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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Project Overview

The Tahoe City Public Utility District (TCPUD) proposes to construct a new domestic drinking
water treatment plant (WTP) using Lake Tahoe surface water as its source. The proposed West
Lake Tahoe Regional Water Treatment Plant (WLTRWTP) would provide increased potable
water service reliability and quality for the TCPUD McKinney-Quail Water Service Area
(MQWSA) and other water systems in the West Lake Tahoe region by replacing the existing
Interim Surface WTP (ISWTP).

1.2 California Environmental Quality Act Compliance

This initial study (1S) has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.),
and the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.).

1.3 Project Planning Setting

The WLTRWTP Project (project or proposed project) is proposed to be located within the
TCPUD MQWSA, near the community of Tahoma on the west shore of Lake Tahoe, in Placer
County, California. The project site is located within the Lake Tahoe Basin and the jurisdiction
of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA).

1.4 Public Review Process

The proposed mitigated negative declaration (MND) and IS are being circulated for public
review for a period of 30 days, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15073(a).

2 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

2.1 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

This IS considers the environmental issues identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.
2.2 Environmental Determination

As lead agency, TCPUD finds that the IS identifies potentially significant effects that would
result from implementation of the proposed project, but that revisions to the project (including
revisions required by mitigation measures included in this IS) would avoid the effects or mitigate
the effects to a point where clearly no significant impacts would occur. The mitigation measures
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identified in this IS are listed in Table 2-1 below. There is no substantial evidence that the
project, as revised, would have a significant effect on the environment.

Table 2-1
Mitigation Summary

Number

Measure

Mitigation Measure
AES-1

All exterior lighting installed at the project site shall be placed at a maximum
height of 14 feet, directed downward and shielded. The maximum light level at
the property line for general night lighting of the building perimeter and entrance
shall be 1 foot candle. The maximum light level at the property line for motion-
sensing security lighting shall be 4 foot candles. Lighting necessary for any
temporary emergency lighting shall not be subject to these maximum light levels,
but shall be directed towards the work area and temporary shielding of adjacent
residential properties shall be provided where feasible. All lighting shall comply
with the following design standards:

e Lighting shall be directed away from adjacent roadways and shall not
interfere with traffic or create a safety hazard.

e Landscaping shall be used to screen views of on-site lighting from
adjacent and proximate residences.

e Exterior lights shall not blink or flash.

e String lights, building or roofline tube lighting, and reflective or
luminescent wall surfaces are prohibited.

e  Exterior lighting shall not be attached to trees.

e Qutdoor lighting shall be used for purposes of illumination only and shall
not be designed for, or used as, an advertising display. lllumination for
aesthetic or dramatic purposes of any building or surrounding landscape
utilizing exterior light fixtures projected above the horizontal is prohibited.

Mitigation Measure
BIO-1

To avoid take of any nesting birds, including raptors, tree removal within the
study area shall be conducted between September 1 and May 1, which is outside
of the typical breeding season, where feasible.

For any construction activities, including tree removal, initiated during the typical
breeding season (generally May 1 to through August 31) a pre-construction
nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within 15 days prior
to project-related activities. The nesting survey shall be repeated every two

DUDEK
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weeks throughout any construction activities that occur during the breeding
season. If any active nests are found on or within 100 feet of the proposed area
of disturbance, consultation shall be initiated with CDFW to determine
appropriate avoidance measures and responsibilities. Avoidance measures
typically include limited operating periods and / or a 100 to 500-foot buffer from
the nest until it is determined to be inactive.

To avoid impacts to habitat for cavity-nesting wildlife species, standing snags
shall not be disturbed to the extent possible.

Mitigation Measure
BIO-2:

A pre-construction Tahoe yellow cress survey shall be conducted to identify
existing populations and confirm there are no additional populations in the project
area. The construction contractor shall install high visibility avoidance fencing
around Tahoe yellow cress populations where construction would occur within 25
feet of identified populations. A qualified biologist shall inspect the avoidance
fencing prior to initiation of construction and periodically during construction that
occurs within 25 feet of identified populations.

Mitigation Measure
BIO-3:

Any impacts to wetlands, waters of the U.S., and waters of the state shall be
compensated for or reduced through the establishment of replacement habitat at a
minimum ratio of 1:1 and in accordance with the terms of the resource agency
permits obtained to authorize such impacts. Where riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural communities are to be avoided during construction, the construction
contractor shall erect exclusion fencing around these areas to ensure protection.
These areas shall be inspected by a qualified biologist prior to and routinely during
construction. The qualified biologist shall also routinely inspect construction activities
within 25 feet of Lake Tahoe and McKinney Creek to ensure that all equipment
remains outside of any protected zone.

Mitigation Measure
BIO-4:

Prior to any ground-disturbing activities or construction within 25 feet of McKinney
Creek and the associated Stream Environment Zone, exclusion fencing shall be
erected at the boundary of the Stream Environment Zone. The fencing shall be
inspected by a qualified biologist prior to construction and routinely throughout
construction activities that occur within 25 feet of the Stream Environment Zone.

Mitigation Measure
BIO-5:

Prior to initiation of construction, TCPUD shall prepare a Tree Treatment Plan to
address tree removal and tree protection provisions, as outlined in the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Code of Ordinances Section 33.6.4. The
construction contractor shall implement vegetation protection measures during
construction activities, consistent with Section 33.6 of the TRPA Code of

DUDEK
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Ordinances, to minimize damage to retained trees. Protection measures for
retained trees shall include:

A. Fencing shall be placed no closer than the dripline of the tree(s) unless
an alternative placement is approved by TRPA.

B. The location and type of the protective fencing shall be shown on
approved plans.

C. No material or equipment shall enter or be placed in the areas protected
by fencing or outside the construction areas without prior approval from
TRPA.

D. Protective fencing for trees shall be constructed with metal posts and
industry-standard mesh fencing that is at least four feet tall, unless an
alternative method is approved by TRPA. All protective fencing shall be
adequately maintained to provide a functional barrier during construction.

E. An alternative method of tree protection may be required if conditions
warrant due to location of tree or the importance of the tree for visual
screening.

Prior to initiation of construction, TCPUD shall also prepare a Revegetation Plan
to establish vegetative cover on disturbed areas that will not be otherwise
developed (expected to include new pipeline alignments, graded slopes, etc.), as
identified in TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 61.4. Revegetation efforts shall
consider post-construction stand density, stand health, and fire safety/defensible
space requirements.

Mitigation Measure
NOI-1:

Routine periodic testing of proposed generators, including monthly and quarterly
operation of the generator units, shall only occur between 8 AM and 6 PM.

Mitigation Measure
NOI-2:

The proposed generator for Phase 1 of the WTP shall be enclosed within
minimum 6-foot high perimeter solid walls, in addition to incorporating the Level 2
sound attenuating cabinet from the manufacturer. Any opening in the perimeter
wall shall be equipped with a solid door or gates.

DUDEK
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Mitigation Measure
NOI-3:

The following measures shall be implemented to minimize nuisance effects
during construction:

Construction activities shall be limited to 8 AM to 6 PM Mondays-
Sundays.

All internal combustion engine driven equipment shall be equipped with
intake and exhaust mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate
for the equipment.

Stationary noise-generating equipment shall be located as far away as
possible from sensitive receptors that adjoin or are near the active
construction site.

“Quiet” air compressors and other stationary noise generating
equipment shall be used where appropriate technology exists.

The project sponsor shall designate a “disturbance coordinator”
responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction
noise. The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of the
noise complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and require
that reasonable measures warranted to correct the problem be
implemented. The project sponsor shall also post a telephone number for
excessive noise complaints in conspicuous locations in the vicinity of the
project site. Additionally, the project sponsor shall send a notice to
neighbors in the project vicinity with information on the construction
schedule and the telephone number for noise complaints.

