an existing facility to the Project area. The additional on-site structures would adhere to
existing defensible space and applicable building code requirements such that the additional wildfire risk
would be minimized. The Project would also not involve an expansion of use or additional visitors
associated with watercraft inspection activities, and as such, the number of visitors exposed to wildfire
risk in the area would not substantially increase over existing conditions. Through adherence to existing
plans, regulations, and other requirements, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

5.9.5 TRPA Checklist

Would the Project result in:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist

Answers Discussion
Item
Hazardous materials would only be used
during construction and use is expected to be
. . minimal. The required on-site SWPPP would
10a) Involve a risk of an explosion or the .
. . manage use of fuels and chemicals and would
release of hazardous substances including, . . .
. . . . outline requirements for spill procedures.
but not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals, No . .
e . Furthermore, Hazardous materials will be
or radiation in the event of an accident or .
. transported, stored, and used in accordance
upset conditions? . .
with federal, state, and local regulations.
Please refer to 5.9.4(a) and (b) for further
discussion.
10b) Involve possible interference with an No Please refer to 5.9.4(f). The Project would not
emergency evacuation plan? interfere with an emergency evacuation plan.
The Project is not anticipated to create human
health hazards, including either through
17a) Result in creation of any health hazard significant contributions to air quality/GHGs,
or potential health hazard (excluding mental No impact on sensitive receptors, release of
health)? hazardous materials during construction, or
other impacts to the environment which may
impact human health.
There are no hazardous waste sites near the
Project area, unique geologic hazards, airport
17b) Result in exposure of people to No noise hazards, or air emission hot spots that
potential health hazards? would impact the Project area. The Project
would not expose people to potential health
hazards.
5.9.6  NEPA Analysis of Effects
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This NEPA analysis discloses the environmental effects of the Proposed Action on public health and
safety, injury and illness, worksite safety, and hazardous materials. Per USFWS guidance, this analysis
would normally be categorized as “Socioeconomics” and evaluated as “Public Health and Safety.” The
analysis relies on and incorporates by reference the Environmental Setting in Section 5.9.1, the
Regulatory Setting in Section 5.9.2, and the CEQA hazards and hazardous materials impact analysis in
Section 5.9.4. The Proposed Action would comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations
and implementation standard construction controls as outlined in Section 3.8. NEPA Emergency Access
analysis is addressed in Section 5.17.5.

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and no construction
or operational activities associated with the Proposed Action would occur. Existing conditions within the
Project area would remain consistent with the Environmental Setting described in Section 5.9.1. Because
no new activities would be introduced, the No Action Alternative would result in no direct, indirect, or
reasonably foreseeable effects related to public health and safety, injury and iliness, worksite safety, or
hazardous materials.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative
Public Health and Safety

As described in Section 5.9.4(a), limited quantities of fuels, lubricants, and other construction-related
materials would be used during construction, and small quantities of maintenance-related materials
would be used during operation. These materials would be handled, stored, and transported in
accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations.

Because hazardous materials use would be limited in quantity and managed through required plans and
procedures, including preparation and implementation of a SWPPP during construction, direct and
indirect effects to public health and safety would be limited and minor. The Proposed Action would not
impair emergency response or evacuation plans and is anticipated to improve emergency access by
reducing vehicle queuing on public roadways (5.9.4(f)). As construction impacts would be temporary,
and the Proposed Action would replace an existing facility in the immediate vicinity, and as such,
operation of the Proposed Action would not result in a significant permanent change related to
hazardous materials. Employee housing would represent new residents, although the growth is well
within planned limits (5.11.4(b)) and all habitable structures would be constructed in compliance with
state and local regulatory requirements. Therefore, increased population within the Project area would
not result in significant direct or indirect effects, and would not result in reasonably foreseeable effects
to public health and safety.

Injury and lliness

Potential risks of injury or illness associated with the Proposed Action are primarily related to
construction activities and routine operation of facilities. As described in the CEQA analysis, construction
and operational activities would be conducted in compliance with applicable OSHA and Cal/OSHA
requirements (Section 5.9.4(a)). Because worker safety standards and construction controls as outlined
in Section 3.8 would be implemented, no unusual or high-risk hazardous materials would be introduced,
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the risk of injury or illness would be limited and minor. No reasonably foreseeable increase in injury or
illness risk is anticipated.

Worksite Safety

Worksite safety during construction and operation would be governed by federal and state occupational
safety regulations and site-specific procedures. Section 5.9.4(a) and (b) indicate that hazardous
materials use would be minimal and managed according to approved plans. With adherence to
applicable safety standards and implementation of construction controls, direct and indirect effects
related to worksite safety would be limited and minor, and reasonably foreseeable effects would not be
significant.

Hazardous Materials

As discussed in the Environmental Setting, the nearest documented LUST site has been closed and poses
a low threat to human health and the environment. The Proposed Action would not involve disposal of
hazardous materials and would not be located on a site listed pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5
(Section 5.9.4(d)). Because hazardous materials would be used in limited quantities and managed in
accordance with regulatory requirements, and because no contaminated sites would be disturbed, no
direct, indirect, or reasonably foreseeable hazardous materials effects would occur beyond previously
discussed limited and minor construction-related risks.

Determination

The Proposed Action Alternative would result in limited and minor effects related to public health and
safety, injury and illness, and worksite safety, and hazardous materials within the Project area. No
hazardous materials sites would be affected, emergency response and evacuation would not be
impaired, and compliance with applicable regulations would minimize risks associated with construction
and operation. Therefore, the Proposed Action would not result in significant adverse effects related to
hazards and hazardous materials.
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5.10 Hydrology and Water Quality

5.10.1 Environmental Setting

Lake Tahoe is in a basin that is fed by 63 tributary streams that drain directly into the lake. The Truckee
River at the northwest end of the Tahoe Basin is the lake’s only outlet, ultimately flowing to Pyramid
Lake in Nevada. A dam constructed at Tahoe City in the early 1900s regulates water flow to the Truckee
River from the natural rim (6,223 feet above sea level) to the maximum legal lake level of 6,229.1 feet.
The lake is 12 miles wide and 22 miles long with 72 miles of shoreline. Mean annual precipitation ranges
between 30-35 inches each year in South Lake Tahoe (El Dorado County 2020), and it generally falls from
October to May as snow in the higher elevations and as a mix of snow and rain in the lower elevations.
Peak stream runoff is typically triggered by spring snowmelt in May and June. The snowpack at lake level
melts before the peak in snowmelt and runoff from the higher elevations.

The Project area primarily lies within the Upper Truckee River Watershed, the largest tributary
watershed to Lake Tahoe. Other streams flow through the County, including Echo Creek, Angora Creek,
Trout Creek, Cold Creek, Saxon Creek, and several smaller ephemeral creeks. There are also many
unnamed water courses within the County limits that can produce considerable discharges during storm
events. Stream flows tend to be high in the spring during snowmelt, with much lower flows during the
late summer and fall.

The Project area overlies the Tahoe Valley South (TVS) Groundwater Subbasin (California Department of
Water Resources 2018). The TVS Groundwater Subbasin is considered a medium priority basin by the
California Department of Water Resources and is managed under an Alternate Groundwater
Sustainability Plan by STPUD (STPUD 2025). The Project is within the jurisdictional limits of the Lahontan
RWQCB, which uses the Lahontan Basin Plan as its regulating document, and the Project area is located
within the North Lahontan Basin, which includes Lake Tahoe and surrounding regions within the State of
California (Lahontan RWQCB 2025). The Basin Plan outlines beneficial uses for the TVS subbasin.
Beneficial uses are municipal and domestic water supply, industrial service water supply, and
agricultural water supply. The 2021 STPUD Urban Groundwater Management plan also covers the
Meyers community, including the Project area (STPUD 2021). As noted above, groundwater was not
encountered during the geotechnical investigation of the Project area. As part of that study, borings
within the Project area extended to a maximum depth of 21.5 feet bgs (Corestone Engineering 2025).

Flood Risk

FEMA implements the National Flood Insurance Program. Per Section 60.3(d)(3) of the National Flood
Insurance Program regulations regarding floodplain management, the placement of fill, new
construction, substantial improvements, and other development within the adopted regulatory
floodway cannot result in any increase in flood levels during occurrences of the base flood discharge
(100-year event). The Project area lies within Zone D, which is “undetermined,” but the Project area is
located east of a designated 100-year flood zone (FEMA 2024). Due to the topography of the site and
the designation of lands between the 100-year flood zone and the Project area as being outside of the
100-year flood zone, it is assumed that on-site flood risks are minimal.
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5.10.2 CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

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

Less Than Significant Impact
otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality? & P

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater | Less Than Significant Impact
management of the basin?

c¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

i. result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; Less Than Significant Impact
ii. substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site;

iii. create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff; or

iv. impede or redirect flood flows?

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to

L . Less Than Significant Impact
project inundation?

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or

Less Than Significant Impact
sustainable groundwater management plan? & P

5.10.3 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?

Less Than Significant Impact

Project implementation would result in grading and excavating the Project area, which would expose
sediment and soil material. Exposed sediment could affect surface water quality if not properly
controlled on-site. All projects in the Tahoe Basin are required to comply with TRPA's stormwater
management and BMP program. Temporary construction BMPs that would be required through existing
regulations, such as Chapter 33 and Section 60.4 of the TRPA Code, would include temporary erosion
control BMPs, dust control measures, requirements to minimize soil disturbance, winterization by
October 15, stockpile stabilization, spill prevention plans, tracking prevention, and permanent
stabilization of any disturbed areas. All construction projects in the Tahoe Basin must be consistent with
TRPA requirements (including Chapter 4.5 of the TRPA BMP Handbook; TRPA 2014), the federal
antidegradation policy, and maintain designated beneficial uses of Lake Tahoe.
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As stated above, the Project would be conducted in a manner consistent with applicable statewide and
local plans, policies, and ordinances related to protection of water resources, including NPDES
requirements, the Lahontan Basin Plan, and TRPA Code. The Project would not involve extraction of
groundwater and would instead utilize water from an existing service connection to the Project area
from the STPUD water distribution main which underlies Pomo Street. While STPUD utilizes
groundwater to supply customers, the Project would replace and existing nearby watercraft inspection
facility and no material increase in visitors and associated water use of the facility are anticipated
compared to existing conditions. Decontamination efforts would not involve chemical agents, and
stormwater from the decontamination area would be retained on-site and infiltrated.

The Project would create new impervious areas within the Project area and would also involve
decontamination of watercraft which would generate runoff (considered hereafter as an additional
source of stormwater). The Project is designed to capture and treat all stormwater on-site to reduce risk
of contamination of Lake Tahoe with invasive species which are intended to be removed from
watercraft at the site. The Project includes on-site stormwater conveyance infrastructure and a
stormwater retention area. All stormwater would be treated and/or stored on site.

Lastly, because the Project would disturb more than 1 acre, a SWPPP would be prepared and
implemented upon Project approval, consistent with NPDES requirements and to comply with Lahontan
RWQCB Tahoe Construction General Permit (Order No. R6T-2016-0010). The SWPPP, consistent with the
Construction General Permit, would identify and require temporary BMPs (e.g., tarping of any stockpiled
materials or soil; use of silt fences, fiber rolls, dust control, tracking control, etc.) and permanent BMPs
(e.g., structural containment, revegetation, stabilization) for use in all construction areas to reduce or
eliminate the discharge of soil, surface water runoff, and pollutants during all excavation, grading,
trenching, repaving, or other ground disturbing activities. Through compliance with existing regulations,
including the Lahontan Basin Plan, TRPA Code, and NPDES requirements, impacts related to erosion
potential and the transport of sediment and other pollutants would be minimized, and impacts would
be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

b) Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

Less Than Significant Impact

As discussed in 5.10.3(a) the Project would construct a WIS to replace the existing watercraft inspection
facility and provide 6 employee workforce housing units on-site. While some additional on-site water
consumption would occur at the Project site because of the additional housing units, the water demand
associated with these units would be minimal and would not result in a substantial increase in demand
for STPUD water supplies, which do include groundwater. Further, the Project would retain stormwater
on-site and store it in a stormwater retention basin which would allow for groundwater recharge. No
chemicals would be used in the decontamination process. Due to the minimal additional water use from
existing conditions and the positive impact of groundwater recharge from the stormwater retention
basin, the Project would have a less than significant effect on groundwater resources. No mitigation is
required.
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c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off-site?
Less Than Significant Impact

There are no rivers, streams, or other major aquatic features located on or within the immediate vicinity
of the Project area. As discussed above in Section 5.10.3(a) and in Section 5.7.3(b), the Project would
involve disturbance of more than 1 acre of soil and a SWPPP would be required. With implementation of
TRPA BMPs and SWPPP, and the self-contained nature of the Projects proposed drainage system (i.e.,
stormwater flows, and runoff would be retained on site), the Project would not substantially alter
existing drainage patterns nor would it result in substantial erosion or siltation. Therefore, the impact
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site?

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project would include paving and otherwise creating additional impermeable surfaces within the
Project area. However, as noted above, stormwater generated within the Project area would be
contained and treated on site in accordance with applicable requirements (including NPDES) related to
runoff. As such, the Project would not substantially increase surface runoff such that flooding may occur
on- or off-site. Please refer to 5.10.3(d) for more information on flood risk. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

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

Less Than Significant Impact

As discussed above in 5.10.3(a), the Project would result in additional impermeable surfaces within the
Project area compared to existing conditions. However, stormwater from the Project would be
contained and treated on site in accordance with applicable regulations. Therefore, because the Project
would not create or contribute runoff water to existing storm drain systems, the Project would not
cause a significant impact due to altered drainage patterns. Impacts would be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?
Less Than Significant Impact

As noted above, the Project area is not located within a flood hazard zone. The Project area does not
include any channels or streams or rivers that could be subject to flooding. Further, the Project would
not alter the course of a stream or river such that the direction of flood flows would be redirected. Site
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grading and improvements would be designed to maintain existing drainage patterns and convey runoff
through engineered on-site stormwater facilities consistent with the TRPA Code. Because the Project
would occur in an area of minimal to moderate flood hazard and would not obstruct or redirect flood
flows, the Project would not modify existing flood risk in the area, and impacts would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due
to project inundation?

Less Than Significant Impact

As noted above, the Project area is not located within a flood hazard zone and would not increase risks
associated with flooding as it would not result in a change of use. The Project area is also not located
adjacent to Lake Tahoe or any other large body of water which could cause a tsunami or seiche event.
Due to the Project area’s distance from features which could cause such events, location out of the 100-
year floodplain and planned sitewide stormwater collection system, the Project would not create
significant risk of release of pollutants. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan
or sustainable groundwater management plan?

Less Than Significant Impact

As discussed in 5.10.3(a) and in accordance with NPDES requirements, the Project would prepare and
implement a SWPPP. The Project is designed to be consistent with the Lahontan RWQCB Basin Plan and
TRPA Area Plan and would implement the BMPs outlined in Chapter 5 of the Basin Plan and TRPA Best
Management Practices Handbook (TRPA 2014). The Project would not result in a substantial increase in
water demands, and through regulatory compliance, it would not substantially affect water quality. As a
result, the Project would be consistent with the goals and policies of local water resource plans. Impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

5.10.4 TRPA Checklist

Would the Project result in:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist tem Answers Discussion

3a) Changes in currents, or the course or No There are no aquatic resources located in the
direction of water movements? Project area.
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3b) Changes in absorption rates, drainage
patterns, or the rate and amount of surface

Please refer to 5.10.3(a) and 5.10.3(c). The
Project would be designed to meet TRPA and
El Dorado County building standards related
to conveyance of stormwater. Stormwater

water runoff so that a 20 yr. 1 hr. storm No . . .
. . would be retained on-site and stored in a
runoff (approximately 1 inch per hour) cannot . . .
. . retention basin which would allow for
be contained on the site? L . .
groundwater infiltration. The Project would
comply with TRPA Code Chapter 60.
3c) Alterations to the course or flow of 100- No Please refer to 5.10.3(d). the Project is located
year flood waters? above adjacent flood hazard areas.
There are no surface aquatic resources
3d) Change in the amount of surface water in No located in the Project area. In addition, refer
any water body? to 5.10.3(a) for discussion of water usage and
supply to the Project.
3e) Discharge into surface waters, or in any There are no surface aquatic resources
alteration of surface water quality, including No located in the Project area. Stormwater would
but not limited to temperature, dissolved be treated on-site. Please refer to 5.10.3(a) for
oxygen, or turbidity? discussion of stormwater retention.
As discussed in Section 5.7.3 “Geology and
Soils,” and in Section 5.10.3(a), groundwater
. . . will not be withdrawn from the Project area,
3f) Alteration of the direction or rate of flow . .
No nor will groundwater likely be encountered
of ground water? . .
during construction due to the depth of the
water table. As a result, no change in direction
or rate of groundwater flow is anticipated.
3g) Change in the quantity of groundwater,
either through direct additions or
. & . . No Please refer to 5.10.4(3f).
withdrawals, or through interception of an
aquifer by cuts or excavations?
3h) Substantial reduction in the amount of
water otherwise available for public water No Please refer to 5.10.4(3f).
supplies?
. Please refer to 5.10.3(a) and 5.10.3(d). The
3i) Exposure of people or property to water L L
. Project is not located within the 100-year
related hazards such as flooding and/or wave . L L
No floodplain, or within the proximity of a large

Action from 100-year storm occurrence or
seiches?

body of water which could cause seiches that
would affect the Project area.
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3j) The potential discharge of contaminants to
the groundwater or any alteration of No Please refer to 5.10.4(3f) and 5.10.3(b).
groundwater quality?

