EL DORADO COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

FILE NUMBERS:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR
STAFF REPORT
Agenda of: September 16, 2009
Item No.: 4a.
Staff: Jason R. Hade
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP

P08-0006/Ebright Parcel Map
Charles Ebright

Aspen Environmental/Mike Dill

PROPERTY OWNER: Charles Ebright

REQUEST:

LOCATION:

APN:

ACREAGE:

GENERAL PLAN:

Tentative parcel map to create two parcels of 1.45 and 8.98 acres in size on
a 10.43 acre site.

The following design waivers have been requested:

(1) Permit proposed parcel 2B to exceed the depth to width lot ratio and
have no street frontage; and (2) Permit Cascade Road to remain 12 to 14
feet wide rather than be improved to 24 feet wide as required by the £/
Dorado County Design and Improvement Standards Manual.

On the northeast side of Cascade Road, approximately one mile north of
the intersection with State Highway 89 in the South Lake Tahoe area,
Supervisorial District V. (Exhibit A)

018-320-11 (Exhibit B)

10.43 acres

Adopted Plan (AP) Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Tahoe

Regional Plan — Plan Area Statement 175 Cascade Properties, Residential
Uses (Exhibit C)
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ZONING: One-Family Residential District (TR1) (Exhibit D)
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT: Negative Declaration
RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Zoning Administrator take the following action:
1. Deny Tentative Parcel Map application P08-0006 based on the Findings in Attachment 1.

BACKGROUND

The current parcel configuration was established in 1993 as a result of a land exchange between
the U.S. Forest Service and current property owner. A boundary line adjustment (BLA05-0111)
was approved by Planning Services in 2006 which further revised the parcel configuration. The
current construction yard commercial use is permitted as a legal non-conforming use pursuant to
TRPA and County approval in 2001. As proposed, the subject parcel map request would be a

subdivision of existing structures w1th one ex1st1ng residence on each prospective parcel TRPA BRSESE

approved the request on February 15, 12006.

STAFF ANALYSIS

Staff has reviewed the project for compliance with the County’s regulations and requirements. -
An analysis of the proposal and i issues for Zomng Administrator consideration are prov1ded in-
the following sections. : Cel

Project Description SRE
Tentative parcel map to create two parcels of 1.45 and 8.98 acres in size on a 10.43 acre site.

The following design waivers have been requested: (1) Permit proposed parcel 2B to exceed the -
depth to width lot ratio and have no street frontage; and (2) Permit Cascade Road to remain 12 to
14 feet wide rather than be improved to 24 feet wide as required by the EI Dorado County
Design and Improvement Standards Manual.

Site Description

The project site has lake frontage and is located approximately 1.5 miles west of Camp Richardson
and one mile southeast of Emerald Bay in the south shore region of Lake Tahoe. The parcel is
located at the end of a U-shaped bench at an elevation of 6,240 feet above mean sea level. Parcel
topography is flat. The habitat type within the project area is Jeffrey pine. Improvements on the
subject site consist of two residences and related accessory structures, an office building, greenhouse,
storage buildings, and an operations and maintenance building. The subject site is bordered by
single-family residential land uses on all sides. Proposed project access would be from an unnamed
access road via Cascade Road. Public sewer service would be provided by the South Tahoe Public
Utility District while public water service would be provided by the Cascade Mutual Water
Company.
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Adjacent Land Uses
Zoning General Plan Land Use/Improvements
Site TR1 AP Residential/Single-family residences and accessory
structures
‘North TR1 AP Residential/Lake Tahoe/Single-family residences
South - | TR1 AP Residential/Single-family residences
East TR1 AP Residential/Single-family residences
West TR1 AP Residential/Single-family residences
Access

Prior to the filing of a parcel map, the applicant must provide a parcel map guarantee issued by a
title company, showing proof of access to a State or County maintained road as-defined: in

16.44.120(B)(2) with referenced and retraced deeds clearly noted on the parcel map. The applicant e s
submitted a legal opinion from an attorney, attached as Exhibit H, indicating that such legal access ~1 .+ =

exists for the subject site. A proposed access plan submitted by the applicant is also'attached as