DUDEK
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3 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
Project Title

West Lake Tahoe Regional Water Treatment Plant (WLTRWTP)
Lead Agency Name and Address

Tahoe City Public Utility District
P.O. Box 5249
Tahoe City, California 96145

Contact Person and Phone Number

Matt Homolka, District Engineer/Assistant General Manager
530.580.6042

Project Location

The proposed WLTRWTP building would be constructed on a vacant parcel west of State
Route (SR) 89 adjacent to Lodge Drive on the northern portion of an approximately 6.5-acre
parcel, which is currently owned by the California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC). The building
site is adjacent to residences and immediately west of SR 89. The Tahoe City to Sugar Pine
bike trail (West Shore bike trail) runs between SR 89 and the building site. The proposed
project would use a reconstructed lake intake at the Chambers Landing Beach, which is
located across SR 89, approximately 0.2 mile from the WTP building site. The project
would also include reconstruction of an existing water intake pump station and pipeline at
Chambers Landing Beach and installation of a new water transmission pipeline between
the intake station and the treatment plant building. A regional map is provided in Figure
1, a vicinity map is provided in Figure 2, and an aerial map is provided in Figure 3.

Project Sponsor’'s Name and Address

Tahoe City Public Utility District
P.O. Box 5249
Tahoe City, California 96145

General Plan and Zoning

The project site is within the West Shore General Plan, adopted October 1998, and is
currently within the planning area of the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan Update.
Existing land use classification is Residential. The pertinent zoning district is 156
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Chamberlands. This zoning allows for local public health and safety facilities and public
utility centers as Special Uses within the district.

The proposed WLTRWTP would serve primarily residential land uses and limited commercial
and recreational land uses. The primary service area would be the TCPUD’s MQWSA. The
Tahoe Meadows System is a neighborhood served by the MQWSA. The project may also
serve the service areas of five other water systems, specifically the Madden Creek Water
Company, Tahoe Cedars Water Company, Tahoe Pines/Tahoe Swiss Village Water Company,
Skyland/Nielsen Water Company, and Timberland Water Company. The service areas for all
six water systems are shown in Figure 4.

Project Background and Need
Background

Water service along the West Shore of Lake Tahoe suffers from an inefficient, disjointed
delivery system. There are 14 separate water systems under different ownerships between
Sunnyside and Emerald Bay. These 14 systems serve approximately 4,700 water service
connections. Each system uses different groundwater sources, creating inefficient
redundancies in delivery. Most are more than 40 years old. Many of these water systems
lack permitted backup water supplies and/or have primary drinking water quality
compliance issues as regulated by the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of
Drinking Water (DDW). Most systems are significantly undercapitalized, which creates a
challenge in making the investments necessary to meet all of today’s drinking water
standards.

The TCPUD’s MQWSA is one of these water systems. The MQWSA is an isolated
subsystem of the TCPUD, located between the communities of Homewood and Tahoma.
The system extends roughly from Moana Circle in the south to Tahoe Ski Bowl Way in
the north and includes the Tahoma Meadows neighborhood. The MQWSA serves 559
water service connections and has historically experienced a number of water supply and
water quality deficiencies or concerns. The MQWSA is currently in compliance with
DDW primary and secondary source of supply and drinking water quality standards.
However, TCPUD’s ability to maintain this compliance within the MQWSA is of
concern, as described in the following text, given the age, condition, and configuration of
the water supply sources.

The MQWSA currently has three different water supply sources:

e Crystal Way groundwater well (McKinney Well No. 3) — This well was
constructed in 1994 with an estimated maximum capacity of 500 gallons per
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minute (gpm). Until 2004, this was the only water source for the MQWSA, and
the system was not compliant with DDW secondary (backup) source
requirements. From the time the well was activated, it began showing a steady
decline in static and dynamic groundwater levels due to over-withdrawal. The
groundwater level decline has stabilized at about 70% of their original levels
with the construction of the additional interim sources described in the
following text. This stabilization has occurred because the well is no longer
being used to satisfy the year-round system demand. Based on this, the
sustainable capacity of this well is far less than 500 gpm. It is closer to the
wintertime maximum demand in the MQWSA, which is generally 70 to 100
gpm. Furthermore, this well has corrosive water quality issues and has
exhibited Lead and Copper Rule non-compliance issues.

e Interim Surface Water Treatment Plant (ISWTP) at Chambers Landing — The
ISWTP was constructed in the spring of 2004 and is supplied with Lake Tahoe
water through a lake intake on Chambers Landing Beach. The plant has a
permitted capacity of 300 gpm. It was constructed using repurposed filtration
equipment and was permitted on an interim and emergency basis (not
permanent). It is not enclosed in a building and, therefore, cannot be operated
during the winter months (November to April), and must be shut down and
winterized each year.

e Emergency Interconnection with McKinney Water District — This two-way
emergency interconnection with the McKinney Water District (an adjacent
public water system) was constructed in 2010. The interconnection is available
to provide emergency water supply (up to 175 gpm) to either system and is
governed by a memorandum of understanding between the two agencies. The
primary water supply in the McKinney Water District complies with DDW
water quality standards. However, it is not under the control of the TCPUD.
The interconnection currently serves as the MQWSA secondary (backup) water
source during the times the ISWTP is shut down.

Three other potential water sources exist in the MQWSA, but are not used. McKinney
Well No. 1 has been shut down due to high iron and manganese content. A test well
(McKinney Well No. 2) was drilled at the top of Grouse Drive. However, it was not
completed for production due to also exhibiting high iron and manganese content. To use
either of these wells for water supply would require groundwater treatment to comply
with DDW drinking water quality standards. Such a treatment plant would be similar in
magnitude and process as that proposed for the WLTRWTP. The third potential source is
the McKinney Shores Lake Intake, which consists of a lake intake with a single lake
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pump. This intake is not connected to the MQWSA. The existing McKinney Shores
intake has a limited capacity (approximately 175 gpm) and does not include a surface
WTP. Planning for the proposed project included consideration of an alternative location
for construction of the WTP. This alternative would have included reconstructing the
McKinney Shores intake to provide the WTP water supply. As discussed following the
proposed project description, this alternative was ultimately rejected based on the
analysis of potential environmental effects and public input.

The MQWSA is adjacent or nearby to a number of other private and public water
systems that face similar or more significant water source/supply issues. In many
cases, the systems do not have adequate or reliable secondary (backup) water sources.
A WTP sized to provide regional water supply capacity to some or all of these
systems would provide a far more cost-effective solution than each system resolving
their supply issues independently.

Project Purpose and Need

TCPUD is proposing to construct the new WLTRWTP to address water supply issues
identified previously for the MQWSA, and to provide the foundation for a coordinated
and regional drinking water supply solution for a portion of the west shore area of Lake
Tahoe. The WLTRWTP would provide a permanent, all-season, reliable, and drought-
resistant drinking water supply to the MQWSA and, potentially, other water systems
within the region. Specifically, it would:

e Replace the water supply to the MQWSA currently provided by the ISWTP.
The ISWTP has reached the end of its service life, is expensive to operate with
annual shutdowns and startups, and is not permitted for long-term use. It must
be replaced with a permanent, all-season water supply source.

e Serve as the primary water source for the MQWSA paired with the McKinney
Well No. 3 as the permitted secondary (backup) source in full compliance with
DDW source of supply regulations. Placing McKinney Well No. 3 in the
secondary source position would preserve its sustainable capacity and maintain
an acceptable static water level. The stabilization of Well No. 3 groundwater
levels after the construction of the ISWTP clearly indicates that this well is
better utilized in a backup position.

e Remove the reliance upon the emergency interconnection to McKinney Water
District as the MQWSA’s wintertime-permitted secondary source.
Interconnections should not be relied upon as secondary sources of supply.
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They are intended for short-term, extreme emergencies, governed by a
memorandum of understanding, and outside the control of the TCPUD.