Section 60.3.3.C.1 of the TRPA Code identifies
a Source Water Protection Zone that includes
a 600-foot radius around wells, lake intakes,
3k) Is the Project located within 600 feet of a No and springs assessed by TRPA. As mapped on
drinking water source? the California Department of Water Resources
there are no drinking water sources within
600 feet of the Project area (Department of

Water Resources n.d.).

5.10.5 NEPA Analysis of Effects

This NEPA analysis discloses the environmental effects of the Proposed Action on water resources,
including water quality and hydrology. Per USFWS guidance, this analysis would normally be categorized
as a “Natural Resource” and evaluated as “Water Resources.” The analysis relies on and incorporates by
reference the Environmental Setting in Section 5.10.1, the CEQA water quality impact analysis (Sections
5.10.3). Wetlands are addressed in Section 5.4.6 (Biological Resources, NEPA Analysis of Effects).

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the watercraft
inspection station and associated improvements would not be constructed. As a result, no Project-
related grading, excavation, creation of new impervious area, or construction activity would occur, and
no Project-related stormwater retention/treatment facilities would be installed.

The existing environment within the Project area would remain consistent with the Environmental
Setting described in Section 5.10.1. therefore, the No Action Alternative would result in no direct,
Indirect and reasonably foreseeable effects to on-site hydrology or water quality conditions.
Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative

Water Resources and Hydrology

The Proposed Action would involve grading and excavation and would create additional impervious
surfaces within the Project area (Section 5.10.3a) and 5.7.3(b)). These ground disturbing activities could
directly affect site-scale hydrology by temporarily increasing the potential for localized erosion and
sediment transport during construction, particularly during storm events. The Proposed Action is
designed to retain stormwater on-site through stormwater conveyance infrastructure and a stormwater
retention basin (Section 5.10.3(a)), which would function as the primary hydrologic control to contain
runoff generated within the Project footprint. The implementation of a SWPPP and standard BMPs as
outlined in Section 3.8.4, as discussed in Section 5.10.3(a), would ensure that direct effects related to
grading and construction would remain minor.

Indirect hydrologic effects could occur if site grading or impervious surface changes altered runoff
timing or infiltration patterns beyond the Project footprint. The Proposed Action is designed to capture
and treat all stormwater on-site, which limits the potential for off-site hydrologic change (Sections
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5.10.3(a) and 5.10.3(c)). The stormwater retention basin is also expected to promote infiltration and
groundwater recharge (Section 5.10.3(b)), which would offset a portion of the impervious surface effect
at the site scale. Indirect effects associated with grading and construction for the Proposed Action would
be minor.

Construction-related hydrologic effects (e.g., erosion potential) would be short-term and would occur
during grading and active construction and would be minimized with implementation of a SWPPP. Long-
term hydrologic conditions at the site would include permanent stormwater retention and treatment
features; these long-term changes would be localized to the developed footprint. No irreversible or
irretrievable commitment of hydrologic resources is anticipated because the Project does not require
groundwater extraction and is designed to retain and infiltrate stormwater where feasible, as discussed
in Sections 5.10.3(a) and 5.10.3(b).

The Proposed Action would contribute a minor, localized land surface modification to the context of the
region. The potential for additional stormwater discharge generation during operation would be
eliminated due to the inclusion of on-site retention and treatment system, as discussed in the CEQA
analysis, and compliance with NPDES requirements. When added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable actions in the region of influence, the Proposed Action’s incremental contribution to
reasonably foreseeable hydrologic change would be small because effects are contained on-site and
regulated through TRPA and NPDES compliance measures.

Water Quality

The primary direct water quality risk from the Proposed Action would occur during construction, when
exposed soils could be mobilized and transported as sediment if not properly controlled (Section
5.10.3(a)). All projects in the Tahoe Basin must comply with TRPA water quality protections and BMP
requirements, including temporary erosion control, spill prevention, tracking control, stockpile
stabilization, and seasonal winterization (Section 5.10.3(a)). Because the Proposed Action would disturb
more than one acre, preparation and implementation of a SWPPP would be required and would include
both temporary and permanent BMPs consistent with NPDES requirements and Lahontan RWQCB
permit requirements identified in the CEQA analysis. Such BMPs would minimize direct effects to water
quality. Indirect, construction-related water quality risks would be short-term and minimized with
implementation of a SWPPP and inclusion of BMPs. Stormwater would be treated on-site during
operation of the Proposed Action. No irreversible or irretrievable effect on water quality is anticipated
because the Proposed Action does not require direct discharge to surface waters and relies on
established regulatory BMP frameworks for erosion and pollutant control.

Water quality in the Tahoe Basin is subject to reasonably foreseeable stressors from development,
transportation infrastructure, and stormwater runoff. The Proposed Action would add a minor
increment of impervious area and associated pollutant-generation potential, but it is specifically
designed to retain and treat stormwater on-site and to reduce risk of contaminant transport. When
combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, the incremental contribution of
the Proposed Action to reasonably foreseeable water quality effects would be small, and would be
minimized through compliance with the Lahontan Basin Plan, TRPA Code, and NPDES/SWPPP
requirements incorporated into Project implementation (Sections 5.10.3(a) and 5.10.3(e)).

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment April 2026

101



Meyers Watercraft Inspection Station
Environmental Evaluation Meyers, California

Bathymetry

Bathymetry refers to underwater depth and lake/streambed topography. No such features exist within
the Project area and no discharge to surface waters is proposed (Sections 5.10.3(c)). Therefore,
bathymetry would not be affected by the Proposed Action, and this issue is dismissed from further
analysis.

Floodplains (Executive Order 11988)

As established in the Environmental Setting and CEQA analysis, floodplains are not present within the
Project area. The Proposed Action would not place structures, fill, or other development within a
floodplain, nor would it alter flood conveyance to the surrounding area. The Proposed Action would
treat stormwater on site and reduce uncontrolled runoff from the Project area.

The Proposed Action would have a minor positive direct effect by containing stormwater within the
Project area, a minor positive indirect effect by reducing runoff affecting other properties in the area.
The Proposed Action would not result in reasonably foreseeable effects to floodplains as none exist
within the Project area or immediate vicinity of the Project area.

Determination

The Proposed Action Alternative would result in localized and short-term construction-related risks to
water quality and site hydrology associated with grading, excavation, and increased impervious area,
which would be minimized through required regulatory compliance measures and design features
incorporated into the Proposed Action, and the self-contained nature of stormwater treatment during
operation of the Proposed Action. The Project area is outside the 100-year flood zone and therefore
would not impede or redirect flood flows. No surface waters occur on-site, and bathymetry would not
be affected. Based on the limited scale of disturbance, the containment and treatment of stormwater
on-site, and compliance with applicable water quality and stormwater regulations, the Proposed Action
would only result in minor direct and indirect effects to hydrology or water quality, and no effect to
Bathymetry and Floodplains.
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5.11 Land Use and Planning

5.11.1 Environmental Setting

The Project is located within the unincorporated area of El Dorado County in the Lake Tahoe Basin and
therefore is within the jurisdiction of the County and TRPA. The Project area is currently vacant. The
Project area consists of 4 disturbed forested parcels (APNs 034-300-025, 034-300-026, 034-300-027,
034-300-028) within Meyers. The parcels are deemed “asset lands” owned by the Conservancy. Unlike
most Conservancy properties that are acquired as environmentally sensitive land or to provide public
access and recreation benefits, asset lands are typically non-sensitive parcels that can support
sustainable development consistent with local area plans. Asset lands are lands acquired through
litigation, to accumulate development rights, or as “bulk acquisitions” of environmentally sensitive as
well as developable lands, and other lands that may no longer be suitable for their original purpose.

5.11.2 Regulatory Setting

Regional
Lake Tahoe Regional Plan

Projects within the Lake Tahoe region are within the jurisdiction of the TRPA and are subject to the
Regional Plan, as well as TRPA Rules of Procedure, the Code of Ordinances, environmental threshold
carrying capacities, the Regional Transportation Plan, the Environmental Improvement Program, and
Area Plans, Community Plans and Plan Area Statements. Land use goals and policies for specific areas
within the region are found in the Area Plans, Community Plans, and Plan Area Statements, while
broader land use goals, policies, and regulations are contained in the Code of Ordinances and Goals and
Policies. The TRPA Code of Ordinances (Chapter 21) defines permissible land use in the Lake Tahoe
Basin.

TRPA has established a land capability system based upon the Bailey Land Classification System
methodology. Land capability classification delineates the amount of impermeable development
coverage (e.g., base allowable land coverage) that may exist within a land capability designation based
on soil types, potential for erosion, and other related characteristics. Projects which exceed allowable
coverage are permitted to purchase rights for the remaining coverage from other lands through
organizations like the Conservancy. Lands with a ranking of 1 have the highest potential for erosion and
7 have the lowest. The Project area is mapped by TRPA as Class 5, which allows for up to 25% coverage
(TRPA n.d.b).

Local
El Dorado County General Plan

The goals of the General Plan are to guide the County's growth and development while preserving its
natural resources, rural character, and quality of life. The General Plan aims to balance economic
development with environmental stewardship, ensuring sustainable land use, transportation, housing,
and public services. It emphasizes the protection of open spaces, agricultural lands, and historic sites,
while also promoting efficient infrastructure and community development that meets the needs of
current and future residents (El Dorado County 2024b).
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Meyers Area Plan

The Project is located within the planning area of the Meyers Area Plan, a comprehensive land use and
zoning framework developed in alignment with both the Regional Plan and the County General Plan. The
Meyers Area Plan encourages sustainable community development with the preservation of Meyers'
natural beauty, historic character, and recreational opportunities. It emphasizes environmental
stewardship, promoting a mix of commercial, residential, and recreational uses while safeguarding the
area's ecological health. This plan integrates regional policies to ensure that land use, transportation,
and public services evolve in a manner that reflects the community's vision for the future. The Project
area lies within the Town Center area of Meyers and is zoned for recreational use (El Dorado County
2018).

5.11.3 CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Physically divide an established community? No Impact

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an Less Than Significant Impact
environmental effect?

5.11.4 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project physically divide an established community?
No Impact

The Project would involve development of 4 asset land parcels currently owned and managed by the
Conservancy. El Dorado County and the Conservancy are cooperating on the Project and would enter
into a land exchange to facilitate Project implementation. The exchange would transfer the parcels to
the County prior to development, and therefore, the Project would ultimately occur on County-owned
land. The Project would be a single, nonlinear facility, which would replace an existing facility located
within the same community, and it would not include the development of roads, waterways, pipelines
or other physical structures with the capability of physically dividing an established community. The
Project would further reduce vehicle queuing/safety issues occurring at the existing facility and increase
efficiency of services, which would encourage use and compliance with AlIS inspection standards for the
Tahoe region. Because the Project would not divide an established community, there would be no
impact. No mitigation is required.

b) Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land
use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Less Than Significant Impact
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The Project would involve development of 4 parcels that are currently owned and managed by the
Conservancy. As discussed in the Project Description, El Dorado County and the Conservancy are
proposing a land exchange to facilitate this Project, which would normally be exempt from CEQA under
Section 15325 or PRC Section 21080.28. However, because the exchanged land would serve as the
Project area, the exemptions do not apply. Therefore, the IS/IEC/EA provides the necessary
environmental review for both the land exchange and the relocation of the WIS.

As noted above, the Project area parcels are currently designated as asset lands by the Conservancy and
are not considered sensitive or valuable open space lands. The Project area and other parcels that the
Conservancy would transfer to the County as part of the Project are all within the Town Center of the
Meyers Area Plan. The parcels that the Conservancy would receive in the land exchange would be
located near existing wildlife and open space areas, which would serve to further the Conservancy’s
goals for the protection and enhancement of wildlife habitat, recreational value, and open space in the
Tahoe Basin. As a result, the land exchange that would occur as part of the Project would not have the
potential to conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect.

The Meyers Area Plan designates the Project area as Recreation within the Town Center. Opportunities
for higher-than-normal coverage are provided to concentrate development within the Meyers Town
Center and along the US 50 corridor. TRPA maps show the Project area as Class 5 coverage (TRPA n.d.)
and the Project would be designed within allowable coverage requirements. The Project involves
construction of a watercraft inspection facility to serve recreational purposes with some on-site
employee housing to reduce employee travel. The WIS is considered a recreation facility (as it supports
recreational use) and is, therefore, an allowed use under the Meyers Area Plan (El Dorado County 2018,
Table 2-1). Employee housing is permitted with a Conditional Use Permit from El Dorado County under
the current zoning. With the approval of the Conditional Use Permit, construction of employee housing
would not conflict with any local plan, policy, or regulation. Therefore, the Project would not conflict
with current land use planning, policies, or regulations. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

5.11.5 TRPA Checklist

Would the Project result in:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist

Answers Discussion
Item

Please refer to Section 5.11.4(b). The proposed
watercraft inspection station facility is an
allowed use under the current zoning

No designation. Employee housing is also an
allowed use, but requires a Conditional Use
Permit from El Dorado County, which would be
acquired prior to development.

8a) Include uses which are not listed as
permissible uses in the applicable Plan Area
Statement, adopted Community Plan, or
Master Plan?
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Currently, the Project area is in compliance
with the General Plan, Meyers Area Plan, and
Regional Plan. The Project would be in

8b) Expand or intensify an existing non- No compliance with all applicable policies and
conforming use? ordinances related to land use, as discussed in
Section 5.11.4(b). Therefore, the Project would
not expand or intensify non-conforming land

use.

5.11.6 NEPA Analysis of Effects

This NEPA analysis discloses the environmental effects of the Proposed Action on land use and planning,
including special land status designations. Per USFWS guidance, this analysis would normally be
categorized as a “Refuge Resource” and evaluated as “Land Use and Planning.” NEPA topics Farming and
Subsistence Uses are covered in Section 5.2 (Agriculture and Forestry Resources), and Recreation is
addressed in Section 5.16 (Recreation).

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the WIS would
remain at its existing location. No development, land exchange, or change in land use designation would
occur within the Project area. Existing land use patterns, zoning, and planning designations described in
Section 5.11.1 would remain unchanged.

Because no construction or land use change would occur, the No Action Alternative would result in no
direct, indirect, or reasonably foreseeable effects on land use or special land status designations. The No
Action Alternative would not advance the Project purpose and need related to improving facility
efficiency and reducing operational constraints at the existing inspection station.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative
Land Use

The Proposed Action would involve development of 4 Conservancy-owned asset land parcels within the
Meyers Town Center area, consistent with applicable land use designations and zoning (Section 4.11.1).
As documented in the CEQA analysis above, the Proposed Action is consistent with the El Dorado County
General Plan, Meyers Area Plan, and the Regional Plan, including land capability and coverage
requirements.

Indirect land use effects, such as growth-inducing changes or conflicts with surrounding land uses, are
not anticipated. The Project would replace an existing facility within the same community and would not
introduce a new land use type incompatible with existing development. Employee housing would be
subject to local permitting requirements (Section 5.11.4(b)).

Land use in the Meyers area is designated in the Meyers Area Plan (El Dorado County 2018) by regional
planning frameworks and ongoing development within designated Town Center areas. The Proposed
Action would contribute a minor, localized change consistent with adopted plans and would not
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incrementally contribute to reasonably foreseeable land use conflicts or changes in development
patterns when considered alongside other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.

Special Land Status Designations

The Project area does not contain, and is not adjacent to, any special land status designations, including
designated or proposed wilderness areas, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Coastal Zone Management areas,
Research Natural Areas, Ramsar Wetlands, or Important Bird Areas. These designations are absent from
the Project area, and therefore, the Proposed Action would have no direct, indirect, or reasonably
foreseeable effects on such land uses, and as such, they are dismissed from further analysis.

Military Institutions

There are no military institutions within the Project area or the immediate vicinity of the Project area.
Therefore, the Proposed Action would have no direct, indirect, or reasonably foreseeable effects military
institutions, and as such, they are dismissed from further analysis.

Determination

The Proposed Action Alternative would result in minor, localized changes in land use that are consistent
with applicable local and regional plans and policies. The Proposed Action would not physically divide an
established community, nor conflict with adopted land use plans. The Proposed Action would not affect
special land status designations, as none occur within the Project area. Based on the consistency of the
Proposed Action with existing planning frameworks and the absence of specially designated lands, the
Proposed Action would not result in significant direct, indirect, or reasonably foreseeable effects to land
use or special land status designations under NEPA.
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5.12 Mineral Resources

5.12.1 Environmental Setting

The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 requires that the State Mining and Geology Board
identify, map, and classify aggregate resources throughout California that contain regionally significant
mineral resources. Designations of land areas are assigned by DOC and California Geological Survey
following analysis of geologic reports and maps, field investigations, and using information about the
locations of active sand and gravel mining operations. The California Mineral Land Classification System
represents the relationship between knowledge of mineral deposits and their economic characteristics
(grade and size). Lands classified as Mineral Resource Zones are considered important mineral resource
areas.

There are no regionally significant aggregate resources (i.e., sand and gravel resources) in the Project
area, as identified by the DOC and there are no ongoing mining activities in or near the Project (DOC
2016). Mining is not an identified allowable use in the Meyers Area Plan or Tahoe Basin per Chapter 21
of the TRPA Code.

5.12.2 CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource

No Impact
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? P

b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other No Impact
land use plan?

5.12.3 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

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

No Impact

There are no state or regionally valuable mineral resources within the Project area boundary. According
to the El Dorado County General Plan and the DOC, there are no state or regionally valuable mineral
resources within the Project boundary (El Dorado County 2003; DOC 2016). Further, mining is not a
permissible use within the Meyers Area Plan (El Dorado County 2018). As no resources are known to
occur and no mining is located near the Project area, the Project would not result in the loss of a
potential known mineral resource as no known important mineral resource areas exist within the
Project area or vicinity. Therefore, there would be no impact. No mitigation is required.
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b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

No Impact

Please refer to response to CEQA item 5.12.3(a). As stated, the Project area is not located within or near
active mining operations (DOC 2016), and no known important mineral resource areas exist within the
Project area (El Dorado County 2003). Therefore, there would be no impact. No mitigation is required.

5.12.4 TRPA Checklist

Would the Project result in:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist

Determination Discussion

Item

The construction and operation of a watercraft
inspection station would not substantially increase
the rate of use of natural resources. While some
fuel consumption would occur to temporarily

No Impact operate equipment and machinery during
construction, the volume of fuel used would not be
substantial. The Project would allow better
protection of the Tahoe basin’s aquatic natural
resources from AlIS.

9a) A substantial increase in the rate of
use of any natural resources?

9b) Substantial depletion of any non-

No Impact Refer to Section 5.12.4(9b) above.
renewable natural resource?
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5.13 Noise

The impact analysis presented in this section is based primarily on the Environmental Noise Assessment
for the Project prepared by Saxelby Acoustics (2025). The Environmental Noise Assessment, which is
included as Appendix C, provides additional data and information related to the assessment of Project
impacts.

5.13.1 Environmental Setting

Noise

Noise is defined as a sound or series of sounds that are intrusive, objectional, or disruptive to daily life.
Noise levels are measured to regulate ambient noise and protect people from exposure to excessive
noise. Different land uses have different acceptability levels in terms of noise disturbance. For example,
industrial uses have a higher noise threshold than residential uses. Noise standards provide a means of
assessing exposure and compatibility based on specific uses.

Sound is measured in decibels (dB), a logarithmic scale that expresses sound pressure relative to the
quietest sound the human ear can detect. To reflect how humans hear, sound levels are “A-weighted”
and expressed as dBA, which adjusts for the ear’s reduced sensitivity to very low or high frequencies.
Under the decibel scale, a doubling of sound energy corresponds to a 3-dB increase. In typical noisy
environments, changes in noise of 1 — 2 dB are generally not perceptible. However, it is widely accepted
that people can begin to detect sound level increases of 3 dB in typical noisy environments. Further, a 5-
dB increase is generally perceived as a distinctly noticeable increase, and a 10-dB increase is generally
perceived as a doubling of loudness (Caltrans 2013).

Various noise descriptors have been developed to describe time-varying noise levels. The noise
descriptors used in this chapter include:

» Equivalent Continuous Sound Level (Leg): Leq represents an average of the sound energy
occurring over a specified period. In effect, Leq is the steady-state sound level containing the
same acoustical energy as the time-varying sound level that occurs during the same period
(Caltrans 2013). For instance, the 1-hour equivalent sound level, also referred to as the hourly
Leq, is the energy average of sound levels occurring during a 1-hour period.

« Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL): CNEL is the energy average of the A-weighted sound
levels occurring over a 24-hour period, with a 10-dB penalty applied to sound levels occurring
during the nighttime hours between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. and a 5-dB penalty applied to the sound
levels occurring during evening hours between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m. (Caltrans 2013).

«  Maximum Sound Level (Lmax): Lmax refers to the maximum instantaneous sound level recorded
during a specific period, often used to describe the loudest moment of a noise event, such as a
passing truck or construction activity.

The Project area lies within a predominantly residential area, with commercial uses located to the north
and northeast. Residential land uses are located to the east, south, and west (across US 50). Significant
noise generators in the vicinity of the Project area include US 50, located immediately north of the

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment April 2026

110



Meyers Watercraft Inspection Station
Environmental Evaluation Meyers, California

Project area, and SR 89, located immediately east of the Project area. The existing noise environment in
the Project area is primarily defined by traffic on both US 50 and SR 89 (Saxelby Acoustics 2025).

Vibration

Vibration is the periodic oscillation of a medium or object with respect to a given reference point.
Groundborne vibration is vibration of and through the ground. Sources of groundborne vibration include
natural phenomena (e.g., earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, sea waves, landslides) and those introduced
by human activity (e.g., explosions, machinery, traffic, trains, construction equipment). Vibration
sources may be continuous (e.g., operating factory machinery) or transient in nature (e.g., explosions).
Within the context of construction, impact pile-driving and tracked equipment can result in perceptible
vibration levels.

Groundborne vibration amplitudes are commonly expressed in peak particle velocity or root-mean-
square (RMS) vibration velocity. Peak particle velocity and RMS vibration velocities are normally
described in inches per second (in/sec) but can also be expressed in decibel notation (VdB), which is
used mainly in evaluating human response to vibration.

Sensitive Receptors

Noise-sensitive land uses (i.e., sensitive receptors) are generally considered to include uses where noise
exposure could result in health-related risks to individuals, as well as places where quiet is an essential
element of their intended purpose. Residential dwellings are of primary concern because of the
potential for increased and prolonged exposure of individuals to both interior and exterior noise levels,
and because of the potential for nighttime noise to result in sleep disruption. Additional land uses such
as schools, transient lodging, historic sites, cemeteries, and places of worship are also generally
considered sensitive to increases in noise levels. Vibration-sensitive land uses are generally considered
to be buildings or structures that could be damaged due to vibration or land uses where vibration levels
could interfere with operations or cause human annoyance.

In the vicinity of the Project area, sensitive land uses include single-family residential uses to the east,
south, and west (across US 50).

5.13.2 Regulatory Setting

State
Title 24

The State Building Code, Title 24, Part 2 of the CCR establishes uniform minimum noise insulation
performance standards to protect persons within new buildings which house people, including hotels,
motels, dormitories, apartment houses, and dwellings other than single-family dwellings. Title 24
mandates that interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources shall not exceed 45 dB CNEL in any
habitable room. Title 24 also mandates that for structures containing noise-sensitive uses to be located
where the CNEL exceeds 60 dB, an acoustical analysis must be prepared to identify mechanisms for
limiting exterior noise to the prescribed allowable interior levels. If the interior allowable noise levels are
met by requiring that windows be kept closed, the design for the structure must also specify a
ventilation or air conditioning system to provide a habitable interior environment.
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Regional
TRPA Code of Ordinances — Chapter 68: Noise Limitations

Chapter 68 identifies maximum allowable noise levels for single event noises from short-duration
sources. TRPA Code prohibits the creation of noise that would cause threshold exceedances in adjacent
land use districts.

68.4 Community Noise Levels:

TRPA shall use CNELs to measure community noise levels. Per subsection 11.6.10, Plan Area Statements
are required to establish CNELs that are permissible within the plan area. The CNELs set forth in the Plan
Area Statements are based on the land use classification, the presence of transportation corridors, and
the applicable threshold. The established CNEL standards for the Meyers Area Plan are shown below.

68.9 Exemptions to Noise Limitations:

The standards of this chapter shall not apply to noise from TRPA-approved construction or maintenance
projects or the demolition of structures provided such activities are limited to the hours between 8 a.m.
and 6:30 p.m. The standards of this chapter shall not apply to safety signals, warning devices or
emergency pressure relief valves, and other similar devices. Emergency work to protect life property
shall be exempt from noise standards, as shall be fireworks used in accordance with a state or local
permit.

Local
Meyers Area Plan

The Meyers Area Plan includes noise level standards adopted by the County for the Meyers community
and intended to ensure consistency with TRPA threshold standards. These include maximum acceptable
noise levels of:

1. 65 dBA CNEL for the Meyers Community Center District, Meyers Industrial District, and
highway corridors (300 feet each side of US 50 and SR 89),

2. 55 dBA CNEL for the Upper Truckee Residential/Tourist District and the Meyers Recreation
District, and

3. 50 dBA CNEL for the Upper Truckee River Corridor District.

5.13.3 CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project result in:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise | Less Than Significant Impact

levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local with Mitigation
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? Incorporated
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b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? Less Than Significant Impact

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public No Impact
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

5.13.4 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

Construction

Construction activities would temporarily increase noise levels in the Project area, with maximum noise
levels ranging from 76 to 90 dBA Lma.x at 50 feet. These activities would occur primarily during daytime
hours (8:00 a.m. to 6:30 p.m.), consistent with the TRPA Code of Ordinances, which exempts daytime
construction noise from noise limits. The nearest residences, located approximately 430 feet away,
would experience maximum noise levels of approximately 71 dBA, representing an increase of up to 11
dBA over existing ambient conditions (60-80 dBA), although likely less due to the presence of nearby
highway road noise. Because there is no established TRPA threshold for construction noise, the Caltrans
standard of noise impact significance (12 dBA) was used. The predicted increase is below the Caltrans
significance threshold, indicating that typical daytime construction would not cause a significant noise
impact.

However, if construction were to occur outside normal daytime hours, temporary exceedances could
cause sleep disturbance at nearby sensitive receptors and would represent a potentially significant
impact.

Operation
Mobile Source

As noted in Section 5.17 (Transportation), the Project would not generate additional vehicle trips during
operation. Due to the presence of on-site employee workforce housing, vehicle trips associated with
operation of the watercraft inspection station would decrease, as several employees would not have to
travel to and from the site in personal vehicles. As a result, mobile source noise would not increase
because of the Project. During the winter months, housing will be used for snowplow operators.
Operation, maintenance, and storage of snowplows would occur off-site, and would not contribute to
noise at the site.

Stationary Source

Project area traffic circulation and residential HVAC noise are predicted to be the primary noise sources
for the Project. Noise modeling using the SoundPLAN noise prediction model was conducted for the
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Project (Appendix C). The modeling sound levels were calculated using a combination of manufacturer
provided data for commercially available items, and Saxelby Acoustics data from similar operations.
Noise generators analyzed included vacuums, decontamination pumps, pressure washing equipment,
on-site circulation, HVAC, and jet ski engines.

The TRPA Code of Ordinances does not establish a significance threshold for increases in stationary
noise sources. In the absence of a specific threshold, Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise
(FICON) criteria was used to assess increases in ambient noise environment. FICON criteria defines an
increase of 5.0 dBA or greater as a significant increase in noise levels. As calculated by Saxelby Acoustics,
the sum of ambient noise recorded within the Project area inclusive of Project-generated noise would
result in increase in ambient noise levels of 1.0 dBA, which would not exceed FICON
thresholds/standards (Saxelby Acoustics 2025). As a result, operation of the WIS and residential uses
within the Project area would not result in a significant increase in noise compared to ambient
conditions. Impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

NOI-1: The following measures would be implemented by the contractor during construction:
« Construction shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 6:30 p.m.

« All construction equipment powered by internal combustion engines shall be properly muffled
and maintained.

- Quiet construction equipment, particularly air compressors, is to be selected whenever possible.

- All stationary noise-generating construction equipment such as generators or air compressors is
to be located as far as is practical from existing residences. In addition, the contractor shall place
such stationary construction equipment so that emitted noise is directed away from sensitive
receptors nearest the Project area.

« Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines is prohibited.

« The construction contractor shall, to the maximum extent practical, locate on-site equipment
staging areas to maximize the distance between construction-related noise sources and noise-
sensitive receptors nearest the Project area during all Project construction.

Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would ensure construction activities are limited to
allowable hours and that noise control practices are implemented, thereby reducing impacts to less than
significant.

b) Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?
Less Than Significant Impact

The primary vibration-generating activities associated with the Project would occur during construction
when activities such as grading, utilities placement, and parking lot construction occur. There are no
local established thresholds for vibration levels. Caltrans has developed vibration thresholds as they
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pertain to structural damage, which is measured by peak particle velocity, reported in inches per second
(in/sec). Caltrans indicates that the threshold for architectural damage to structures is 0.20 in/sec, which
is a reasonable threshold for short-term construction projects.

Construction vibration levels anticipated for the Project are less than the 0.2 in/sec threshold at
distances of 26 feet (Saxelby Acoustics 2025). Sensitive receptors which could be impacted by
construction-related vibrations are located more than 400 feet from the Project area and would not be
significantly impacted by vibration generated during Project implementation. Additionally, construction
activities would be temporary in nature and would likely occur during normal daytime working hours.
Therefore, the Project would not result in significant vibration. Impacts would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.

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

No Impact

The Project is not located within an airport land use plan nor is in the immediate vicinity of a private
airstrip. The closest airport, Lake Tahoe Airport, is approximately 2.5 miles northeast of the Project area.
Per the Lake Tahoe Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, the Project area lies outside of the excessive
noise zones of the airport (Lake Tahoe Airport Land Use Commission 2019). Therefore, the Project would
not expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels from airports, and
there would be no impact. No mitigation is required.

5.13.5 TRPA Checklist

Will the Project result in:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist Ans

wers Discussion
Item

As described in Section 5.13.4(a), the Project
would not generate noise in excess of noise

6a) Increases in existing Community Noise level standards established in the Meyers Area
Equivalency Levels (CNEL) beyond those No, with Plan regarding noise limits within zoning
permitted in the applicable Plan Area Mitigation district. In order to ensure compliance with
Statement, Community Plan, or Master Plan? TRPA noise exemption requirements for

construction projects, Mitigation Measure
NOI-1 would be implemented.
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The Project would be in compliance with all
applicable noise requirements, regulations and
6b) Exposure of people to severe noise No, with ordinances, and would not expose visitors,
levels? Mitigation residents or surrounding areas to severe or
excessive noise levels. Please refer to Section
5.13.4(a) for further discussion of noise levels.

6c) Single event noise levels greater than
those set forth in the TRPA Noise No Refer to Section 5.12.4(6a) above.
Environmental Threshold?

Residential structures constructed as part of
the Project would be exposed to 57 dBA on the

6d) The placement of residential or tourist exterior (Saxelby Acoustics 2025), and sound
accommodation uses in areas where the No levels would be further reduced on the interior
existing CNEL exceeds 60 dBA or is otherwise due to attenuation provided by standard
incompatible? construction materials. As such, on-site

residences would not be exposed to noise
levels in excess of 60 dBA CNEL.

As described in Section 5.13.5(6d), residential
structures constructed as part of the Project
would not be exposed to sound levels

No exceeding 60 dBA CNEL. Noise escaping the
Project area would not exceed the noise
standards established in the Meyers Area Plan
for residential zoning (Saxelby Acoustics 2025).

6e) The placement of uses that would
generate an incompatible noise level in close
proximity to existing residential or tourist
accommodation uses?

6f) Exposure of existing structures to levels of
ground vibration that could result in No Please refer to Section 5.13.4(b).
structural damage?

5.13.6 NEPA Analysis of Effects

This NEPA analysis analyzes the environmental effects of the Proposed Action on noise, vibration, and
the acoustic soundscape. Per USFWS guidance, this analysis would normally be categorized as a “Natural
Resource” and evaluated as “Soundscape.” The analysis relies on and incorporates by reference the
Environmental Setting (Section 5.13.1), and the CEQA impact analysis (Section 5.13.4). The analysis
focuses on changes to existing ambient noise conditions within and adjacent to the Project area,
including compliance with applicable federal noise standards for residential uses.

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and no construction
or operational activities would occur within the Project area. Existing ambient noise conditions would
remain dominated by traffic noise from US 50 and SR 89, as described in Section 4.13.1. No new
residential structures would be constructed. Because no new noise or vibration sources and no new
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housing would be introduced, the No Action Alternative would result in no direct, indirect, or reasonably
foreseeable effects on noise levels, vibration, or the existing soundscape.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative
Noise and Soundscape

Construction activities associated with the Proposed Action would temporarily increase noise levels
within the Project area during daytime hours. As documented in the CEQA analysis, maximum
construction noise levels would remain below the applied Caltrans significance thresholds at nearby
noise-sensitive receptors when limited to allowed daytime hours and with implementation of standard
construction noise controls (Section 5.13.4(a)). Operational noise sources associated with the Proposed
Action would result in a minor increase in ambient noise (approximately 1 dBA), which would not be
perceptible in the existing trafficc-dominated soundscape and would remain below the applied criteria.