Reduce TCPUD’s and other area water suppliers” reliance upon groundwater,
which has historically shown water quality issues and capacity limitations.
Adding to capacity reliability concerns of groundwater is the impacts caused
by climate change. A decreased snowpack and increased rainfall would likely
negatively affect the resiliency of groundwater sources, as groundwater
recharge from increased rainfall is not as favorable as recharge from a melting
snowpack.

Potentially provide regional source water to adjacent or nearby water systems,
either through wholesale agreements or by consolidation. In particular, the
following water systems are within the potential service area of the
WLTRWTP and represent approximately 2,480 service connections:

Madden Creek Water Company
Tahoe Cedars Water Company
Tahoe Pines/Tahoe Swiss Village Water Company

o O O o

Skyland/Nielsen Water Company
o Timberland Water Company

Improve various environmental factors (scenic, noise, water quality) associated
with the current ISWTP and lake intake facilities. The new WLTRWTP would
be constructed inside a building on high-capability lands, whereas the ISWTP
is located outdoors and in an environmentally sensitive area. Furthermore, the
large aboveground concrete and steel lake intake vault would be removed from
the public beach at Chambers Landing as part of the project.

TCPUD proposes to use Lake Tahoe surface water because it provides a:

DUDEK

predictable and reliable quantity and flow rate of water supply
drought-resistant and year round water source

consistent source of water quality allowing for predictable and proven
treatment processes and flow rate

diversified source when paired with groundwater, giving TCPUD the most
flexibility to operate the water system efficiently.
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While groundwater has historically been an adequate source of water supply, it is subject
to the following concerns:

It provides an unpredictable long-term yield because the wells in the area are
located in hard-rock formations. Until a well is completed, tested, and operated
for a number of years, under actual demand, the true capacity of the well
cannot reliably be predicted.

Due to the hard-rock formations of the aquifers in the area, groundwater is subject
to static level declines from overproduction, further limiting a well’s future reliable
capacity.

It is subject to unpredictable water quality issues. In particular, TCPUD has
encountered iron and manganese in the other two inactive wells. Additionally,
the McKinney Well No. 3 has begun to show corrosive water quality leading to
lead and copper water quality issues. The two inactive wells would require iron
and manganese removal water treatment, similar to that proposed for the
WLTRWTP project, to meet water quality standards.

It is subject to future regulations requiring additional treatment, which may
become equivalent to that necessary for surface water. In particular, lowered
arsenic and manganese maximum contaminant limits are under discussion by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the State of California recently
adopted a new Hexavalent Chromium maximum contaminant limit for
groundwater supplies.

Climate change will adversely affect the recharge of groundwater sources;
especially hard rock wells such as those found on the West Shore of Lake
Tahoe and continue to diminish the long-term reliability and resiliency of these
wells.

Project Description

The proposed project would include the following components, which are described in
more detail in the following text and shown on Figure 3:

DUDEK

Installation of two submersible intake pumps within Lake Tahoe

Installation of a powerline between the intake pumps and the electrical and

chemical feed room

Replacement of the existing lake intake pipeline (required in Phase 2 only)
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e |Installation of a raw water pipeline from the lake intake facilities to the proposed
WLTRWTP

e Construction of an intake pump station electrical and chemical feed room
e Construction of a WTP facility

e |Installation of treated water distribution pipelines to distribute treated water from
the WLTRWTP to the existing water MQWSA distribution system

e Decommissioning and removal of the existing ISWTP

e Decommissioning and removal of the existing lake intake pump station and
associated concrete vault

e Land exchange between the TCPUD and CTC
Existing Interim Surface Water Treatment Plant

As described previously, TCPUD constructed the existing ISWTP in the spring of 2004.
It has a permitted capacity of 300 gallons per minute. The existing ISWTP pumps water
from Lake Tahoe via a lake intake pump station located on the Chambers Landing Beach.
An existing 650-foot long 6-inch and 8-inch raw water suction pipeline runs from the
vault into the lake. The pump station controls are located in the vault and inside the
Chambers Landing swimming pool maintenance room. The treatment process uses a
roughing filter and polishing filter before disinfection using sodium hypochlorite
addition. The ISWTP produces water that is compliant with current DDW drinking water
standards. Filter backwash water is ultimately discharged to on-site holding tanks.
TCPUD periodically pumps out the solids from the backwash holding tanks for off-site
disposal.

Service Area

Figure 4 shows the water systems with potential to receive service from the proposed
project. Table 3-1 lists the water systems considered in this evaluation and their current
number of water service connections.
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Table 3-1
Potential Water Service Area and Existing Water Service Connections
Existing Number of Water Service Connections

Water System Residential Commercial Other Total
MQWSA (TCPUD)! 550 9 0 559
Madden Creek Water Co. 160 16 0 176
Tahoe Cedars Water Co. 1,149 7 0 1,156
Tahoe Pines/Tahoe Swiss Village Water Co. 377 0 0 377
Skyland/Nielsen Water Co. 80 0 0 80
Timberland Water Co. 133 1 0 134

Note:
L Includes the Tahoma Meadows Water Co. service connections as that system is now owned and operated by the TCPUD and
is considered a part of the MQWSA.

Treated domestic drinking water would be supplied to the TCPUD’s MQWSA
through the existing water distribution system. If other water companies request
services through the MQWSA, water would be supplied to the other water companies
through future interconnections to their distribution systems. Water would be supplied
to these other water companies under wholesale purchase agreements, memoranda of
understanding, or consolidations. It is not known at this time which other water
companies would request services through the MQWSA, where interconnections
would be located, and what MQWSA distribution system improvements would be
required to serve those interconnection. It would be speculative to predict the
location and design of such interconnections at this time. However, under the
proposed Phase 2 of the WLTRWTP, the facility would have sufficient capacity to
serve the identified water companies with no additional onsite improvements
required. Thus, this IS considers the full range of potential environmental impacts
from the proposed project.

The Homewood Mountain Resort (HMR) has proposed a redevelopment project within
their resort properties. The proposed development is located partially in the TCPUD’s
MQWSA, partially in the Madden Creek Water Company service area, and partially
outside the boundaries of any water provider. The water demands for the portions of the
HMR redevelopment within the potential service area of the WLTRWTP have been
considered in the proposed project capacity and design.

Water System Demands

Water system demands were projected for the water systems within the potential service
area of the WLTRWTP. Table 3-2 summarizes the existing and projected year 2030
demands for each system. Demand projections included consideration of metering and
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other system improvements that would enhance water use efficiency and reduce unit
demands if the water systems are served by the proposed project.

Table 3-2
Existing and Projected Regional Demands Summary

Existing Projected 2030
Max Average Max
Average Day Day Day Day
No. Water System or Subsystem Component (gpm) (gpm) (gpm) (gpm)
1 |MQWSA (TCPUD) 90 304 93 313
Tahoma Meadows Water Co. (TCPUD)? 6 19 6 20
HMR Developmentd
3 South Base + Mid-Mountain - - 12 41
4 North Base - - 26 89
Subtotal HMR Domestic 0 0 38 130
5 |Madden Creek Water Co. 64 222 37 129
6 |Tahoe Cedars Water Co. 151 521 162 558
7 |Tahoe Pines/Tahoe Swiss Village Water Co. 81 278 86 298
8 |Skyland/Nielsen Water Co. 8 28 9 30
9 |Timberland Water Co. 41 141 29 99
Source: Kennedy/Jenks 2014.
Notes:

a2 Tahoma Meadows Water Co. demands are presented separately from the rest of the MQWSA demands, as they are
calculated using different unit demand factors.

b HMR development demands are presented separately as they are based on different unit demand factors. Water supply to the
HMR development will be supplied by either or a combination of the TCPUD's MQWSA and the Madden Creek Water Co.