The Proposed Action includes residential uses. Under 24 CFR Part 51.103c (Site Acceptability Standards),
exterior noise exposure for residential uses is evaluated using the day-night average sound level (DNL),
measured in decibels (Table 6).

Table 6. Department of Housing and Urban Development day-night average sound level threshold.

Determination Threshold

Acceptable <65 dBA DNL
Normally Unacceptable > 65 dBA and < 75 dBA DNL
Unacceptable > 75 dBA DNL

As discussed in the TRPA analysis, exterior noise levels at the proposed residential structures would be
approximately 57 dBA (Saxelby 2025), which falls within the Department of Housing and Urban
Development “Acceptable” noise exposure category. Interior noise levels would be further reduced
through standard building attenuation, consistent with State Title 24 requirements. The Proposed Action
would comply with all applicable federal residential noise standards.

Major indirect noise effects from the watercraft decontamination facility, such as changes in long-term
community noise patterns or increased exposure of sensitive receptors, are not anticipated, as the
Project would replace an existing nearby facility of the same use. Operational vehicle trips would not
increase, and on-site workforce housing would reduce employee commute-related noise, further
limiting indirect effects to the surrounding soundscape (Section 5.13.4(a)).

Construction-related noise effects would be short-term and limited to the construction period.
Operational noise would be long-term but minor and consistent with existing ambient conditions
influenced by adjacent highways. With implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, as described in
Section 5.13.4(a), on-site noise levels would be minimized by locating equipment as far as feasible from
nearby residences (to the east and south) and adhering to allowable hours of construction. Construction
as a result of the Proposed Action would contribute a small, localized increment of noise that would not
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measurably alter reasonably foreseeable noise conditions or community noise levels when considered
alongside other foreseeable actions.

Vibration

Construction-related groundborne vibration would occur temporarily during activities such as grading
and utilities installation. As documented in the CEQA analysis, predicted vibration levels would remain
well below thresholds associated with structural damage or human annoyance at the nearest sensitive
receptors (Section 5.13.4(b)). Indirect and reasonably foreseeable effects. No indirect or reasonably
foreseeable vibration effects are anticipated because vibration-generating activities would be
temporary, and localized within the Project area.

Determination

The Proposed Alternative would result in short-term, minor increases in noise and vibration during
construction and a minor increase in operational noise within an existing traffic-influenced soundscape.
Residential uses associated with the Proposed Action would comply with applicable local, state and
federal noise standards. With implementation of standard noise control measures and Mitigation
Measure NOI-1, effects to noise, vibration, and soundscape would be minor, localized, and below
applicable thresholds. Based on the limited duration, low intensity, and regulatory compliance, the
Proposed Action would not result in significant direct, indirect, or reasonably foreseeable effects related
to noise, vibration, or soundscape under NEPA.
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5.14 Population and Housing

5.14.1 Setting

As of 2020, unincorporated El Dorado County, within which the Project area is located, had an estimated
population just under 159,000 residents (El Dorado County 2024c). Compared to 2010 population and
housing estimates, this reflects a growth rate of approximately 0.7% percent between 2010 and 2020.
Projections suggest that population growth will continue at this rate within the County. Based on
current growth estimates, the County does not anticipate exceeding the General Plan’s 2030 population
projection of 200,000 people (El Dorado County 2024c). The County’s 2025 population is estimated to be
to be 190,770 (DOF 2025). The California Department of Finance (DOF) estimates a housing stock of
74,827 dwelling units countywide in 2025 (DOF 2025). Due to its status as a vacation destination, the
Tahoe Basin also experiences significant seasonal population fluctuations, driven by the prevalence of
second homes and vacation rentals (El Dorado County 2024c).

The Regional Plan establishes goals for future housing development within the Tahoe Basin. Goals
outlined in the plan include promotion of additional housing opportunities for full-time and seasonal
residents and workers in the region, moderate income housing where it does not conflict with other
planning goals, and regular modification of policies and ordinances to meet state local and regional
housing goals. The Regional Plan also outlines desired qualities of new development including 100%
deed restricted housing whenever feasible (TRPA 2025a).

The Meyers Area Plan designates the Project area as recreational, but employee housing is permitted
within the Project area with a Conditional Use Permit, as discussed in 5.11 “Land Use and Planning.”

5.14.2 CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

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

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the No | )
o Impac
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? P

5.14.3 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project induce substantial unplanned 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)?

Less than Significant Impact

The Project includes the development of employee housing with 6, 1-2 bedroom units, with capacity for
approximately 11 individuals, based on DOF estimates of average house sizes for the area (DOF 2025).
The anticipated population increase resulting from the Project would be consistent with the planned
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growth for the area. In addition, the Project would provide employee workforce housing to reduce
commuter trips and VMT associated with current employees. As a result, the Project’s contribution to
population growth would be incremental and aligned with the County’s long-term planning objectives.
No substantial unplanned population growth is anticipated as the Project does not propose significant
new residences, infrastructure, or other services that would encourage either directly or indirectly
increase population beyond what is already forecasted. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
No Impact

The Project would develop a currently vacant area. The Project would not result in the displacement of
persons or housing and would therefore not require construction or replacement of housing elsewhere.
Therefore, the Project would have no impact. No mitigation is required.

5.14.4 TRPA Checklist

Will the Project result in:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist Item Answers Discussion

The Project would not significantly alter the
location, distribution, density, or growth rate
of the population in the Tahoe region. The
Project would construct employee housing
that are anticipated to house up to 11

11a) Alter the location, distribution, density, individuals, several of which already live within
or growth rate of the human population No El Dorado County or the surrounding area.
planned for the Region? Housing construction would be consistent with

the Regional Plan and the Meyers Area Plan,
which permits employee housing with a
Conditional Use Permit, and would be
proximate to existing housing in the Meyers
community.

The Project would develop 4 vacant parcels

11b) Include or result in the temporary or No which contain no existing housing. The Project

permanent displacement of residents? would not result in the displacement of
residents.
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Will the Project affect existing housing, or create a demand for additional housing? To determine if the
proposal will affect existing housing or create a demand for additional housing:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist
Item

Answers Discussion

The Project would create housing for
12a) 1. Will the proposal decrease the amount No approximately 11 individuals. The Project
of housing in the Tahoe Region? would represent an incremental increase in

regional housing availability.

12a) 2. Will the proposal decrease the amount
of housing in the Tahoe Region historically or
currently being rented at rates affordable by
lower and very-low-income households?

The Project would construct new employee
No workforce housing, and would not remove any
existing housing.

5.14.5 NEPA Analysis of Effects

This NEPA analysis evaluates the environmental effects of the Proposed Action on socioeconomic
conditions, including local and regional economies and community cohesion. CEQA does not analyze
purely economic or social effects unless they result in a direct or indirect physical environmental change;
therefore, several socioeconomic considerations addressed here are evaluated solely under NEPA.
Where applicable, this analysis incorporates by reference relevant environmental settings and impact
discussions from the CEQA document, including Sections 5.15 (Public Services) and 5.19 (Recreation) to
inform conclusions regarding indirect environmental effects.

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no activities within the Project area would be implemented. Existing
socioeconomic conditions within the Project area and surrounding community would remain
unchanged. Seasonal operation of the existing temporary facility would continue, and no new housing
or long-term employment changes would occur. The No Action Alternative would result in no direct,
indirect, or reasonably foreseeable socioeconomic effects.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative
Local and Regional Economies

The Proposed Action would replace an existing temporary watercraft inspection facility with a more
permanent facility and would include on-site employee housing. As discussed in the Project Description,
the Proposed Action would not substantially increase employment levels but would provide continued
and stabilized employment associated with AlS inspection operations. Construction-related employment
would be short-term and limited in scale.

The Proposed Action would support the regional recreation-based economy by improving the efficiency
and safety of watercraft inspection and decontamination services, which protect Lake Tahoe’s water
clarity, quality and recreational value. The Proposed Action would have a minor positive indirect effect
on tourism and recreation-dependent businesses in the Lake Tahoe Basin by protecting water quality.
The Proposed Action would replace an existing facility, and therefore would not displace existing
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businesses, significantly alter regional economic trends, or result in substantial changes to income levels
or economic productivity. No adverse effects to local or regional economies are anticipated.

Community Cohesion

Community cohesion refers to the social stability, connectedness, and functioning of the local
community. As discussed in the CEQA analysis for Section 5.14, the Proposed Action would introduce a
small number of on-site employees through workforce housing. This incremental population increase
would be minor relative to the existing community and would not alter neighborhood character or strain
community services, as analyzed in Section 5.15 (Public Services) and Section 5.19 (Utilities).

Improvements in queuing safety and site organization would reduce congestion and potential conflicts
on adjacent roadways, which would support community cohesion rather than detract from it. The
Proposed Action would not divide neighborhoods, displace residents, or create social barriers within the
community. Effects on community cohesion would be negligible.

Determination

When considered together with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions in the area, the
Proposed Action would not contribute to foreseeable socioeconomic effects. The scale of employment,
housing, and population change associated with the Proposed Action is small, and the Proposed Action
would not alter broader socioeconomic trends within the Lake Tahoe Basin.

The Proposed Action would not adversely affect community cohesion or local or regional economic
conditions, and therefore would result only in minor socioeconomic effects under NEPA. No mitigation is
required.
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5.15 Public Services
5.15.1 Environmental Setting

Fire Protection

Lake Valley Fire Protection District provides fire and life safety, rescue and emergency medical service,
and fire prevention to Meyers and the surrounding area. The closest Lake Valley Fire Protection District
fire station is located approximately 0.1 miles north of the Project area. All fire departments in the
Tahoe Basin, as well as some jurisdictions in northern Nevada, are members of the Lake Tahoe Regional
Fire Chief Association. This group has a mutual aid agreement to share the resources of each jurisdiction
during large emergency events.

Police Protection

CHP is responsible for patrolling US 50, SR 89, and roads located in unincorporated communities. The
Project is in the unincorporated area of El Dorado County. The Project area is adjacent to US 50 and SR
89 on the northwestern and northeastern sides respectively. The closest CHP office is located
approximately 0.2 miles from the Project area.

El Dorado County Sheriff’s Office provides 24/7 patrol coverage and search and rescue operations to the
unincorporated areas within El Dorado County, including Meyers, where the Project is located. The
closest El Dorado County’s Sheriff’s Office is approximately 6.3 miles northeast of the Project area.

Schools

No schools are located adjacent to or within the Project area. The closest school is Tahoe Prep Academy,
approximately 0.6 miles from the Project area.

Parks and Other Public Facilities

There are no parks located within or adjacent to the Project area. A Caltrans managed bike trail runs
adjacent to US 50 and the northwestern edge of the Project area. The nearest public park to the Project
area is Tahoe Paradise Park, located approximately 0.5 mile north of the Project area. Currently, the
Project area is owned by the Conservancy. The Conservancy manages and enhances public lands around
Lake Tahoe to expand outdoor recreation and public access, for residents and visitors alike.

5.15.2 CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project result in:

CEQA Question Impact Determination

a) 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:

i) Fire protection?

Less Than Significant Impact
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ii) Police protection? Less Than Significant Impact
iii) Schools? Less Than Significant Impact
iv) Parks? Less Than Significant Impact
v) Other public facilities? Less Than Significant Impact

5.15.3 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the need
and/or provision of new or physically altered governmental services and/or facilities in order
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for
any of the public services?

i) Fire protection?

ii) Police protection?
iii) Schools?

iv) Parks?

v) Other public facilities?
Less Than Significant Impact

The Lake Valley Fire Protection District provides fire and emergency medical services to the Project area,
with the closest fire station located 0.1 miles north of the site. By and large, the Project would involve
the relocation of an existing WIS approximately 0.1 mile from its current location and would not
represent a change or increase in the need for fire protection service in the area. While the addition of
housing for on-site employees may slightly increase demand for medical and fire services, the Project
area is already located within the Lake Valley Fire Protection District’s service area. As such, response
times to the Project area would not be altered during operation of the WIS. The Project would not
require new or physically altered fire protection facilities. In addition, the Project would comply with the
local and state fire safety design requirements.

The CHP and El Dorado County Sheriff’s Office provide police protection services to the area. The
addition of housing for 4 employees is not expected to significantly increase the demand for police
protection. The proximity of the CHP office (0.2 miles away) and the Sheriff’s Office (6.3 miles away)
ensures that response times remain within acceptable limits. Therefore, the Project would not
necessitate new or expanded police facilities.

Although the Project would increase on-site population within the Project area, the potential population
increase would be nominal and (assuming that all non-employee residents are school-age children) no
more than 5 additional students would be located within local schools. As noted above, the Project does
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not represent a significant increase in population beyond current planning estimates, and the addition
of up to 5 students is not anticipated to require new or expanded school facilities.

Similarly, the residential component of the Project is not expected to result in a substantial increase in
demand for parks. The Project would include recreational amenities, including an interpretive area and
trail connection, for use by on-site residents and other residents in the area. As a result, the Project is
not expected to result in substantial physical deterioration of these facilities or necessitate new or
expanded park facilities.

In addition, the Project is not expected to substantially increase demand for other public facilities, such
as libraries or community centers, because the Project would not generate a significant increase in
residents that could then result in the need for new or expanded public facilities. As demonstrated
above, the Project would not result in increased demand, reduced functionality, or increased
deterioration of public services in the area; therefore, the Project would have a less than significant
impact. No mitigation is required.

5.15.4 TRPA Checklist

Would the Project have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered governmental
services in any of the following areas?
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TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist

Answers Discussion
Item

The Project would not result in a substantial
and unanticipated increase in demand for fire
protection services. Compliance with local and
14a) Fire protection? No state fire safety design requirements and the
minimal increase in residents would ensure
that the existing fire protection services do not
require modification as a result of the Project.

The Project would not result in a substantial
14b) Police protection? No and unanticipated increase in demand for
police protection services.

The Project does not represent a significant
increase in population beyond planning
estimates, as discussed in Section 5.14
(Population and Housing). The incremental
increase in population would not require new
or expanded school facilities, as the growth
would not exceed planned growth estimates
for the area.

14c) Schools? No

The Project would not result in a substantial
and unanticipated increase in demand for
parks or other recreational facilities. The
incremental increase in residents would be
served by on-site amenities and existing parks
and recreational opportunities in the area. In
addition, the Project would replace an existing
temporary public facility with an improved
facility, which would reduce watercraft

14d) Parks or other recreational facilities? No

decontamination wait times and improve
access to aquatic recreational opportunities in
the Lake Tahoe region.

The Project would not result in a substantial
and unanticipated increase in demand for
public facilities, including roads. The Project
would replace an existing temporary public
14e) Maintenance of public facilities, No facility with an improved facility and reduce
including roads? queuing within existing public roadways. The
Project would not physically alter existing
roadways, and would provide minor benefits
compared to conditions generated by the

existing watercraft inspection station.
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14f) Other governmental service? No

The Project does not represent a significant
increase in population beyond planning
estimates, as discussed in Section 5.14
(Population and Housing). The small increase
in population would not require new or
expanded governmental service, as population
growth would be well within projections
provided as part of the El Dorado County
General Plan.

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment April 2026

127



Meyers Watercraft Inspection Station
Environmental Evaluation Meyers, California

5.16 Recreation

5.16.1 Setting

The Lake Tahoe area is renowned for its beauty and outdoor recreation. Public lands in the Lake Tahoe
Basin are used for many recreational activities year-round. The Project area encompasses public parcels
owned by the Conservancy. Within the vicinity of the Project area, approximately half of surrounding
land use is urban, consisting of residences and businesses. Other land use includes open space consisting
of the Upper Truckee River corridor, Tahoe Paradise Park, and mixed conifer forest with pedestrian and
mountain bike trails. Tahoe Paradise Park (located approximately 0.5 mile north of the Project area) is a
public park with a small lake (Lake Baron), hiking trails, playground, picnic areas and tennis courts. An
unnamed, Caltrans maintained bike path runs adjacent to US 50 and the northwestern side of the
Project area. Near the Project area, there are many other recreational opportunities. California State
Parks operates multiple open space areas, including Washoe Meadows State Park, located
approximately 1.9 miles north of the Project area, and Lake Valley State Recreation Area, located
approximately 1.6 northeast of the Project area. The City of South Lake Tahoe Parks and Recreation
Department operate multiple parks, including the South Lake Tahoe-El Dorado Recreation Area located
approximately 7.1 miles northeast of the Project area.