Treatment Capacity and Phasing Approach

The WLTRWTP is proposed to be constructed in two phases. Phase 1, proposed to be
built in 2016 and 2017, would have a maximum design capacity of 650 gpm or 1.0
million gallons per day (mgd). Phase 1 would provide for the maximum capacity needed
to serve the TCPUD’s MQWSA, the Madden Creek Water Co., and the Tahoe Cedars
Water Co., including the proposed HMR development that would be supplied by those
water systems. Phase 2, if necessary, would provide for an expansion of the maximum
design capacity to no more than 1,100 gpm or 1.5 mgd to allow for service to the
remainder of the water companies within the proposed service area. Phase 2 would only
be constructed if conditions warranted and is intended to represent the maximum capacity
that would be needed if all systems were consolidated into the regional system. Changes
in institutional arrangements and water supply conditions may result in a reduced Phase 2
capacity. Table 3-3 summarizes the treatment capacity calculations and phasing
approach.
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Table 3-3
2030 Incremental Water Treatment Capacity Needed

< > =
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Water System/ @ & S WLTRWTP
Service Area < O Recommendation
MQWSA 313 313 0 313 313
Tahoma Meadows 20 333 0 20 333
HMR South 41 374 41 374 |Min. WTP Capacity
HMR North 89 463 89 463
Madden Creek 129 592 0 129 592
Tahoe Cedars 558 1,150 5002 58 650 |Phase 1 Capacity
Tahoe Swiss Village 298 1,448 0 298 948
Skyland Nielsen 30 1,478 0 30 978
Timberland 99 1,577 0 99 1,077 |Potential Phase 2
Source: Kennedy/Jenks 2014.
Notes:

2 Tahoe Cedars could be connected to the regional water system in a way that its water source could also supply the regional
system. For that reason, its existing well supply capacity can offset the overall demand on the WLTRWTP.

Proposed WLTRWTP

The WLTRWTP would receive raw water from Lake Tahoe through an intake pump
station and lake intake pipeline. Under Phase 1, the existing lake intake pipeline would be
used. It would be replaced with a larger pipeline during Phase 2 of the project. The pump
station and pipeline would be fully submerged within the lake and connected to an
underground raw water pipeline at the shoreline. The lake intake submersible pumps
would pump the water from the lake through the lake intake pipeline to the
Electrical/Chemical Feed Room. At this location, the raw water would be pre-chlorinated
by sodium hypochlorite injection and would continue to be conveyed to the WLTRWTP
through the raw water pipeline. At the WLTRWTP, the water would be conveyed
through the treatment processes into the chlorine contactor and operational storage
clearwell. This approach avoids the need to re-pump the water at various stages of the
treatment process. The treated water would then be pumped from the storage clearwell to
the existing distribution system by a pump station inside the WLTRWTP building.
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The WLTRWTP features would likely include a skid mounted membrane filtration
process; ultra-violet (UV) disinfection; post-chlorination disinfection for water
distribution disinfection residual maintenance; partially buried clearwell for treated water
storage; treated water booster pump station; backwash recovery treatment process and
underground storage tanks; recycled water pump station; off-site solids disposal; and
permanent standby generator. The individual components of the proposed project are
described below.

Intake Pump Station

The intake pump station at Chambers Landing Beach would be converted from the
existing land-based pump station to a submersible pump station. The submersible pump
station would be installed below the surface of the lake and would consist of two
submersible pumps anchored to the bottom of the lake with an intake screen for each
pump. A submerged electrical power cable for each pump would be installed and
connected to the intake pipeline. The intake pump station would be located
approximately 650 feet from the shoreline, at the same location as the current pump
station intake screen. The existing vault that contains the current intake pump station
would be demolished once it has been replaced by the new submersible pump station.
The existing site would be restored to the current beach recreational area that surrounds
it.

A new electrical cable to operate the submersible pumps would be constructed between
the new Lake Intake Electrical/Chemical Feed Room and the submersible pumps. This
cable would be buried underground between the room and shoreline and strapped to the
outside of the lake intake pipeline underwater.

Intake Pipeline

An intake pipeline is necessary to convey lake water from the new intake pump station to
the shoreline. For Phase 1, no improvements to the existing Chambers Landing intake
pipeline are needed. The existing pipeline consists of approximately 650 linear feet of 8-
inch and 6-inch diameter pipes from the inlet screen in the lake to the existing pump
station in the beach. For Phase 2, the existing pipeline would be replaced with a 10-inch
diameter line in order to attain the Phase 2 capacity.

Intake Electrical/Chemical Feed Room

A new Electrical/Chemical Feed Room would be constructed to replace the existing
electrical service/control and chemical feed facilities that currently exist at the lake intake
site. The room would contain all electrical service, electrical control, and communication
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facilities necessary to operate the lake intake pump station. It would also contain
chemical storage as well as feed and injection facilities necessary to pre-chlorinate the
raw water pumped from the lake. Finally, a standby electrical generator would be
included to operate the pump station and chemical feed facilities in case of a power
outage. The new Electrical/Chemical Feed Room would be located on TCPUD property
at the existing ISWTP site. TCPUD’s existing McKinney Sewer Lift Station building at
this site would be expanded to provide the new separate Electrical/Chemical Feed Room.

The standby electrical generator would be a permanent diesel generator sized to operate
the lake intake submersible pumps, chemical feed facilities, and all other
Electrical/Chemical Feed Room facilities. Final sizing would be determined during final
design. The generator would be located inside the new Electrical/Chemical Feed Room.
As this site is located within a floodplain, the Electrical/Chemical Feed Room addition
would be designed to be flood resistant with a flood protection door.

Raw Water Pipeline

A raw water pipeline would be constructed from the shoreline (end of lake intake
pipeline) and past the Electrical/Chemical Feed Room to the new WLTRWTP location.
The new raw water pipeline would be approximately 1,700 linear feet of 10-inch
diameter underground water pipe. See Figure 3 for the potential pipeline alignment.

Water Treatment Plant

The WLTRWTP would require approximately 3,500 square feet of building space for
Phase 1 and would be expanded by approximately 1,000 square feet for Phase 2. A
conceptual floor plan is shown in Figure 5. Site improvements associated with the
building would include a paved driveway, parking areas for maintenance vehicles,
walkways, stormwater conveyance and treatment facilities, and typical utility services
(water, sewer, power, and communications). The preliminary site plan is provided in
Figure 6. Construction activities would include site grading and paving, excavation for
the building foundation and partially buried contactor/clearwell tank, and site
revegetation and restoration.

Filtration and Disinfection Processes: Water treatment and disinfection would be
provided by a multi-barrier approach to comply with the State of California’s
Surface Water Treatment Rule drinking water standards. Filtration would be
provided using a packaged microfiltration (MF) or ultrafiltration system.
Disinfection would be provided with a combination of UV reactors and free
chlorine. Packaged MF or ultrafiltration (collectively described as MF) would
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provide reliable, low-turbidity filtered water independent of pretreatment
chemical coagulation and variations in the source water quality, and would ensure
that applicable State Water Resource Control Board DDW standards are met.

Two packaged MF units would be provided to meet the production for Phase 1
capacity. A third MF unit would be required for Phase 2 capacity. It is expected
that the MF units would include a strainer; direct pumping through the membrane
unit and backwash supply pipeline from the discharge side of the treated water
pump station; membrane elements; and associated piping, valves, instrumentation
and controls for the unit. A single separate clean-in-place system, neutralization
tank, and compressed air system would be required for the two (Phase 1) to three
(Phase 2) MF systems.

Disinfection would be provided with a combination of pressurized UV
disinfection reactors and free chlorine (using liquid sodium hypochlorite). The
Phase 1 WLTRWTP capacity would require one duty and one standby UV
reactor, with a third UV reactor installed for Phase 2.

Because chlorine does not kill pathogens instantaneously on contact, disinfection
with chlorine requires the appropriate chlorine concentration and sufficient
contact time with the water. A portion of the required disinfection would be
achieved with the presence of residual chlorine in the raw water pipeline (injected
at the Electrical/Chemical Feed Room). The remaining disinfection would be
achieved in a contactor partition tank, which is currently estimated to be an
approximately 16,000-gallon constructed of serpentine reinforced concrete. The
contactor tank would be partially buried on site and partially within the
WLTRWTP building. The contactor tank would need to be expanded by
approximately 12,000 gallons for Phase 2.

Backwash Handling and Disposal: The MF units must be regularly backwashed to

DUDEK

remove the filtrate and maintain their performance. The proposed backwash
handling and disposal approach has been developed to maximize recovery and
recycling of spent backwash water through the WLTRWTP, thereby minimizing
the need to discharge to the sewer and/or pump and haul-off backwash solids. The
packaged MF units would backwash approximately every 60 minutes as solids
build up on the surface of the membrane fibers. Coagulant may be added to the
spent backwash water, which would then be sent to an equalization tank to
dissipate energy, and the spent backwash water would settle in an underground
fiberglass backwash settling tank. The settled spent backwash water would be
decanted off from inside the backwash settling tank and be pumped at a low rate
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through a bag or cartridge filter solids treatment process. The treated backwash
water would be pre-disinfected and returned to just upstream of the MF system.
Periodically, the settled solids in the backwash-settling tank would be pumped out
and disposed off-site.

Treated Water Storage, Pumping and Distribution: The WLTRWTP would include a

DUDEK

partially buried, reinforced concrete clearwell for equalization/operational storage
to provide for intermittent operations of the membrane plant and some limited
backwash water supply for the membrane filters. The clearwell would be attached
to the contactor partition tank, but would provide separate storage of the treated
water. The size of the clearwell for Phase 1 is currently estimated to be 7,000
gallons, which would provide 10 minutes of operational volume. The clearwell
would be expanded with the addition of another 7,000 gallons to approximately
14,000 gallons total (current estimate) for Phase 2. Combined with the contactor
partition tank, the underground vault would have a capacity of 23,000 gallons
under Phase 1 and 42,000 gallons under Phase 2.

A treated water pump station would be constructed to pump the treated water
from the clearwell into the existing water distribution system. The pump station
would include vertical turbine pumps within the treatment plant building. It is
currently estimated that two 650 gpm, 100 horsepower pumps would be provided
for Phase 1, and a third pump (same size) would be added for Phase 2. The motors
would be equipped with variable frequency drives to allow the pump station to
meet multiple demand conditions. Approximately 100 to 300 feet of a new 12-
inch underground water main would be constructed between the WLTRWTP
building and the existing distribution system to make the connection. As shown in
Figure 6, the connection would be made on the north side of Lodge Drive.

In addition, treated water distribution pipelines would be installed to supply the
treated water from the treated water pump station to the existing MQWSA water
distribution system. As shown in Figure 3, these pipelines would consist of
approximately 150 linear feet of new 12-inch water main located within the WTP
driveway and the replacement of approximately 875 linear feet of existing 6-inch
water main with new 12-inch water main within Lodge Drive and Flicker Avenue.
All of this treated water pipeline work would occur within paved areas and
existing public rights-of-way.
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Land Exchange

As a part of the WLTRWTP project, TCPUD would acquire the CTC-owned parcel
where the WLTRWTP building is proposed. The CTC property (“Acquisition Property”)
would be exchanged for a portion of TCPUD’s nearby Foothill Properties (“Exchange
Property”). The Acquisition Property consists of the entire CTC parcel (APN 098-330-
004) of approximately 6.4 acres. The Exchange Parcel consists of a portion of the
TCPUD parcels (APN 097-050-018 and APN 097-050-027) totaling approximately 6.5
acres. Figure 7 shows both the Acquisition and the Exchange Parcels. The Exchange
Property is bordered by Meadow Road on the west, residences that front on McKinney
Drive on the north, residences that front on Ellis Road on the east, and vacant land that is
part of TCPUD’s Foothill Properties to the south. The property is a gently sloped site that
is fairly wet for the majority of the year and is bisected by Quail Creek. The site includes
both open areas that support shrubby vegetation and forested areas.

The land exchange would be completed through an inter-governmental land exchange
and would be subject to the final approval of both the CTC and TCPUD Boards of
Directors.

The CTC would acquire the Exchange Property for management efficiencies and
conservation purposes. The TCPUD would acquire the Acquisition Property for purposes
of constructing the WLTRWTP project as described above. No additional projects are
planned for either property.

The proposed WLTRWTP site is located over 300 feet north of the existing access
through the property from the Chamberlands neighborhood to SR 89. The existing access
would remain open to the public and be unaffected by the project.

Operations and Maintenance

The Operations and Maintenance requirements for the WLTRWTP facilities would
increase TCPUD staff duties from the current winter, well-only operation, but they would
be relatively similar to the current summer, ISWTP operation. A summary of the
significant changes in the Operations and Maintenance with the new WLTRWTP system
from current operations are the following:

e Adequate, continuous monitoring and controls would be in place to allow TCPUD to
operate the intake pump station and WLTRWTP site remotely or on site.

e The backwash operation would require more management and attention,
increasing TCPUD staff time by about 100 hours per year.

7788

D U D E I( 20 October 2015



TCPUD WLTRWTP Final Initial Study

Typical TCPUD staff operations would include checking the operation of the lake
intake pump station and the WLTRWTP 5 days per week for about 1 hour per
day, with an additional 5 hours per week to conduct maintenance on pumps,
valves, and equipment by running tests to confirm treatment process
performances and replacing spent backwash bags.

About twice per year, TCPUD staff would need to pump out the backwash
holding tank and transport the solids off site for disposal. This would require the
use of TCPUD’s Vactor truck.

Once every 60 to 120 days, TCPUD would receive a delivery of chemicals
(sodium hypochlorite), clean in-place chemicals, and coagulant via a flatbed
truck, delivering the chemicals to the intake Electrical/Chemical Room and the
WLTRWTP building sites.

Once per month, TCPUD staff would need to operate the standby generator to
confirm it is operational.

The WLTRWTP electricity use with MF and UV would increase significantly.
The electrical use of the pump intake and WLTRWTP is estimated at 369,000
kilowatt-hours (kw-hours) per year at the Phase 1 WTP capacity of 650 gpm and
462,000 kw-hours per year at the Phase 2 WTP capacity of 1,100 gpm. This is
compared to the current electrical use of the existing lake intake, ISWTP and well
of 114,000 kw-hours per year for a WTP capacity of 300 gpm.

The lake intake submersible pumps would be inspected annually.

Summary of Project Alternatives Considered but Rejected

The following sites and project elements were considered as additional options or alternative
locations for the project, but were ultimately rejected based on the analysis of potential
environmental effects and public input.

DUDEK

Option 1: Chamberland Site. At this location, the WLTRWTP would be
constructed in the central portion of the Chamberland/Lodge parcel, with access
from the intersection of Chamberland Drive and Flicker Avenue. The
Chamberland site is also adjacent to residences and immediately west of SR 89.
The West Shore bike trail runs between SR 89 and the Chamberland/Lodge
parcel. There is a Stream Environment Zone (SEZ) as designated by TRPA
located along the southern boundary of the Chamberland site; the proposed site
improvements would be located outside of the SEZ. As would occur under the
proposed project, construction of the WLTRWTP at this site would require use of
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a reconstructed lake intake at Chambers Landing beach. This option would
include installation of approximately 1,400 linear feet of raw water pipeline.

e Option 2: Lagoon site. At this location, the WLTRWTP would be constructed
adjacent to Lagoon Road on an approximately 23-acre vacant parcel owned by
TCPUD. The Lagoon site is adjacent to residences and the Homewood Mountain
Resort ski area. Relative to the proposed project site, the Lagoon site is set farther
back into the residential neighborhood and is approximately 0.25 mile east of SR
89. This site would utilize a reconstructed lake intake at the McKinney Shores
beach, which is located across SR 89, approximately 0.2 mile from the Lagoon
site. This option would include approximately 2,700 linear feet of raw water
pipeline.