The Upper Truckee River is also a popular recreation area. Approximately 800 feet south of the Project
area, the former Tahoe Pines campground provides a recreational trail, pedestrian bridge, and stream
overlook pad, following a multi-year restoration effort by the Conservancy. There are also multiple
public and private access points and beaches along the Upper Truckee River. Depending on location,
these access points and beaches are maintained by various agencies and service providers.

5.16.2 CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility Less Than Significant Impact
would occur or be accelerated?

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the Less Than Significant Impact
environment?

5.16.3 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

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

Less Than Significant Impact
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As discussed in Section 5.15 (Public Services), the addition of employee housing may result in a slight
increase in the use of nearby parks and recreational facilities within the immediate vicinity of the Project
area. However, the incremental increase in residents is not anticipated to significantly increase the use
of existing neighborhood or regional parks or recreational facilities. Given the abundant recreation
opportunities in the area and the low number of new residents that would occur because of Project
implementation, substantial physical deterioration of facilities is not expected to occur or be
accelerated.

Because the Project would replace an existing temporary public facility with an improved facility, the
Project is anticipated to improve recreational facilities in the area. By reducing queuing times and
increasing safety (by keeping queued vehicles out of public roadway ROW), the Project would enhance
the opportunity for recreational use of Lake Tahoe. Nonetheless, as the Project would not generate
significant demand on existing recreational facilities, and would improve decontamination services
related to recreational activities, the Project would have a less than significant impact on parks and
recreational facilities. No mitigation is required.

b) Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
Less Than Significant Impact

The Project itself would serve as a recreation-oriented facility with the purpose of protecting
environmental quality that makes Lake Tahoe and the surrounding area appealing as a recreational
destination. Because the Project would replace an existing facility and would be designed to support
existing levels of demand, the Project would not represent or require expansion of existing recreation
facilities. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

5.16.4 TRPA Checklist

Would the Project result in:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist

Answers Discussion
Item

As discussed above in Section 5.16.3(a), the
Project would represent an incremental
increase in users of recreation facilities, while
No upgrading an existing recreation-oriented
facility. Therefore the Project would not create
significant additional demand for recreation
facilities.

19a) Create additional demand for
recreation facilities?
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The Project would improve watercraft
inspection facilities in the Tahoe region by
replacing a temporary facility with an improved
facility, but would only do so in order to more
safely and efficiently offer services to the
current expected number of guests. It would
not expand capacity nor induce recreational
use as a result of Project implementation.

19b) Create additional recreation capacity? No

The Project would provide improvements
related to safety and efficiency for existing
recreational services, but would not create or
generate additional demand on existing

19c¢) Have the potential to create conflicts recreational facilities such that conflicts may
between recreation uses, either existing or No occur. Improvements related to queuing safety
proposed? and site organization have the potential to
improve and reduce the potential for conflicts
between recreation users, such as gridlock or
traffic accidents associated with stopped traffic
gueuing for decontamination services.

The Project would not involve loss of public
access to any lake or waterway, as there are no
aquatic features within the Project area. While
the disturbed parcels located within the
Project area are owned by the Conservancy,
the Project would involve a land swap with the
County to replace total acreage of land utilized
for the Project. Furthermore, once the Project
is completed, much of the Project area,
including undeveloped forest land within
Project area parcels, and the watercraft
decontamination facility itself will remain in
public service, with regular access permitted
during daytime and business hours. Therefore,
the Project would not decrease access to public
lands.

19d) Result in a decrease or loss of public
access to any lake, waterway, or public No
lands?

5.16.5 NEPA Analysis of Effects

This NEPA analysis evaluates the environmental effects of the Proposed Action on recreational
resources. The analysis incorporates by reference the Environmental Setting and CEQA impact analysis
presented in in this section above.
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Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and existing
recreational conditions within and surrounding the Project area would remain unchanged from those
described in Section 5.16.1. Recreational facilities, access points, and patterns of use would continue
under existing conditions. The No Action Alternative would result in no direct, indirect, or reasonably
foreseeable significant adverse effects on recreation resources

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative

As described in Environmental Setting, the Project area is located in a region with abundant recreational
opportunities. The Proposed Action would replace an existing temporary, recreation-related facility with
an improved facility and would not expand existing recreation capacity.

As analyzed in Sections 5.16.3(a) and (b), the Proposed Action may result in a minor, incremental
increase in recreational use associated with on-site employee housing; however, the number of new
residents would be limited and would not substantially increase use of nearby parks or recreational
facilities. Given the availability of recreation resources in the vicinity, the Proposed Action would not
result in substantial physical deterioration of existing facilities.

The Proposed Action would not reduce public access to recreational lands or waterways. As described in
Section 5.16.4(19d), the associated land exchange would preserve overall acreage of public lands.
Improvements related to queuing safety and site organization would enhance, rather than conflict with,
recreational use by reducing traffic congestion and improving access to decontamination services to
protect Lake Tahoe’s water quality and clarity for recreationalists.

When considered together with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions in the area, the
Proposed Action would not contribute to reasonably foreseeable significant effects on recreation
resources because its effects on recreation would be minor and would not coincide with any other
projects within the vicinity of the Project area. The Proposed Action would not expand recreation
capacity as it replaces an existing facility and would not induce additional recreational demand or
reduce access to recreational facilities.

Determination

Based on the limited scale of change, the abundance of existing recreational opportunities in the
vicinity, and the fact that the Proposed Action would maintain access and safety for recreation-related
activities, the Proposed Action would not result in significant adverse effects on recreational resources.
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5.17 Transportation

5.17.1 Environmental Setting

The Project area is located immediately south of the intersection of US 50 and SR 89 within the
unincorporated community of Meyers within the County. The existing WIS is in the vicinity,
approximately 0.1 mile east of the Project area. Except for US 50 and SR 89, most existing roadways in
the area provide one lane in each direction and are unlined. Along the Project area’s southern edge,
Pomo Street serves as the northern terminus for Blitzen Road and Cirugu Street. Pomo Street connects
directly to US 50 via a one-way, stop-controlled intersection, approximately 0.1 mile west of the Project
area, and to SR 89 via a two-way, stop-controlled intersection at the southeastern corner of the Project
area.

The existing WIS is located at 2175 Keetak Street in Meyers. The existing station inspects an average of
13 motorized watercrafts per day during the boating season but averages around 26 motorized
watercrafts per day in July (LSC Transportation Consultants 2025). The existing WIS is also only open for
6 months out of the year. Over the past 5 years, the number of motorized watercraft using the facility
on a single day has peaked at approximately 45 on rare occasions associated with special events, and
would result in queuing in the north of Pomo Street. On average, 5 employees are on-site between the
hours of 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. However, for special events — such as the 4th of July or the American
Century Celebrity Golf Championship Tournament — a total of 8 employees may be on-site.

A transportation analysis, including VMT calculations, was prepared for the Project (Appendix D).

5.17.2 Regulatory Setting
TRPA Regional Transportation Plan (TRPA 2025b)

The TRPA Regional Transportation Plan’s vision is a transportation system that prioritizes bicycling,
walking, and transit and serves residents and visitors while contributing to the environmental and
socioeconomic health of the Region. Important strategies of the Regional Transportation Plan are to
reduce the overall environmental impact of transportation in the Region, create walkable, vibrant
communities, and provide alternatives to driving.

Meyers Area Plan (El Dorado County 2018)

The Meyers Area Plan Circulation and Transportation Element defines transportation goals and policies
related to transportation on Meyers. Goals include improving circulation and reducing traffic speeds.

5.17.3 CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation

Less Than Significant Impact
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? & P

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b)? Less Than Significant Impact
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c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp No Impact
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? P
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? Less Than Significant Impact

5.17.4 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project would provide a dedicated and more permanent location for watercraft inspection with
adequate queuing distances within interior, on-site roadways to prevent queuing of vehicles on
local/regional roadways. In this manner, it supports the goals of the Regional Transportation Plan and
the Lake Tahoe region Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan by improving traffic conditions on major arterials,
including SR 89 and US 50. In addition, a Traffic Control Plan would be prepared, as described in Section
3.8 (Construction Controls), which would ensure temporary impacts to Pomo Street during construction
would not impact or prevent access to the area by residents or emergency services. Further and upon
completion, the Project would provide additional on-site connections to existing bicycle and pedestrian
trails in the area. Because the Project would create circulation improvements and would not otherwise
permanently alter transportation infrastructure or influence user transportation choice, the Project
would have a less than significant impact. No mitigation is required.

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project would replace the existing WIS, located approximately 0.1 mile east of the Project area on
Keetak Street. Vehicles hauling or carrying watercraft would enter the facility via the proposed western
driveway on Pomo Street. This driveway would lead to a queue area within the facility bounds with
space for 12 vehicles hauling boats. As noted above, Pomo Street can be accessed via both US 50 to the
west and SR 89 to the east.

The Project is not expected to conflict with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3(b), which addresses VMT. LSC
Transportation Consultants prepared a transportation analysis to assess VMT for the Project (LSC
Transportation Consultants 2025). As the existing reservation system remains in place, demand for
watercraft inspection services would not increase because of construction and operation of the Project.
The Project would replace an existing nearby facility. As a result, it would not result in the generation of
new/additional trips and would shift existing traffic to the new location where vehicles could be better
accommodated. The change in distance of approximately 0.1 mile is not sufficient to generate increased
VMT (LSC Transportation Consultants 2025). Further, the Project would provide on-site employee
workforce housing. This would reduce the number of employee trips to and from the site during
inspection days. On-site housing would also be used for snowplow operators during winter months.
However, this would not produce significant additional VMT (Appendix D). Additionally, on-site parking
for other employees would also be provided interior to the site, which would reduce the number of
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vehicles located along local roadways in the area. Because the Project would provide housing for
employees on site and those employees would no longer need to drive to and from the WIS each day,
VMT associated with their daily commute would no longer occur. As a result, the Project is anticipated
to result in a minor decrease in VMT. Therefore, the Project results in a net reduction in VMT and there
would be no conflict with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3(b). Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

c) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

No Impact

The Project does not introduce any hazardous design features or incompatible uses. The proposed
facility would be accessed via Pomo Street, which currently has direct and stop-controlled access to and
from to US 50 and SR 89. The design of the Project includes adequate queuing space within the Project
area and safe connections to existing transportation infrastructure (e.g., Pomo Street) that would ensure
that vehicle conflicts with other vehicles, pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit would be minimized and
improved compared to existing conditions. The Project would also be designed to accommodate
emergency vehicles. The Project would reduce queuing on public roads and would instead provide space
within the facility for waiting users. In addition, a Traffic Control Plan would be prepared, as described in
Section 3.8.5 (Construction Controls), which would ensure temporary impacts to Pomo Street during
construction would not restrict access to emergency services. As such, the Project would not result in an
increase (but rather a decrease) in potential hazards related to its operation. The Project would have no
impact. No mitigation is required.

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
Less Than Significant Impact

As noted in Section 3.8.5 (Construction Controls) and prior to Project implementation, the County would
prepare a Traffic Control Plan for the Project which would be implemented during construction of the
Project and ensure existing emergency service access routes are maintained. The Project’s circulation
design includes the use of existing local access roadways to the Project area, which would facilitate
greater emergency access in the event of a call for service within or near the Project area. Furthermore,
turning radii within the roads and paved areas within the Project area would be designed to
accommodate maneuverability of large emergency vehicles, including fire trucks and ambulances.
Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant impact on emergency access within the Project
area or vicinity. No mitigation is required.
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5.17.5 TRPA Checklist

Will the Proposal result in:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist

Answers Discussion
Item

The Project would result in a net reduction
VMT (LSC Transportation Consultants

. 2025). Traffic to and from the new facility
13a) Generation of 650 or more new average No ) o .
daily Vehicle Miles Travelled? would replace traffic from the existing facility

nearby with no significant change in vehicle
trips on US 50 or SR 89. On-site employee
housing would slightly reduce VMT.

The Project includes queuing space for 12
13b) Changes to existing parking facilities, or No vehicles hauling boats. The Project replaces an
demand for new parking? existing facility and is not expected to generate

new parking demand.

The Project would replace existing facility and

13c) Substantial impact upon existing would not result in any new trips. It connects to

transportation systems, including highway, No an existing bike path, aligning with regional

transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities? goals for enhancing active transportation
options.

The Project would include minor alterations to
circulation patterns, as it replaces an existing
facility in close proximity. The new facility is
designed to accommodate expected traffic, and
would reduce impacts to existing circulation

13d) Alterations to present patterns of patterns on US 50 and SR 89 that result from
circulation or movement of people and/or Yes the existing WIS. Pomo Street at its intersection
goods? with US 50 (with Cirugu Street) would see a

slightly higher volume of visitors, however,
adequate on-site queuing space is incorporated
in the design of the Project to ensure queuing
vehicles do not impact traffic circulation on
Pomo and Cirugu streets.

The Project would not alter waterborne, rail, or
13e) Alterations to waterborne, rail, or air N air traffic, as it is a land-based facility replacing

o
traffic? an existing watercraft inspection and

decontamination facility.
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The Project would not modify existing streets
or increasing vehicle traffic in the area. It
includes safe access from major highways via
No Pomo Street and is consistent with regional
transportation and safety goals. Therefore, the
Project is not expected to increase traffic
hazards.

13f) Increase in traffic hazards to motor
vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians?

5.17.6 NEPA Analysis of Effects

This NEPA analysis discloses the environmental effects of the Proposed Action on transportation,
circulation, and emergency access. The analysis relies on and incorporates by reference the setting
sections and the CEQA and TRPA IEC transportation impact analysis above.

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and the existing
watercraft inspection station would continue operating at its current location. Existing circulation
patterns, access points, and traffic conditions described in Section 5.17.1 would remain unchanged.
Because no new access points, queuing facilities, or circulation improvements would be implemented,
the No Action Alternative would result in no new direct, indirect, or cumulative transportation effects
attributable to the Proposed Action. Existing queuing and circulation constraints associated with the
current facility would persist.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative
Transportation and Circulation

The Proposed Action would relocate the existing WIS approximately 0.1 mile and provide a dedicated
facility with internal queuing capacity for vehicles hauling watercraft. As documented in the CEQA
analysis, the Proposed Action would not increase vehicle trips and would accommodate vehicles within
the Project area rather than on public roadways, thereby improving circulation conditions on Pomo
Street and reducing spillback toward US 50 and SR 89 (Sections 5.17.4(a))

Indirect transportation effects, such as growth-inducing traffic increases or changes in regional travel
behavior, are not reasonably foreseeable. Demand for inspection services would not increase, the
existing reservation system would remain in place, and the Proposed Action would replace an existing
nearby facility with the same capacity. On-site workforce housing would reduce employee commute
trips, resulting in a minor reduction in vehicle travel, as discussed in 5.17.4(b) and quantified in VMT in
the Transportation Study (Appendix D)

Emergency Access

The circulation design within the Project area would accommodate emergency vehicle access and
turning movements. During construction, a Traffic Control Plan would be implemented to maintain
emergency access routes (Section 5.17.4(d)). The Proposed Action would not introduce hazardous

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment April 2026

136



Meyers Watercraft Inspection Station
Environmental Evaluation Meyers, California

geometric design features and would reduce existing safety concerns by removing vehicle queuing from
public roadways. Emergency access is also addressed in the CEQA analysis included in Section 5.9.4(g)
and 5.20.4(a).

The Proposed Action would not require modifications to US 50. The Proposed Action would not result in
additional vehicle trips or increased queuing on US 50 or transit operations or facilities subject to federal
transit requirements. The Project would have a minor beneficial effect by reducing cars queuing on CA
89 which shares a connection with US 50 adjacent to the Project area.

Transportation conditions in the Meyers area are influenced by regional traffic patterns, seasonal
tourism, and special events. The Proposed Action would contribute a minor, localized circulation
improvements. As there are no other transportation projects planned within or immediately adjacent to
the Project area, the reasonably foreseeable incremental contribution of the Proposed Action to
transportation effects would be small and beneficial, and would not result in significant impacts to the
regional transportation system.

Determination

The Proposed Alternative would result in a minor reduction in vehicle trips and would improve
circulation and safety by internalizing queuing within the Project area. Emergency access would be
maintained during construction and operation. The Proposed Action would be consistent with applicable
transportation plans and would not adversely affect federal-aid highways or other transportation
modes. Accordingly, the Proposed Action would not result in significant direct, indirect, or reasonably
foreseeable transportation effects under NEPA.
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5.18 Tribal Cultural Resources

5.18.1 Environmental Setting

As of the mid-1800s, the Washoe inhabited the region of the study area. A Hokan-speaking hunting and
gathering group, the Washoe inhabited the chain of valleys along the eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada,
from Honey Lake to Antelope Valley. The Pine Nut Mountains and the Virginia Range formed the eastern
boundary of Washoe territory, while the western boundary extended several miles beyond the Sierra
crest.

A great deal of information has been written about Washoe land use in the Tahoe Basin and their use of
the region’s resources. Lake Tahoe is the center of the Washoe world, both geographically and socially.
Legendary and mythological associations to places within the basin are common. Semi-sedentism and
higher population densities are reported and may have developed in conjunction with their residential
and subsistence resource stability.

The NAHC provided a record search of the SLF and a contact list for regional tribes that may have
knowledge of cultural or tribal resources within or immediately adjacent to the Project area. A response
was received from the NAHC on September 9, 2024, which indicated a negative SLF result within the
vicinity of the APE (i.e., no listed tribal cultural resources).

Inquiry letters were mailed and emailed to the tribes identified by the NAHC (Table 1) on October 14,
2024. Follow-up emails were sent on October 28, 2024, to tribes who did not respond to the initial
outreach. On October 14, 2024, NCE submitted an electronic project notification via United Auburn
Indian Community’s (UAIC) online form. UAIC subsequently declined consultation, and the Washoe Tribe
requested archaeological and tribal monitoring. The Wilton Rancheria, Colfax-Todds Valley Consolidated
Tribe, and Susanville Indian Rancheria did not respond.

5.18.2 Regulatory Setting

Native American Consultation

In accordance with AB 52, as identified in the PRC Section 21080.3.1(b)(2) of CEQA and Section 106 of
the NHPA, Native American tribes identified by the NAHC must be invited to consult on projects.
Additionally, the TRPA Code contains requirements for consultation with area tribes (Subsection 67.3.2).
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5.18.3 CEQA Checklist Summary

Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in PRC § 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, No Impact
and that is:
i. Listed or eligible for listing in CRHR, or in a local register of historical resources
as defined in PRC § 5020.1(k), or

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision | Less Than Significant Impact
(c) of PRC § 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC § with Mitigation
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a Incorporated
California Native American tribe.

5.18.4 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in PRC § 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

i. Listed or eligible for listing in CRHR, or in a local register of historical resources as
defined in PRC § 5020.1(k)?

No Impact

As discussed in Section 5.5 (Cultural Resources), no archaeological or historic resources that could be
tribal cultural resources were identified during archival research and records request review. In addition,
the NAHC SLF database search did not indicate any known tribal cultural resources in the vicinity.
Therefore, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
PRC § 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC § 5024.1, the
lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

As discussed in Section 5.5 (Cultural Resources), no archaeological or historic resources that could be
tribal cultural resources were identified during archival research and records request review. The survey
of the APE provided no indication of extant, undiscovered cultural material or eligible historic resources.
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However, the Washoe Tribe identified that there may be potential for tribal cultural resources within
the Project area. The Project would implement TRPA Resource Projection BMPs as outlined in Section
3.8.3 “Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources,” and however, the Washoe Tribe has indicated that tribal
cultural resource monitoring may be required. As a result, the impact is considered potentially
significant.

Mitigation Measures

TCR-1: The County will enact the following measures related to tribal cultural resources:

1. Construction Monitoring. The Washoe Tribe of California and Nevada has requested, and
the County has agreed, to tribal cultural resources monitoring during ground disturbing
construction activities. The County will prepare a monitoring plan and provide it to the Tribe
prior to commencing construction, and shall continue coordination with the Tribe up to and
during ground disturbing activities of the Project concerning the avoidance and protection
of Tribal Cultural Resources that may be impacted.

2. Inadvertent Discoveries. The following measure is intended to address the evaluation and
treatment of inadvertent/unanticipated discoveries of potential tribal cultural resources
during the Project’s ground disturbing activities. An inadvertent discovery plan will be
included in the monitoring plan:

a. If any suspected tribal cultural resources are discovered during ground disturbing
construction activities, all work shall cease within 100 feet of the discovery, or an agreed
upon distance based on the Project area and nature of the find. A qualified professional
archaeologist and a Tribal Representative from a California Native American tribe that is
traditionally and culturally affiliated with a geographic area shall be immediately
notified and shall determine if the find is a tribal cultural resources (PRC § 21074). The
Tribal Representative or qualified archaeologist will make recommendations for further
evaluation and treatment as necessary.

b. The contractor shall implement any measures deemed by the County to be necessary
and feasible to preserve in place, avoid, or minimize impacts to the resource, including,
but not limited to, facilitating the appropriate tribal treatment of the find, as necessary.

c. Work at the discovery location shall not resume until all necessary investigation and
evaluation of the discovery have been satisfied.

3. Human Remains. In the event human remains are discovered, all work shall cease
immediately, and the County, TRPA, and the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California shall be
informed. All measures shall be made to secure and protect areas in which human remains
and funeral objects are discovered. Construction workers and/or contractors or
subcontractors on the job site will not be permitted to take photographs of human remains,
or funeral objects. Resources are not to be moved or taken from the Project area and work
should not resume until authorized.

The County Coroner and local law enforcement will be notified according to Section 5097.98
of the State PRC and Section 7050.5 of California's Health and Safety Code to conduct
proper evaluation and treatment of remains. The coroner and the law enforcement agency
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will evaluate the discovery to determine whether it is a crime scene or a burial. If the
remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner will notify the NAHC, and the
procedures outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5(d) and (e) shall be followed.

If human remains are determined to be associated with a burial, the County will notify the
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and will work with SHPO to determine measures to
take. That office will contact the appropriate tribal representatives and consult on the
disposition of the remains and any associated artifacts.

Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measure TCR-1 would ensure that any tribal cultural resources that may
be located on-site would be identified immediately by qualified personnel and evaluated. Further,
implementation of California Health and Safety Code provisions, as well as the construction controls
identified in Section 4.9.3 above, would require the performance of professionally accepted and legally
compliant procedures for the identification and protection of tribal cultural resources associated with
the Project and appropriate treatment of any encountered tribal cultural resources. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure TCR-1, construction controls, and adherence to legally required
procedures, impacts would be less than significant.
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5.18.5 TRPA Checklist

Will the Project result in:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist

Answers Discussion
Item

See discussion in Section 5.18.4(a)(ii), above.
Consultation with the Washoe Tribe identified
that the Project area contains the potential for
undiscovered tribal cultural resources that
could be affected by the Project. TRPA

20a) An alteration of or adverse physical or . . .
Resource Projection BMPs as outlined in

aesthetic effect to a significant archaeological No, with . .

e e & . & o Wi Section 3.8.3 “Cultural and Tribal Cultural
or historical site, structure, object, or Mitigation .\ L.
building? Resources,” and Mitigation Measure TCR-1

have been agreed to by the County to provide
for ongoing Native American consultation,
coordination, and construction monitoring to
ensure any resources encountered during
construction are protected.

See discussion in Section 5.18.4(a)(ii), above.

20b) Is the Project located on a property with
) ) PrOperty No historic resources were identified during

any known cultural, historical, and/or

. . . archival research and records request review.
archaeological resources, including resources No

The survey of the APE provided no indication

on TRPA or other regulatory official maps or . .
of extant, undiscovered cultural material or

records? .. S
eligible historic resources.

20d) Does the Project have the potential to

No, with .
cause a physical change which would affect Mitization Please refer to Section 5.18.5(20a).
unique ethnic cultural values? &
20e) Will the Project restrict historic or pre- .

No, with

historic religious or sacred uses within the Mitization Please refer to Section 5.18.5(20a).
potential impact area? &

5.18.6 NEPA Analysis of Effects

This NEPA analysis evaluates the environmental effects of the Proposed Action on archaeological
resources, which may include tribal cultural resources. Per USFWS guidance, this analysis would
normally be categorized as a “Cultural and Historic Resource” and evaluated as “Archaeological
Resources.” The analysis incorporates Section 5.5 by reference. TRPA Resource Protection BMPs
(Section 3.8.3) and Mitigation Measure TCR-1, are relied upon to inform NEPA effect conclusions.

Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and no ground
disturbing activities would occur within the Project area. Existing conditions would remain consistent
with the Environmental Setting described in Sections 5.5 and 5.18. Because no construction or soil
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disturbance would occur, the No Action Alternative would result in no direct, indirect, or reasonably
foreseeable effects to archaeological resources.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative
Archaeological Resources

As documented in Section 5.5 and 5.18, records searches, archival review, and an intensive pedestrian
survey identified no prehistoric or historic archaeological resources within the APE, and the NAHC SLF
search returned negative results for listed resources in the vicinity. These findings are consistent with

the disturbed character of portions of the Project area resulting from prior transportation, utility, and

infrastructure development.

Because no archaeological resources were identified, implementation of the Proposed Action would not
result in direct or indirect effects to known archaeological resources. Indirect effects such as vibration,
access-related degradation, or secondary disturbance are not anticipated because no resources are
known to occur within the Project area and the Proposed Action would occur within a disturbed
corridor.

Although survey results did not identify cultural material, consultation with the Washoe Tribe indicated
the potential for previously unidentified archaeological or tribal cultural resources within the Project
area. Accordingly, the only potential effect associated with the Proposed Action is inadvertent discovery
during ground disturbing activities. This potential is addressed through implementation of TRPA
Resource Protection BMPs (Section 3.8.3) and Mitigation Measure TCR-1. The incorporation of BMPs
and implementation of Mitigation Measure TCR-1 would ensure that no substantial adverse effects on
archaeological resources occur.

Assembly Bill AB-52 Tribal Cultural Resources

AB-52 and Section 106 of the NHPA requires that CEQA lead agencies consult with California Native
American tribes regarding potential impacts of a project to tribal cultural resources. Native American
tribe outreach has been completed and is described in Section 5.18.1 and Section 5.18.4(b)(ii).

Determination

The only potential effect associated with the Proposed Action is inadvertent discovery of previously
unidentified archaeological or tribal cultural resources during ground disturbance. That effect would be
minimized through TRPA Resource Protection BMPs and Mitigation Measure TCR-1. Therefore, the
Proposed Action would result in only a minor effect on archaeological resources, should they be
discovered during implementation of the Proposed Action.
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5.19 Utilities, Service Systems, and Energy
5.19.1 Setting

Water and Wastewater

The Project area overlies the TVS Groundwater Subbasin (California Department of Water Resources
2018). The subbasin is managed by the STPUD. Groundwater from the TVS is the primary source of
water for the area (STPUD 2021). The Project area is connected to STPUD water main which underlies
Pomo Street with a single meter box.

Sewage collection and treatment is provided in the vicinity by STPUD. The Sanitary Sewer Collection
System includes 312 miles of sewer gravity main, 106 miles of sewer laterals, 20 miles of pressurized
sewer transmission lines; and 43 pump stations to convey all the wastewater to the wastewater
treatment plant. All secondary treated effluent is exported 30 miles to Alpine County for agricultural use
(STPUD 2020). The Project area contains 2 commercial service and 2 domestic service connections to the
STPUD sewage gravity main which underlies Pomo Street.

Stormwater Drainage

The Water Quality Chapter of the Regional Plan prohibits the discharge of wastewater into Lake Tahoe,
its tributaries, or groundwater. Rudimentary stormwater ditches run along Pomo Street.

Electricity and Natural Gas

Electricity is provided to the area by Liberty Utilities, and natural gas is provided by Southwest Gas.
Overhead utility poles managed by Liberty Utilities support electrical lines along through the center of
the Project area.

Telecommunications

Telecommunication services are provided by several companies, including AT&T and Charter. These
companies provide television, internet, and telephone connection services to the residences and other
buildings in the vicinity of the Project area. Some of these lines have been converted to underground
facilities (El Dorado County 2018). A fiber optic cable, owned and operated by AT&T, is located within
the US 50 ROW, adjacent to the Project area.

Solid Waste

The community of Meyers is within El Dorado County South Tahoe Refuse Area A. South Tahoe Refuse is
under contract with this portion of El Dorado County to collect solid waste from area households and
businesses as well as to process and transfer all solid waste for disposal or recycling. South Tahoe
Refuse’s main facility, which consists of a transfer station, materials recovery facility, and the Tahoe
Basin Container Service, has a total permitted capacity of 370 tons per day, but currently receives 200 to
250 tons per day. Solid waste is transported to Lockwood Regional Landfill in Storey County, Nevada,
which receives approximately 4,000 tons per day and has a lifespan of approximately 150 years.

5.19.2 CEQA Checklist Summary
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Would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Less Than Significant Impact

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably

Less Than Significant Impact
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? & P

c) 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 Less Than Significant Impact
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste No Impact
reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and

Less Than Significant Impact
regulations related to solid waste? & P

5.19.3 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded
water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project area is anticipated to be served by STPUD, South Tahoe Refuse, Liberty Utilities, and various
telecommunication providers. Infrastructure for these services is present within the vicinity of the
Project area. The Project would also make a connection to STPUD sewage infrastructure.

Water

Project water requirements would be less than significant as discussed in Section 5.10.3(a), and would
not require STPUD to withdraw water in excess of planned amounts, or require new infrastructure such
as water mains, due to the Project’s proximity to connection points of existing water mains. A STPUD
water main underlies Pomo Street and is connected to the Project area via a single meter box
connection.

As discussed in Section 5.10 (Hydrology), water is supplied to the Project area by STPUD, which extracts
water from the South Tahoe Subbasin. STPUD’s 2025 Groundwater Management Plan establishes a safe
pumping yield of 9,528 acre-feet per year (AFY), without exceeding the rate of groundwater
replenishment. Historical and current groundwater demand remains below this value and has generally
declined since 2007 (STPUD 2025). Following the adoption of the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA), STPUD has incorporated updated sustainability criteria consistent with SGMA
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requirements. The established sustainable yield as defined by SGMA must not exceed the basin’s
average annual recharge, which was approximately 39,000 AFY between 1983 and 2015. The total
available groundwater for extraction in the Tahoe South Subbasin, which the Project area overlies, is
estimated at 32,050 AFY. STPUDs groundwater extraction remains well below these levels (STPUD 2021).
The Project would result in a minor increase in water demand relative to regional supply capacity.
Therefore, the Project’s water needs can be accommodated without affecting STPUD infrastructure
beyond the planned installation of a connection to an existing water main as part of the Project.

Wastewater

Wastewater is conveyed from the site to the STPUD Sanitary Sewer Collection System. The permitted
wet-weather flow into the STPUD wastewater plant is 18.5 million gallons per day (MGD). The peak
season for the WIS is summer. The Project is in the Upper Truckee 18 Sewer Basin which is included in
the larger Upper Truckee region in the Sewer Management Plan. Currently, the Dry Weather Flow (DWF)
for the region is 850 gallons per minute (GPM), and 2,480 GPM of flow is expected during a 10-year
storm. When calculating daily flows, with 1,440 minutes in a 24-hour period (or “day”), the Upper
Truckee region would generate sewage flows of approximately 1.2 MGD DWF and 3.6 MGD during a 10-
year storm event.

The Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency, which is another manager of sewage in the Tahoe region,
estimates each equivalent dwelling unit (an estimated sewage production unit, effectively a measure of
average household sewage output) produces 200 gallons per day (GPD) (2024). The Project would
provide 6, 1-2 bedroom apartments. Based on Department of Finance records, average household size is
approximately 2.2 individuals (DOF 2025). With 6 units, approximately 14 people can be expected to
reside on site at maximum. However, because multiple employees already reside in the area, not all 14
residents would represent increased contributions of sewage to STPUD. Assuming half of the 5 regular
season employees are already residing in the area, maximum estimated increase in sewage volume can
be estimated at 11 people.

Using the estimated household size provided by the DOF, overall sewage volume increase as a result of
the Project would be 5 equivalent dwelling units (11 people/2.2 people), or 1,000 GPD (200 GPD*5).
Compared to average DWF and a 10-year storm event, the Project would contribute approximately
0.08% and 0.03% more sewage relative to existing conditions, respectively. An increase in sewage
volume of 0.08% during DWF or 0.03% during a 10-year storm event would have minimal impact and
would not cause the STPUD Sanitary Sewer Collection System to exceed its current projected limits. In
addition, as discussed in Section 5.14 “Population and Housing,” the increase in population as part of
the Project is within the expected growth for the region (El Dorado County 2024c). There would be a less
than significant impact on sewage and wastewater systems.

Stormwater

As discussed in Section 5.10 “Hydrology,” stormwater is currently, and will continue to be treated on-
site. The Project would improve stormwater capture systems within the Project area. Consistent with
NPDES requirements, on-site stormwater systems would be designed to collect and handle all
stormwater flows generated within the Project area and storing them in a central stormwater basin with
capability for groundwater recharge. As a result of regulatory compliance, additional stormwater
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facilities, beyond those already included as part of the Project, would not be required, and impacts
would be less than significant.

Natural Gas

The Project would connect to an existing Southwest Gas main which underlies Pomo Street. The Project
would connect to existing infrastructure and would not include any new types of natural gas use not
already present in the Project area or surrounding area.

Electric Power and Telecommunications

Liberty Utilities powerlines bisect the Project area. As noted above, the Project may include
undergrounding of the existing powerlines within the Project area but would not remove or otherwise
modify existing infrastructure. The Project would also require a connection to the Liberty Utilities
electrical system. Impacts from electrical use are expected to be negligible as the Project would replace
an existing facility on the same electrical system. Various telecommunication providers serve the Project
area. Charter and ATT communication lines overly the Project area along the existing electrical utility
easement. The Project would connect to existing electrical and telecommunications infrastructure and
would not include any new types of electricity or telecommunications use not already present in the
Project area and surrounding area. Therefore, there would be no significant impact on such systems.