This option would include reconstructing a new Electrical/Chemical Feed Room
at the McKinney Shores Beach location. At this location, the electrical/chemical
feed room would be reconstructed at the site of the existing electrical room, with a
minimum footprint of 180 square feet, to accommodate both electrical service and
controls and the chemical storage/feed. Depending upon final design and subject
to landowner agreement, the building could be expanded beyond the existing
footprint (to a maximum of 450 square feet) to accommodate a restroom and/or a
permanent standby generator, similar to what is described under the proposed
project at the Chambers Landing Beach Intake location.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting

The project site is adjacent to single-family residences located along Flicker Avenue,
Chamberland Drive, and Lodge Drive, and is adjacent to the West Shore bike trail and
SR 89. Four options for the proposed building design are shown in Figure 8 to
demonstrate how the proposed WLTRWTP building appearance would relate to the
surrounding residences.

The Chambers Landing Beach lake intake site is located in a public recreation access
corridor and beach and is adjacent to multifamily residences to the north and a stream to
the south. The Chambers Landing Bar and Grill is also located northeast of the lake
intake site. The Electrical/Chemical Feed Building site is located at the ISWTP site,
adjacent to McKinney Creek. Residences are located to the east of the creek.

The WLTRWTP would serve several communities in the West Shore area of Lake Tahoe,
as shown on Figure 4. The service area, if all six water systems are included in the
WLTRWTP service boundary, would include 1,400 acres. The land uses within these
communities are primarily residential, with some commercial and recreational uses,
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including the HMR ski area. This potential regional service area includes approximately
2,500 water service connections.

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required

The proposed project would require the following approvals:

DUDEK

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit for
expansion/reconstruction of the lake intake

Tahoe Regional Planning Authority — Public Service Application requiring a
Governing Board approval, Scenic Assessment, Shorezone Permit, and Tree
Removal Permit

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) - Streambed Alteration
Agreement for alteration of Lake Tahoe lakebed

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection - Timberland
Conversion Exemption

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) — Encroachment Permit (for
work within the SR 89 right-of-way)

California State Lands Commission — Amendment to existing lease for lake intake
facilities.

California Tahoe Conservancy — Approval of property exchange or other property
rights approval such as special use permit, easement, license, or lease

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) — Clean Water Act
Section 401 Water Quality Certification

State Water Resource Control Board, DDW (formerly California Department of
Public Health) — Amendment to TCPUD’s current Water Supply Permit

State Water Resource Control Board, Division of Water Rights — Amendment to
TCPUD'’s existing water rights permits

Placer County — Minor Use Permit, Tree Removal Permit, and Encroachment
Permit (for work or staging areas within Placer County rights-of-way)

Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency — Discharge Permit
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FIGURE 5
Conceptual Floor Plan

TCPUD West Lake Tahoe Regional Water Treatment Plant
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FIGURE 6
Lodge Site without Parking Lot Layout

TCPUD West Lake Tahoe Regional Water Treatment Plant
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FIGURE 7
Proposed Land Exchange

TCPUD West Lake Tahoe Regional Water Treatment Plant
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FIGURE 8
WTP Facility Renderings

TCPUD West Lake Tahoe Regional Water Treatment Plant
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

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

Agriculture and

[X] Aesthetics [] ] AirQuality
Forestry Resources

X Biological Resources [ ] Cultural Resources [ ] Geology and Soils

u Greenhouse Gas [] Hazards and [] Hydrology and

Emissions Hazardous Materials Water Quality

[] Land Use and Planning [[] Mineral Resources  [X] Noise

[] Population and Housing [ ] Public Services [] Recreation

[] Transportation and Traffic [] Utilities and X Mandatory Findings
Service Systems of Significance
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

X | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

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

[ ] 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further
IS required.

Augqust 6, 2015,
Signature revised October 2015
Date

Matthew Homolka, P.E., TCPUD Assistant General Manager
Name and Title
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How to Read This Initial Study

As described in Section 3, the proposed project would construct the WLTRWTP, which involves
several components at three separate locations (the lake intake at Chambers Landing Beach, the
Electrical/Chemical Feed room at the existing ISWTP site, and the WTP building at the Lodge
Drive site). The checkboxes at the beginning of each section identify the highest level of
significance for all project components. Where impacts would be unique to one or more of the
project components, separate analyses, identified with headers, are provided so it is clear what
impacts would occur at each location under the proposed project. If the impacts would be
generally the same, a single discussion for each impact is presented.

3.1 Aesthetics
Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
. AESTHETICS - Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? U] ] X ]
b) Substantially damage scenic resources including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and U] ] X ]
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character
) or quality of{he gite and its surrogndings? [ [ X [
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime U] X ] ]
views in the area?
a) and c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its surroundings?

The West Shore General Plan (Placer County 1998) and the Lake Tahoe Regional Plan
(TRPA 2012) provide guidelines for analyzing impacts on scenic resources in the Lake
Tahoe area. The Lake Tahoe Regional Plan defines sensitive viewpoints as those that
offer views from roadways, bike paths, public recreation areas, and Lake Tahoe. Lake
Tahoe Regional Plan, Policy SR 1.1, requires impacts to these views be evaluated
“against specific management directions provided for each identified landscape view in
the Lake Tahoe Basin Scenic Resource Evaluation.” The policy also recommends that the
Scenic Quality Improvement Program and Design Review Guidelines for Scenic Quality
provide design recommendations for projects visible from identified roadways, bike
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paths, public recreation areas, and Lake Tahoe. The Design Review Guidelines for Scenic
Quality (TRPA 1989) state that when a project is built in compliance with the TRPA
Design Review Guidelines, the project will not degrade scenic resources. Additionally,
TRPA Resolution 82-11 establishes TRPA policy to ensure the height, bulk, texture,
form, materials, colors, lighting, signing, and other design elements of new, remodeled,
and redeveloped buildings are compatible with the natural, scenic, and recreational values
of the region.

TRPA has established attainment goals to restore the scenic resource quality of the Tahoe
Basin. For roadway travel units (roadway segments), the scenic threshold standard is
15.5, meaning that a roadway travel unit must have a scenic composite score of at least
15.5 to be considered in attainment with TRPA standards. Additionally, a resource should
be equal to or greater in scenic quality than its designation in the 1982 Lake Tahoe Basin
Scenic Resource Inventory to be in attainment. Finally, TRPA seeks to maintain or
improve the numerical rating assigned to each unit, including the scenic quality rating of
the individual resources within each unit, and to restore scenic quality in roadway units
rated 15 or below and shoreline units rated 7 or below.

Shoreline travel unit ratings provide a measurement of the scenic conditions looking
toward the shore from the surface of Lake Tahoe. The ratings are based on consideration
of the following aspects:

e Man-made features along shoreline
e General landscape views within the shoreline unit

e Variety of scenery within the shoreline unit

The composite rating for an individual shoreline travel unit can range from 3 to 15.
TRPA requires that the current composite rating of any shoreline travel unit must be at
least 7.5 for the unit to be in attainment of the threshold standard, and must also be at
least equal to the rating originally assigned in 1982.