Overall and with respect to the Project’s demand for additional utilities, the Project would not
necessitate the construction of additional utility infrastructure beyond what is already available or
otherwise provided as part of the Project. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

b) Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

Less Than Significant Impact

As discussed in 5.10.3(a), Groundwater is the primary source of water for most communities in the Lake
Tahoe Basin, and recent data indicate that groundwater levels have remained stable, suggesting that
adequate water supplies are available (STPUD 2019). Furthermore, the STPUD Urban Groundwater
Management Plan predicts a significant quantity of groundwater available for use (STPUD 2021). As
discussed above in CEQA Checklist Question (a), the Project would result in a minor increase in water
demand relative to regional supply capacity because the majority of the Project water usage will replace
existing use, and the minor population increase that would resolve from housing proposed as part of the
Project would have a less than significant on water supplies in the region. STPUD currently utilizes
approximately 25% of its available water supply, and as a result, adequate capacity is available to serve
the Project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years.
The Project would have a less than significant impact. No mitigation is required.

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

Less Than Significant Impact
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Based on remaining available capacity of existing wastewater infrastructure and the minor increase
anticipated as part of the project, adequate capacity is anticipated to be available to serve the project.
Please refer to Section 5.19.3(a) “Wastewater,” for detailed analysis of Project wastewater generation.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

d) Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards or in excess of
the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste
reduction goals?

Less Than Significant Impact

Construction activities associated with the Project would generate solid waste requiring disposal at area
landfills. Waste generated during Project construction would include vegetation debris, wood, and other
building materials. These materials would be sent to the El Dorado Disposal-Materials Recovery and
Disposal Facility. Graded soils during construction would be used as backfill materials at the site of origin
to the maximum extent possible. Soils unsuitable for backfill use would be disposed of in available city
landfills.

The Project area is already within the South Tahoe Refuse service area and would utilize solid waste
collection services during Project operation. Additionally, the local landfill is not currently experiencing
shortages in available capacity.

Whereas current laws and local regulations require recycling to the extent feasible, the Project would
not generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals.

Waste generation from construction would be temporary and would not reduce available capacities at
existing landfills. The Project would not produce substantial volumes of waste, and compliance with
existing regulations for diversion would minimize the materials sent to local landfills. Disposal of
construction waste would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste. Future waste from residential use would be separated into waste, recyclables, and compost per
AB 1826 and El Dorado County Code No. 4319; therefore, the Project would comply with federal, state,
and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction
statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
Less Than Significant Impact

Please refer to 5.19.3(d) for discussion of solid waste production and management related to the
Project.
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5.19.4 TRPA Checklist

Except for planned improvements, will the Project result in a need for new systems, or substantial
alterations to the following utilities:

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist
Item

Answers Discussion

The Project would not require a need for new
gas or electric utility systems, nor would it

16a) Power or natural gas? No L ]
require significant alteration of such systems.
Please see 5.19.3(a) for further detail.
The Project would not require a need for new
. communication systems, nor would it require
16b) Communication systems? No

significant alteration of such systems. Please
see Section 5.19.3(a) for further detail.

16c) Utilize additional water which amount . .
Please refer to Section 5.19.3(a) and Section

would exceed the maximum permitted No ) B
5.10 “Hydrology.

capacity of the service provider?

The Project would produce a minor increase in

16d) Utilize additional sewage treatment sewage output compared to the existing
capacity which amount would exceed the No watercraft inspection station, however, the
maximum permitted capacity of the sewage increase would be minor and would not exceed
treatment provider? the maximum capacity of the STPUD

wastewater system.

Please refer to Section 5.19.3(a) and Section
16e) Storm water drainage? No 5.10 “Hydrology” for details about stormwater
management for the Project.
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16f) Solid waste and disposal? No

The Project area is already within the South
Tahoe Refuse service area and would utilize
solid waste collection services during Project
operation. The existing watercraft inspection
station is also served by South Tahoe Refuse,
therefore waste generated by the Project
would not increase waste being collected as
the Project would replace the existing
watercraft inspection station.

The Project would generate vegetation and soil
debris, and normal construction waste, which
would be disposed of in the local landfill. The
local landfill is not currently experiencing
shortages in available capacity. Housing
proposed as part of the Project would not
involve all new residents, as many employees
currently reside within the South Tahoe Refuse
service area. The potential minor increase in
population would not cause a significant
increase of waste disposal, which would cause
existing solid waste disposal systems to exceed
existing capacity.
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5.20 Wildfire

5.20.1 Environmental Setting

The Project area currently consists of mixed conifer forest with an understory dominated mostly by
grasses, forbs, and sagebrush. As noted in Section 5.9.1, the Project is in a Very High FHSZ of an SRA (CAL
FIRE 2024). Currently, water for firefighting is supplied to the Project area by a fire hydrant located near
the intersection of Cirugu Street and Pomo Street. Refer to Section 5.9.1 (Hazards and Hazardous
Materials) for further information regarding existing wildland fire hazards in the Project area.

5.20.2 Regulatory Setting

Refer to Section 5.9.2 for a discussion of regulations pertaining to wildfire that are applicable to the
Project.

5.20.3 CEQA Checklist Questions

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as Very High FHSZs, would the Project:

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or Less Than Significant Impact
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that
may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

Less Than Significant Impact

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, | Less Than Significant Impact
or drainage changes?

5.20.4 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project would involve the relocation of existing watercraft inspect activities to a site where
adequate queuing distances can be provided. The Project area, as shown in Figure 3 (Proposed Site
Plan), would provide a queuing area that would extend from the Project area’s southwestern edge and
extend through the site, thereby allowing for queuing of up to 15 boats. In addition, on-site employee
parking and on-site employee housing would be provided, which would reduce vehicles associated with
watercraft inspection activities from driving to and from the Project area and parking along local
roadways, thereby increasing emergency access in the vicinity of the Project area. Further, the Project
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would not alter any existing roads, construct new roads, or otherwise modify infrastructure required for
use during an evacuation. As such, the Project would not impair and may improve implementation of
current emergency response/evacuation plans by reducing potential queuing and congestion in the
area. As discussed in Section 5.9.3 (f), impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

b) Would the project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire
risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

Less Than Significant Impact

Multiple factors affect wildfire risk of an area. Density influences the likelihood of fire ignition or spread.
Wildfire risk is higher in low-intermediate density development because Project features typically do not
remove or substantially fragment wildland vegetation to disrupt fire spread. While low-density
developments consist of fewer structures and residences, there remains a sufficient risk of ignition from
people present in areas developed as such. Geographic hazards also play a role in wildfire risk. Location
of a project adjacent to natural or engineered fire breaks, and the projects accessibility to firefighting
services influences a projects risk of damage from active fires (California Office of the Attorney General
2022).

The Project would constitute intermediate — high density development and is located in an area with
varying levels of surrounding development, including forested lands and low-density development
within the vicinity of the Project area. US 50 and SR 89 run adjacent to the northern and eastern
boundaries of the Project area. These roadways function as breaks in wildland vegetation that could
reduce the potential for wildfire spread. In addition, both highways serve as designated evacuation
routes and are readily accessible from the Project area, either on foot via a short walk through the
Caltrans ROW or by vehicle via Pomo Street. The aforementioned highways and Pomo Street, alongside
the network of nearby local streets, would allow firefighters to rapidly access the Project area during an
active fire. These conditions are like conditions at the existing WIS located approximately 550 feet east
of the Project area.

Infrastructure also influence fire risk of a site. Aboveground powerlines have a much higher chance of
fire than those which have been underfunded. Liberty Utilities electrical lines are present within the
Project area and may be undergrounded as part of the Project. Undergrounding the lines would further
reduce existing fire risk, but even if that were not to occur, no on-site structures would be placed within
the existing utility easement. The area underneath these lines, a utility easement, is and would be
maintained as a cleared area, and surrounding forested areas within the Project area are thinned to
reduce fire risk.

Another factor which influences wildfire risk is access to water at the Project site. The Project would
connect to existing STPUD infrastructure and would replace the water use of the existing WIS. The
closest fire hydrant is located at the intersection of Cirugu Street and Pomo Street, immediately
adjacent to the west edge of the Project area. In addition, the primary activity conducted within the
Project area, decontamination of watercraft, would involve using hoses which spray heated water.
While not intended for firefighting purposes, because the decontamination equipment would be readily
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accessible to employees during decontamination activities, it would allow an additional means of
controlling/preventing ignitions or small fires, which would reduce the risk of wildfire within the Project
area. The Project would be designed to provide adequate water flow for official firefighting purposes.

Because the Project site is within a Very High FHSZ of an SRA, as a condition of Project approval, a
Project-specific WUI Fire Safe Plan must be prepared for the Project, per Policy 6.2.2.2 of the Safety
Element of the El Dorado County General Plan. The Fire Safe Plan would include measures to minimize
potential wildfire hazards, including a site-specific evacuation plan for the Project area.

In addition, and as noted above, implementation of the Project would not alter any roadways, access
points, or otherwise degrade traffic operations and access to the area in such a way as to interfere with
an existing emergency response or evacuation plan. The Project would be required to adhere to all fire
prevention and protection requirements and regulations of El Dorado County including the El Dorado
County Fire Hazard Ordinance and the Uniform Fire Code. The Project applicant would also be required
to maintain ‘defensible space’ around Project structures. Due to compliance with existing regulations,
the Project would not exacerbate wildfire risk in the area or expose Project occupants to wildfire-related
hazards. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

c) Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

Less than Significant Impact

The Project would not involve the installation of components such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or other utilities. The existing Liberty Utilities power lines would not be
removed or altered as part of the Project. A connection to existing STPUD water infrastructure would be
required, however as discussed in Section 5.10 “Hydrology and Water Quality,” the Project would
involve a shift in location of water demand of the existing watercraft inspection facility, and the
projected demand of the proposed on-site employee housing would not require a new emergency water
source. A fire hydrant is already located adjacent to the site, and the Project would be designed to
provide adequate water flow for firefighting. Firefighting services are located within the immediate
vicinity of the Project area, and those services already serve the existing facility located approximately
0.1 mile away. Furthermore, the Project would include a stormwater retention basin which would allow
for groundwater recharge, which would reduce the Project’s impacts on water supply. Therefore, the
Project would not include infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk. Through compliance with existing
regulations, including compliance with defensible space requirements, impacts would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.

d) Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes?

Less Than Significant Impact

As discussed in depth in Section 5.10 (Hydrology and Water Quality), construction of the Project would
require some ground disturbance, but all areas would be stabilized during construction and operation.
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Furthermore, the Project area is located within a relatively flat area and is not subject to geologic
hazards such as landslides or unstable soils. The Project area does not contain burn scars or steep
terrain that would be subject to post-fire instability. As a result, the Project would not result in
additional risk of flooding, landslides and post-fire slope instability because of wildfire. Impacts would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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5.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance

5.21.1 CEQA Checklist Summary

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Impact Determination

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a L
Less Than Significant Impact

fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to . L
with Mitigation

eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict

. o . Incorporated
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 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 Less Than Significant Impact

projects, the effects of other current projects, or the effects of probable future
projects.)

Less Than Significant Impact
with Mitigation
Incorporated

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

5.21.2 Answers to CEQA Checklist Questions

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, 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?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

As discussed in Sections 5.4 (Biological Resources), 5.5 (Cultural Resources), 5.9 (Hazards and Hazardous
Materials), and 5.18 (Tribal Cultural Resources), the Project would result in temporary and localized
impacts associated primarily with vegetation removal, site grading, and construction activities on
previously disturbed land. The Project area supports common native vegetation communities that are
typical of the surrounding developed and semi-developed landscape, and habitat quality has been
reduced due to existing disturbances, adjacent paved surfaces, utility easements, and adjacent
transportation infrastructure. No USFWS or CDFW protected special status species or habitat for special
status species occurs within the Project area. As mitigated through Mitigation Measure BIO-1 through
BIO-3, no USFWS or CDFW rare, threatened, or endangered species or habitat for such species would be
adversely impacted by the Project. Biological resource protection measures including pre-construction
surveys and construction controls to protect locally protected tree species as described in the mitigation
measures would be implemented.
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As mitigated through measures TCR-1, no tribal cultural resources would be adversely impacted by the
Project. Inadvertent discovery protocols are also required by TRPA, as described in the Project
Description, which further ensure a less than significant effect on tribal cultural resources.

Potential impacts to biological resources, cultural resources, and tribal cultural resources were
identified; however, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level through
implementation of Project-specific mitigation measures and standard construction controls. With
mitigation incorporated, the Project would not substantially degrade environmental quality, reduce
wildlife habitat to non-self-sustaining levels, threaten the continued existence of plant or animal
communities, or eliminate important examples of California or Nevada history or prehistory. With
implementation of the aforementioned mitigation measures, the Project would not result have the
potential to substantially degrade the existing environment. No additional mitigation is required.

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, or the effects of probable future projects.?

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project would not be considered cumulatively considerable with other projects located in the area
due to its relatively isolated location and lack of planned development nearby within the unincorporated
community of Meyers. Further, the Project (as demonstrated above) would not result in an exceedance
for any criteria air pollutant for which the region is in non-attainment; therefore, there would be no
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria pollutants or GHGs. The Project would also not
contribute to a significant loss of cultural, biological resources, water quality, or degradation of regional
VMT. Therefore, the Project would not result in significant impacts that are individually limited but
cumulatively considerable. No mitigation is required.

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

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

As discussed throughout this environmental checklist, the Project is not anticipated to in substantial
adverse effects on human beings related to air quality, hazardous materials, and most other issue areas.
With respect to noise, the Project would result in perceivable sound levels during construction, which
could be considered to effect human beings. However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure
NOI-1, on-site noise levels would be minimized by locating equipment as far as feasible from nearby
residences (to the east and south) and adhering to allowable hours of construction. As such, potential
direct or indirect effects on human beings are not anticipated to be substantially adverse and would be
consistent with the urban/suburban environment of the Meyers community. With the aforementioned
mitigation measure, impacts would be less than significant. No additional mitigation is required.
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5.21.3 TRPA Checklist
TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist

Answers Discussion
Item

21a) Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal No, with Please refer to discussion and analysis for
community, reduce the number or restrict Mitigation Section 5.21.2(a) above.

the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California or Nevada
history or prehistory?

The Project replaces an existing facility
designed to protect Lake Tahoe water quality
and biological resources within the Lake Tahoe
Basin. The original facility was intended for
temporary use; the Project would replace that
facility with one designed for longevity. The
Project would be capable of managing all
stormwater on-site, and would also include
employee housing to reduce VMT, increase
employee housing stock in the Tahoe Basin,
and help ensure that the facility is able to
retain staff to support operation. While the
Project would result in short-term temporary
impacts such as increased noise from
construction, the Project has been designed to
operate as independently as possible, and to
facilitate a reduction in long-term
environmental effects of AlS introduction in
the Lake Tahoe Basin. In addition, short-term
impacts including those from Project
construction have been mitigated to a less
than significant level.

21b) Does the project have the potential to
achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of
long-term, environmental goals? (A short-
term impact on the environment is one which No
occurs in a relatively brief, definitive period of
time, while long-term impacts would endure
well into the future.)

21c) Does the project have impacts which are
individually limited, but cumulatively

considerable? (A project may impact on two
(A proj y1mp No, with Please refer to discussion and analysis for

or more separate resources where the impact L )
Mitigation Section 5.21.2(b) above.

on each resource is relatively small, but
where the effect of the total of those impacts

on the environmental is significant?)
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21d) Does the project have environmental

impacts which would cause substantial No, with Please refer to discussion and analysis for
adverse effects on human being, either Mitigation Section 5.21.2(c) above.

directly or indirectly?

5.21.4 NEPA Analysis of Effects

Reasonably Foreseeable Effects

Under NEPA, a reasonably foreseeable effect is the effect on the environment that results from the
incremental effect of the Proposed Action when added to the effects of other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency or person undertakes the other
actions and regardless of land ownership on which the other actions occur. An individual action when
considered alone may not have a significant effect, but when its effects are considered in sum with the
effects of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, the effects may be significant
(40 CFR 1508.7, 1508.8).

Reasonably foreseeable effects can result from individually minor, but collectively significant actions
taking place over a period of time. Reasonably foreseeable effects are commonly confused with indirect
effects. Reasonably foreseeable effects analysis analyzes other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future actions, by the USFWS as well as other agencies.

Reasonably foreseeable effects are those additive effects to resources on the landscape from:
« The actions proposed in this Project (as an additive effect) when combined with
» The effects of:
0 past projects,
0 currently active projects, and
0 projects that are planned in the foreseeable future.