Proposed WLTRWTP Project

The Lodge Drive site is located within TRPA Roadway Unit 10 (Quail Creek), a rural
transition visual environment. In the Study Report for the Environmental Threshold
Carrying Capacities (TRPA 1982), Roadway Unit 10 was assigned a roadway travel route
scenic rating of 14 and was described as having a moderate scenic quality rating with a
moderate sensitivity to change. In 2006, the scenic threshold rating was increased to 15.5
as a result of improvements to existing residential units, introduction of extensive
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landscaping along SR 89, and reconsideration of the views from the lake. Currently, the
composite scenic value of the Quail Creek Unit is 14, which is below the threshold score
of 15.5, and therefore, the unit is considered in nonattainment.

The Lodge Drive site is visible from SR 89 and the TCPUD West Shore bike trail. The
WLTRWTP would be constructed on the west side of SR 89 and the West Shore bike
trail and would not interfere with views of the lake from these facilities. As shown in
Figure 6, the site improvements would be constructed approximately 125 feet from the
nearest residential property line and approximately 75 feet from SR 89. Dense tree cover
that would be retained throughout the site would provide screening to soften views of the
WLTRWTP from the West Shore bike trail, SR 89, and adjacent neighbors. The design
of the WLTRWTP would meet the Visual Magnitude/Contrast Ratings for Natural Scenic
Highway Corridors, as established in the TRPA Design Review Guidelines. These ratings
pertain to building colors and the amount of the structure that is visible from the
applicable scenic roadway unit in order to minimize contrast with the natural
environment. With compliance with the TRPA Design Review Guidelines, construction
of the WLTRWTP would result in less-than-significant impacts from the proposed
project on scenic vistas and the visual character of the site.

Chambers Landing Beach Intake Pump Station, Intake Pipeline, Raw Water
Pipeline, and Electrical/Chemical Feed Room

The existing intake pump station is located on Chambers Landing Beach and presents a
break in the aesthetic landscape, which otherwise consists of natural shoreline features
and recreational amenities. The shoreline travel route scenic rating for McKinney Bay,
which includes Chambers Landing, was 9 in 1982, below the threshold value of 15.

The project proposes to remove the existing partially above ground/partially buried intake
pump station and replace it with submerged pumps, which would not be visible to
observers of the lake or shoreline. This would remove a man-made structure from the
beach and restoration of the beach to natural conditions. This would improve the scenic
quality of the Chambers Landing Beach intake pump station site.

The proposed intake Electrical/Chemical Feed Room would be located in the shoreland.
The Electrical/Chemical Feed Room would be constructed on the site of the existing
ISWTP as an expansion to the existing sewer lift station. Dense trees block views of this
site from the lake and SR 89. Because the Electrical/Chemical Feed Room would not be
visible from the lake and would not substantially increase the developed area (footprint)
within the project site, construction and operation of the Electrical/Chemical Feed Room
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would be considered within Level 1 for Scenic Mitigation within the shoreland (TRPA
2011). Level 1 projects do not require mitigation; therefore, construction of the
Electrical/Chemical Feed Room would have less than significant impacts on scenic
vistas and the visual character of the site.

Land Exchange

No development is proposed on the Exchange Property that would be acquired by CTC as
part of the proposed land exchange. There would be no impact to the visual resources at
the Exchange Property.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are 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?

SR 89 is currently under consideration for designation as a state scenic highway
(Caltrans 2013).

Proposed WLTRWTP Project

The WLTRWTP facility would be constructed on the uphill side of SR 89. The proposed
project would not interfere with the public view corridor from SR 89 to Lake Tahoe.
Retention of trees between the WLTRWTP and SR 89 would shield the WLTRWTP
from view from SR 89 and limit the visual effects of the on-site tree removal necessary to
facilitate construction. The project would have less than significant impacts related to
loss of or damage to scenic resources that are visible from SR 89.

Chambers Landing Beach Intake Pump Station, Intake Pipeline, Raw Water
Pipeline, and Electrical/Chemical Feed Room

The intake pump station, which would be installed below the lake surface, and the
pipeline, which would be installed underground, would not be visible from SR 89. The
Electrical/Chemical Feed Room would be added to the existing sewer lift station, which
is located in an area of existing development that is shielded from SR 89 by existing trees
and other developed uses. This component of the project would result in no impacts to
scenic resources that are visible from SR 89.
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d)

Land Exchange

The Exchange Property that would be acquired by CTC as part of the proposed land
exchange is not visible from SR 89.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.

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

Rural and rural transition areas in the Lake Tahoe Basin have dark skies with little light
pollution from urban areas, making them ideal locations for astronomical viewing. Views
from lakeside beaches and from watercraft on the lake are especially expansive and free
of nighttime light interference. Lighting associated with urban development and human
presence can result in light pollution and spillover light when the lighting is too bright for
the setting or not directed downward and/or shielded. This can adversely affect the dark
night skies that contribute to the natural scenic character of the Basin, resulting in a
significant impact.

The proposed project would require the installation of lighting at the WLTRWTP facility.
The lighting design would be subject to the policies set forth in TRPA’s Lake Tahoe
Regional Plan and Code of Ordinances and the Placer County General Plan and County
Code that require exterior building lights be downward directed and shielded.

Proposed WLTRWTP Project

The WLTRWTP facility would be constructed on the uphill side of SR 89. The
WLTRWTP would be located approximately 125 feet from the nearest residential
property line. Lighting would be installed at the WLTRWTP building entrance and along
the building perimeter. The lighting mounted on the building would include motion-
sensing security lighting.

A lighting plan has not yet been prepared; therefore, it is not known what types and the
wattage of outdoor lighting. It is possible that the proposed project could result in a
significant impact related to creating a new source of light in the area. However,
Mitigation Measure AES-1 defines design standards that the proposed project must
achieve, based on the TRPA Design Review Guidelines and Placer County standards for
outdoor lighting. Specifically, Mitigation Measure AES-1 requires that that lighting at the
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site be designed such that the building entrance and perimeter lighting generate no more
than 1 footcandle of light (the amount of light given off by 1 candle at a distance of one-
foot) at any point along the property line. As the proposed WLTRWTP would be a
critical public service facility, motion-sensing lighting would be required for facility
security. Mitigation Measure AES-1 requires that security lighting generate no more than
4 footcandles of light at the property line. No lighting is proposed within the WLTRWTP
driveway and maintenance parking areas. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-1
would ensure that the potential impacts associated with lighting under the proposed
project would remain less than significant.

Chambers Landing Beach Intake Pump Station, Intake Pipeline, Raw Water
Pipeline, and Electrical/Chemical Feed Room

The intake pump station, which would be installed below the lake surface, and the
pipeline, which would be installed underground, would not require lighting. The
Electrical/Chemical Feed Room would be added to the existing sewer lift station. The
building would be lit with motion-sensing security lighting mounted on the exterior
building facade. Any new lighting installed at this site would be subject to the
requirements of Mitigation Measure AES-1. This would ensure that impacts remain less
than significant.

Land Exchange

No development is proposed on the Exchange Property that would be acquired by CTC as
part of the proposed land exchange. There would be no impact to lighting and glare as a
result of the land exchange.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure AES-1: All exterior lighting installed at the project site shall be placed at a
maximum height of 14 feet, directed downward and shielded. The maximum light
level at the property line for general night lighting of the building perimeter and
entrance shall be 1 foot-candle. The maximum light level at the property line for
motion-sensing security lighting shall be 4 foot-candles. Lighting necessary for any
temporary emergency lighting shall not be subject to these maximum light levels but
shall be directed towards the work area and temporary shielding of adjacent
residential properties shall be provided where feasible. All lighting shall comply with
the following design standards:
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3.2

Lighting shall be directed away from adjacent roadways and shall not interfere
with traffic or create a safety hazard.