The NEPA analysis within this document relies on current environmental conditions as a proxy for the
impacts of past actions. This is because existing conditions reflect the aggregate impact of all prior
human actions and natural events that have affected the environment (and might contribute to
reasonably foreseeable effects).

The reasonably foreseeable future actions used in the cumulative analysis are limited to projects that
are funded and have progressed in the planning stages sufficiently to clearly identify the anticipated
direct and indirect environmental effects. There are no such notable projects which are planned to
occur, or have occurred within the Project area, or immediate vicinity.

Projects where the implementation may take place at some undefined point in the future and/or have
unformed proposed actions which do not yet have specific environmental consequences cannot be
reasonably included in the analysis. If the specific location, action, direct and indirect effects, and timing
cannot be predicted with some degree of certainty, then including that project in the analysis is only
speculative — which may lead to inaccurate cumulative effects analyses. Future actions are only included
if their impacts are forecasted to occur before the impacts of the Proposed Action have ended.
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Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and no changes would
occur within the Project area. Existing conditions would remain consistent with the Environmental
Settings described in the previous sections.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative

The Proposed Action would not have reasonably foreseeable effects on the quality of the human
environment. As discussed in Sections 5.4 (Biological Resources), 5.5 (Cultural Resources), 5.9 (Hazards
and Hazardous Materials), and 5.18 (Tribal Cultural Resources), the Proposed Action would result in
temporary, localized impacts primarily associated with vegetation removal, site grading, and
construction activities within an area that has been previously disturbed and influenced by existing
development, utility corridors, and adjacent transportation infrastructure.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3, and construction controls, the
Proposed Action would not adversely affect rare, threatened, or endangered species or substantially
reduce wildlife habitat to non-self-sustaining levels. Potential impacts to cultural and tribal cultural
resources were identified; however, with implementation of Mitigation Measure TCR-1 and adherence
to inadvertent discovery protocols required by the TRPA, no adverse effects on cultural or tribal cultural
resources would occur. The Proposed Action would not result in exceedances of criteria air pollutants or
greenhouse gas thresholds, and therefore would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable increase
in regional emissions. The Proposed Action would not contribute to cumulative losses of biological
resources, cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, water quality, or regional VMT.

The Proposed Action would not result in impacts that are individually limited but cumulatively
considerable. The Proposed Action is located within an isolated portion of the unincorporated
community of Meyers, with no other planned or reasonably foreseeable development projects in the
immediate vicinity that would contribute to cumulative impacts.

Effects on Human Health and Safety

The Proposed Action would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly. As discussed throughout the environmental analysis, the Proposed Action would not result in
significant impacts related to air quality (Section 5.3), hazardous materials (Section 5.9), or other public
health and safety considerations (Sections 5.9.6, 5.13).

Construction activities would result in temporary increase in noise levels that could affect nearby
residents. However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, including restrictions on
construction hours and the placement of equipment as far as feasible from nearby residences,
construction noise impacts would be minimized. With implementation of the aforementioned
mitigation, the Proposed Action would not result in substantial adverse effects on human beings.

Comparison of Alternatives
Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and no changes would
occur within the Project area. Existing conditions would remain as described in the Environmental
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Setting sections throughout this document. Temporary and aging infrastructure would continue to
operate in its current condition, and opportunities to improve long-term environmental protection,
operational efficiency, and reduced indirect effects would not be realized.

Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action Alternative

As discussed in above and in Sections 5.21.2(a), (b), and (c), the Proposed Action would result in
temporary, localized impacts during construction; however, these impacts would be reduced to less
than significant levels through implementation of Project-specific mitigation measures and standard
construction controls. There are no other reasonably foreseeable future projects within the Project area
that would contribute to cumulative impacts.

The Proposed Action would provide long-term environmental benefits, including improved operational
efficiency and reduced potential for adverse environmental effects, while avoiding significant impacts to
biological resources, cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, and human health and safety.

Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist/Environmental Assessment April 2026

160



Meyers Watercraft Inspection Station
Coordination and Consultation Meyers, California

6 Coordination and Consultation

6.1.1 Tribal Consultation

Native American correspondence was initiated with a letter to the NAHC. The letter requested a search
of their SLF and a contact list for regional tribes that may have knowledge of tribal cultural resources
within or immediately adjacent to the APE. A response was received from the NAHC on September 9,
2024, which indicated negative SLF results for the APE and its immediate vicinity.

Native American correspondence was initiated on October 14, 2024, to request consultation with all
tribes affiliated with the Project area. Follow-up emails were sent on October 28, 2024, to tribes who did
not respond to the initial outreach. On October 28, 2024, the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California
responded that they require a Cultural Monitor to be present during ground disturbance activity. UAIC
of the Auburn Rancheria deferred consultation to the Washoe Tribe on October 14, 2024. The Colfax-
Todds Valley Consolidated Tribe, Susanville Indian Rancheria and Wilton Rancheria have not responded
to date. Additional responses, if received during the public comment period, will be considered and
included as part of the administrative record for the Project.

6.1.2  Scoping

Formal public scoping was not conducted as part of preparation of this document. CEQA does not
require formal scoping prior to preparing an IS/MND, and scoping is not required under NEPA or for a
TRPA IEC.

El Dorado County staff did conduct a public information meeting to discuss consideration of the Project
for local community members on October 14, 2024, at the Lake Valley Fire Protection District Training
Room (2211 Keetak Street in the City of South Lake Tahoe). The meeting was also available via Zoom.
Public comment received during the meeting included requests for consideration of potential impacts to
the surrounding neighborhood, including visual, traffic, and safety, and whether the Project could be
accessed via US 50 instead of Pomo Street. The County will also be conducting an additional public
information meeting on May 4, 2026, for the Project.

7 Certification Statement

This EA has been developed pursuant to the NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), the Department of the
Interior NEPA (DOI) NEPA Regulations (43 CFR 46), the U.S. Department of the Interior Handbook of
NEPA Implementing Procedures (516 DM 1), the Service policy (550 Service Manual or FW), and other
applicable federal and state laws and regulations.
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8 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan

CEQA requires review of any project that could have significant adverse effects on the environment. In
1988, CEQA was amended to require reporting on, and monitoring of, mitigation measures adopted as
part of the environmental review process. This MMRP is designed to aid the County in their
implementation and monitoring of measures proposed in the IS for the Project.

Table 7 provides details of the MMRP. The mitigation measures are taken from the IS and are assigned
the same number as in the IS. The MMRP describes the steps that must take place to implement each
mitigation measure, the timing of those requirements, and the entities responsible for implementing
and monitoring the requirements.
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Table 7. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan

Mitigation Timing and Verification of

Mitigation Activities Implemented By Monitored By )
Measure Frequency Compliance

All Sierra juniper trees located outside the immediate footprint or
essential work area of Project components will be protected and
avoided regardless of diameter at breast height. Sierra junipers
that occur within the immediate footprint or essential work area
of Project components (e.g., buildings, decontamination area, or
other permanent infrastructure) may be removed where
avoidance is infeasible. Any such removal will occur in compliance
with the Meyers Area Plan and TRPA Code of Ordinances and will
require all applicable permits and approvals prior to removal.
BIO-1 Temporary construction uses, such as staging areas, shall not Contractor El Dorado County
qualify as essential work area requiring tree removal.

Prior to and during
construction

At a minimum and prior to construction, orange construction
limit fencing will be installed around the entire dripline of each
on-site tree within 20 feet of the limits of construction. No
ground disturbance, soil compaction, construction of structures,
or staging or storage of construction materials will occur within
the fenced protection area. Existing grade around each juniper
will be maintained to at least the edge of the tree’s dripline.

To prevent the spread of invasive species, the Project proponent
will treat and/or remove invasive plants in the Project area prior
to construction. Any construction equipment and materials that
enter the Project area will be cleaned, free of dirt, vegetation
material, and other organic/inorganic debris. All equipment and
materials will be cleaned prior to entering the Project area, and
the construction manager or other qualified personnel shall
inspect all equipment to ensure this requirement is met.
Disturbed soil areas and stockpiles will be covered when inactive
and will be monitored/treated for invasive plant species
establishment. All disturbed soil areas will be landscaped or
otherwise revegetated with native species.[TG2.1][CH2.2] All
imported fill, mulch, straw, seed, or other revegetation materials
used during construction shall be certified free of noxious weeds.

During

BIO-2 .
construction

Contractor El Dorado County
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Mitigation Timing and Verification of

Mitigation Activities Implemented By Monitored By .
Measure Frequency Compliance

At least 14 days prior to removal or modification of trees or other
features that may provide roosting habitat for bats, a qualified
biologist will conduct a pre-construction survey to determine the
presence or absence of roosting bats. Results of the survey will be
provided to the Project proponent. If bats or signs indicating past |Contractor-
BIO-3 or present roosting are found, the Project proponent will report |provided qualified |El Dorado County
the bat observation or roost to California Department of Fish and |biologist
Wildlife (CDFW) and will delay removal until the roost can be
confirmed unoccupied. The Project proponent will coordinate
with CDFW to determine an appropriate activity-free buffer area
around occupied roosts in the Project area, if found.

Prior to
construction

TRPA shall establish the following as conditions of approval for

any permit that results in the use of construction equipment:

e  Construction shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 6:30 p.m.

e All construction equipment powered by internal
combustion engines shall be properly muffled and
maintained.

e Quiet construction equipment, particularly air
compressors, are to be selected whenever possible.

e All stationary noise-generating construction equipment
such as generators or air compressors is to be located as

NOI-1 far as is practical from existing residences. In addition, |Contractor El Dorado County
the Project contractor shall place such stationary
construction equipment so that emitted noise is directed
away from sensitive receptors nearest the Project site.

e Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines is
prohibited.

e The construction contractor shall, to the maximum
extent practical, locate on-site equipment staging areas
to maximize the distance between construction-related
noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors nearest the
Project site during all Project construction.

Daily, during
construction
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Meyers Watercraft Inspection Station

Meyers, California

TCR-1

The County will enact the following measures related to tribal
cultural resources:
1. Construction Monitoring. The Washoe Tribe of California and
Nevada has requested, and the County has agreed, to tribal
cultural resources monitoring during ground disturbing
construction activities. The County will prepare a monitoring plan
and provide it to the Tribe prior to commencing construction, and
shall continue coordination with the Tribe up to and during
ground disturbing activities of the Project concerning the
avoidance and protection of Tribal Cultural Resources that may
be impacted.
2. Inadvertent Discoveries. The following measure is intended to
address the evaluation and treatment of
inadvertent/unanticipated discoveries of potential tribal cultural
resources during the Project’s ground disturbing activities. An
inadvertent discovery plan will be included in the monitoring
plan:
a. If any suspected tribal cultural resources are discovered
during ground disturbing construction activities, all work shall
cease within 100 feet of the discovery, or an agreed upon
distance based on the Project area and nature of the find. A
qualified professional archaeologist and a Tribal
Representative from a California Native American tribe that is
traditionally and culturally affiliated with a geographic area
shall be immediately notified and shall determine if the find is
a tribal cultural resources (PRC § 21074). The Tribal
Representative or qualified archaeologist will make
recommendations for further evaluation and treatment as
necessary.
b. The contractor shall implement any measures deemed by
the County to be necessary and feasible to preserve in place,
avoid, or minimize impacts to the resource, including, but not
limited to, facilitating the appropriate tribal treatment of the
find, as necessary.
c. Work at the discovery location shall not resume until all
necessary investigation and evaluation of the discovery have
been satisfied.

El Dorado County
with assistance
from the Washoe
Tribe of California
and Nevada

El Dorado County

During
construction
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Mitigation Timing and Verification of

Mitigation Activities Implemented By Monitored By .
Measure Frequency Compliance

3. Human Remains. In the event human remains are discovered,
all work shall cease immediately, and the County, TRPA, and the
Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California shall be informed. All
measures shall be made to secure and protect areas in which
human remains and funeral objects are discovered. Construction
workers and/or contractors or subcontractors on the job site will
not be permitted to take photographs of human remains, or
funeral objects. Resources are not to be moved or taken from the
Project area and work should not resume until authorized.

The County Coroner and local law enforcement will be notified
according to Section 5097.98 of the State PRC and Section 7050.5
of California's Health and Safety Code to conduct proper
evaluation and treatment of remains. The coroner and the law
enforcement agency will evaluate the discovery to determine
whether it is a crime scene or a burial. If the remains are
determined to be Native American, the coroner will notify the
Native American Heritage Commission, and the procedures
outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5(d) and (e) shall be followed.

If human remains are determined to be associated with a burial,
the County will notify the SHPO and will work with SHPO to
determine measures to take. That office will contact the
appropriate tribal representatives and consult on the disposition
of the remains and any associated artifacts.
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9 List of Preparers and Sources

9.1 Preparers

9.1.1 El Dorado County

Thea Graybill — Planning Manager, Long Range Planning Unit, Planning and Building Department

9.1.2 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Dennis Zabaglo — Aquatic Invasive Species Program Manager, Principal Environmental Specialist

9.1.3  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Alicia Logalbo — NEPA Coordinator

Michelle Ward, Ph.D. — Biologist

9.14 NCE

Jason Drew — Principal

Silas Callahan — Associate Engineer

Chris Mundhenk — Project Manager

Dylan Karlowicz — Biologist

Genevieve Pennanen — Cultural Resources Specialist
Caleb Hute — Environmental Planner

Beki Croston — Technical Editor

9.2 Sources
American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE). 2024. “ASCE 7 Hazard Tool.” https://asce7hazardtool.online.

California Air Resources Board. 2013. California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality—2013 Edition.
http://www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac13/almanac13.htm.

California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2021. “About The California Air Resources Board.”
https://ww?2.arb.ca.gov/about.

California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2025. “iADAM: Air Quality Data Statistics.”
https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/.

California Department of Conservation (DOC). 2016. “Mines Online.”
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/mol/index.html.

4

California Department of Conservation (DOC). 2022. “California Important Farmland Mapper.’
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/.

California Department of Conservation (DOC). 2025. “Williamson Act Enrollment Finder.”
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/WilliamsonAct/App/.
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California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2013. Technical Noise Supplement, Traffic Noise
Analysais Protocol.
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42, Interim Revision 2007.

California Geological Survey (CGS). 2025a. Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation, EQ Zapp.”
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California Geological Survey (CGS). 2025b. “Fault Activity Map of California.”
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2025. https://GeoTracker.waterboards.ca.gov/.
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El Dorado County. 2002. Guide to Air Quality Assessment. https://www.eldoradocounty.ca.gov/Land-
Use/Air-Quality-Management-District/Air-Quality-Planning-and-Information/Guide-to-Air-
Quality-Assessment.
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Transportation Analysis. Prepared for the Meyers AlS Inspection Station Project.
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Appendix A

Air Quality/GHG Modeling Results







































































































































Appendix B

Biological Resource Assessment
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https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
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The decibel scale is logarithmic, not linear. In other words, two sound levels 10-dB apart differ in acoustic
energy by a factor of 10. When the standard logarithmic decibel is A-weighted, an increase of 10-dBA is
generally perceived as a doubling in loudness. For example, a 70-dBA sound is half as loud as an 80-dBA sound,
and twice as loud as a 60-dBA sound.

Community noise is commonly described in terms of the ambient noise level, which is defined as the all-
encompassing noise level associated with a given environment. A common statistical tool is the average, or
equivalent, sound level (Leq), which corresponds to a steady-state A-weighted sound level containing the same
total energy as a time varying signal over a given time period (usually one hour). The Leq is the foundation of
the composite noise descriptor, Lan, and shows very good correlation with community response to noise.

The day/night average level (DNL or Lq4n) is based upon the average noise level over a 24-hour day, with a +10-
decibel weighing applied to noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) hours. The nighttime
penalty is based upon the assumption that people react to nighttime noise exposures as though they were
twice as loud as daytime exposures. Because Lqn represents a 24-hour average, it tends to disguise short-term
variations in the noise environment.

Table 1 lists several examples of the noise levels associated with common situations. Appendix A provides a
summary of acoustical terms used in this report.

TABLE 1: TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS

Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities
--110-- Rock Band
Jet Fly-over at 300 m (1,000 ft.) --100--
Gas Lawn Mower at 1 m (3 ft.) --90--

Diesel Truck at 15 m (50 ft.), ~-80-- Food Blender at 1 m (3 ft.)
at 80 km/hr. (50 mph) Garbage Disposal at 1 m (3 ft.)

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime
Gas Lawn Mower, 30 m (100 ft.)

Commercial Area
Heavy Traffic at 90 m (300 ft.)

--70-- Vacuum Cleaner at 3 m (10 ft.)

--60-- Normal Speech at 1 m (3 ft.)

Large Business Office

Quiet Urban Daytime =50~ Dishwasher in Next Room
Quiet Urban Nighttime --40-- Theater, Large Conference Room (Background)
Quiet Suburban Nighttime --30-- Library
Quiet Rural Nighttime --20-- Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall (Background)
--10-- Broadcast/Recording Studio
Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing --0-- Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing

Source: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. September, 2013.
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