Landscaping shall be used to screen views of on-site lighting from adjacent
and proximate residences.

Exterior lights shall not blink or flash.

String lights, building or roofline tube lighting, and reflective or luminescent
wall surfaces are prohibited.

Exterior lighting shall not be attached to trees.

Outdoor lighting shall be used for purposes of illumination only and shall not
be designed for, or used as, an advertising display. Illumination for aesthetic
or dramatic purposes of any building or surrounding landscape utilizing
exterior light fixtures projected above the horizontal is prohibited.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

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

[l.  AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES - In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

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

as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the H [ [ X

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-

agricultural use?

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson Act contract?

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?
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Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES - In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use? [ [ X [
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 [ [ X [
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

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?
The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program has not mapped the project area
(California Department of Conservation 2013). However, there are no agricultural
activities or resources in the project area. None of the project components, including the
Exchange Property that would be acquired by CTC, would be located on or near
important farmland. The project would have no impact related to the conversion of
farmland.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.

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

Act contract?

The project area is considered Non-Enrolled Land, which is land not enrolled in a
Williamson Act contract and there are no agricultural activities or Williamson Act
contract lands in the project vicinity. Therefore, none of the project components would
conflict with a Williamson Act contract and the project would have no impacts related to

Williamson Act contracts.
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d)

The land use designation for the project site is 156 Chambers Landing Chamberlands,
Residential. For more information on the land use designation, please refer to Section
3.10, Land Use and Planning.

This land use designation does not allow agricultural activities. Construction of the
proposed project would have no impacts related to conflicts with agricultural zoning.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.

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

The West Shore General Plan designates a Timberland Preserve Zone special zone district,
which serves to protect lands suited for timber production and other general forestry
purposes. Lands zoned Timberland Preserve Zone contain the most substantial, economically
viable timberland and forest resources. Proposed changes to this zone district would be
considered significant. None of the project components is located within the Timberland
Preserve Zone and the project would have no impact related to conflicts with or changes in
forest or timberland zoning.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.

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

Projects that would convert 3 or more acres of timberland to non-timber-growing use are
subject to a timberland conversion permit from the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) (CAL FIRE 2012). As discussed in the following text, the
proposed project would convert less than 1 acre of forest land to a non-forest use at each of
the potential project locations, and would not require a timberland conversion permit.

Proposed WLTRWTP Project

The Lodge Drive site is designated 156 Chambers Landing Chamberlands Residential.
Forest management practices are a permitted use within this land use designation.
7788
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However, limited forest resources are present on the site. Because the site is adjacent to
residential uses, the forest resources would not be likely to support substantial timber
production operations. Under the proposed WLTRWTP project, approximately 0.4 acre
of the forest would be disturbed. The installation of the treated water pipelines would
occur within existing paved areas and public road rights of way and would not result in
any loss of forest resources. The disturbance of approximately 0.4 acre of forest within a
site surrounded by existing development would be a less-than-significant impact related
to the loss of potential forest management and timber production opportunities.

Chambers Landing Beach Intake Pump Station, Intake Pipeline, Raw Water
Pipeline, and Electrical/Chemical Feed Room

The intake pump station and intake pipeline would be installed in Lake Tahoe and the
raw water pipeline would be installed underground under previously paved areas and
public right-of-way. Construction of these components of the project would have no
impact on forestland.

The proposed raw water pipeline and Electrical/Chemical Feed Room would be located
in the 156 Chambers Landing Chamberlands Residential designation, which, as discussed
previously, does not permit timber harvesting activities. The Electrical/Chemical Feed
Room would be constructed as an addition to TCPUD’s existing sewer lift station.
Construction of this addition would have a less-than-significant impact on forestland.

Land Exchange

No development would occur on the Exchange Property and there would be no impact to
forest land and forest resources at that site.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.

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?

There is no farmland in the project area, and as such, the proposed project would have no
impact on farmland. The project would improve the reliability and quality of the potable
water supply for the project area to meet existing and projected demands for water
supply, as discussed in more detail under Section 3.13, Population and Housing. Other
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than the loss of forestland within the project site, as evaluated in item (d), the project does
not include construction of other development and would have no impact related to
additional conversion of forestland to non-forest use.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

3.3 Air Quality

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

lll. AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

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

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

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

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? [ [ X [
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial [] [] X []

number of people?

The project site is located within the Placer County portion of the Lake Tahoe Air Basin
(LTAB). Air quality within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin is regulated by TRPA, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resources Board (CARB), Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection Bureau of Air Pollution Control and Bureau of Air Quality Planning,
Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), and ElI Dorado County Air Quality
Management District. Each of these agencies develops rules, regulations, policies, and/or goals
to comply with applicable legislation. Although EPA regulations may not be superseded, state
and local regulations may be more stringent.
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The LTAB is comprised of the surface of Lake Tahoe (roughly 20 miles long by 10 miles wide)
and land up to the rim of the surrounding mountain ridges. The southwest portion of the air basin
is in ElI Dorado County and the northwest portion is in Placer County.

Typical winter weather patterns in the LTAB include large amounts of precipitation from Pacific
storms that fall mainly as snow and temperatures below freezing accompanied by winds, clouds,
and lake and valley fog. Winter days can also bring cool, brilliantly clear days between storms.
In the summer, the LTAB experiences sunny, mild days, with daytime peaks in the upper 70s
and low 80s F, with an occasional thunderstorm.

The principal impact of these conditions in terms of air quality is excess wintertime
concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO) in the more congested/populated areas of the basin,
primarily at South Lake Tahoe, from vehicles and residential wood stoves and fireplaces. Some
summer transport of ozone from the west is also known to occur.

The federal and state Clean Air Acts define allowable concentrations of several air pollutants.
When monitoring indicates that a region regularly experiences air pollutant concentrations that
exceed those limits, the region is designated as nonattainment and is required to develop an air
quality plan that describes air pollution control strategies to be implemented to reduce air
pollutant emissions and concentrations.

The LTAB is designated as nonattainment/transitional for the state 8-hour ozone standard and
nonattainment for the state particulate matter (PMig) standard. The area is in attainment or
unclassified for all other state and federal standards (EPA 2012).

The analysis presented in the following text is based on the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod, version 2013.2.2) modeling completed for the proposed project. The
modeling results are included in Appendix A. The modeling reflects construction of the
WLTRWTP, installation of pipeline, and demolition of the existing intake structure on the beach.

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

For the California portion of the LTAB, the applicable federal air quality maintenance
plan for Lake Tahoe is the Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan (CO Maintenance Plan)
originally adopted in 1996 and revised in 2004 (CARB 2004). Part of the maintenance
strategy involves allocation of transportation emissions budgets to the maintenance areas.

The project would not be a substantial source of CO emissions or entrained dust during
operation of the WLTRWTP because it would generate fewer than 100 daily vehicle
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b)

trips. The project would implement minimum Dust Control Requirements, described in
the following list during all construction, as required by Placer County APCD Rule 228.
These requirements include keeping inactive areas and storage areas wet, covered, or
treated with a dust suppressant; establishing 15 miles per hour as the maximum speed on
unpaved areas, cleaning construction vehicles before they leave the site, suspending
activities during periods of high wind, and other best management practices. Based on
the CalEEMod modeling prepared for this project, the maximum daily CO emissions
during construction would be 17.2 pounds per day. No construction or operational
emissions would result from the proposed land exchange.

Because the proposed project would not violate air quality standards or exceed emissions
thresholds as discussed in item (b) in the following text, is consistent with the TRPA
Lake Tahoe Regional Plan and Placer County General Plan, and is generally consistent
with current air quality management policies, the project is not anticipated to conflict
with the CO Maintenance Plan. Therefore, impacts related to the project’s potential to
result in conflicts with applicable air quality plans would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
No mit