Exhibit F. However, the current unnamed access road appears to be a prescriptive easementintended .« - - -

to serve only the current parcel and not the additional proposed parcel. As of the time of preparation: -
~of this staff report, the applicant has not demonstrated through a parcel map guarantee the ability to::
make the required off-site fire safe road 1mprovements discussed below because no such.easement ...

exists. Without resolution of the applicant’s easement rights, fire safe access to the proposed parceISa; e
could not be achieved without the use of eminent domain by the County or waiver of the off-site fire'i -

safe road improvements under the Subdivision Map Act. Staff believes there would be no:public -
benefit to utilizing eminent domain to create one additional parcel. Further, the applicant’s inability -
~ to complete the required minimum fire safe road improvements within the easement would result in
inadequate emergency access to any potential future residential structure. Because of inadequate -
access, staff recommends denial of the tentative parcel map.

Design Waivers

The following design waivers have been requested: (1) Permit proposed parcel 2B to exceed the
depth to width lot ratio and have no street frontage; and (2) Permit Cascade Road to remain 12 to
14 feet wide rather than be improved to 24 feet wide as required by the EI Dorado County
Design and Improvement Standards Manual (DISM).

Proposed parcel 2B has a width of 150 feet and a depth of 475 feet. Therefore, proposed parcel
2B only exceeds the maximum lot depth by 25 feet. Further, strict compliance with the DISM
would prevent compliance with Chapter 20 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. The proposed
parcel line configuration would be consistent with the TRPA requirements for land coverage. As
such, staff recommends approval of this design waiver request. Appropriate findings for
approval are included within Attachment 1.
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According to the applicant, the existing main access road, Cascade Road, is a private road that
was approved by the County and paved in 2003 at 14-feet wide with turnouts. The existing and
proposed access road to the subject parcels is currently 12 to 14 feet wide compacted gravel with
turnouts and soft shoulders. There is currently one fire hydrant along the access road.

Comments received by the Lake Valley Fire Protection District (LVFPD) are attached as Exhibit
I. As shown in their comments, the LVFPD recommends conditional approval of the project
with 12 foot wide fire access roads in addition to the other recommended conditions of approval
such as the installation of a fire safe turnaround and additional fire hydrant. However, revised
Department of Transportation (DOT) and CAL FIRE comments, attached as Exhibits K and L
respectively, would require the improvement of the current 12-foot wide gravel roadway
connecting the subject site to Cascade Road to a minimum of 20 feet wide. Although the
County’s DISM would also require the widening of Cascade Road to 20 feet wide from State
Route 89 to the current roadway connecting the subject site to Cascade Road, DOT is not
recommending improvements be required for Cascade Road. Additionally, DOT is not
‘recommending that the current roadway connecting the subject site to Cascade Road be requlred

. to be paved as required under the DISM because of the project site’s elevation. While the DISM- =+ -

""" and fire safe regulations would require a 20-foot road width for the unnamed access road; DOT“
“would permit‘an 18-foot road width with one-foot wide shoulders to achieve the 20-foot road
“" width. However, the applicant’s second design waiver request is to make no improvements.:

~ After numerous meetings with the applicant, including an on-site meeting with the apphcant

+ applicant is still not able or willing to make the required off-site minimum fire safe road
" improvements descrlbed above. Staff recommends denial of thls design waiver request.
e Appropnate ﬁndlngs for denial are included within Attachment 1. R A

=T Construction of the required off-site road improvements would be subject to TRPA’s offsite =« -+
- coverage fees because new land coverage is being created in the public right-of-way. According
to TRPA, the mitigation fees for new offsite land coverage are calculated by the cost-per-square
foot of land coverage in the project’s hydrologic area. These fees are forwarded to public
agencies in each state where an equivalent amount of land coverage is purchased with the
mitigation fees and permanently removed.

Fire

Project comments received from the Lake Valley Fire Protection District and CAL FIRE are attached
as Exhibits [ and L respectively and discussed under the design waiver section above. In a phone
conversation with Gareth Harris, Lake Valley Fire Protection District Fire Marshall, on June 15 Mr.
Harris noted that the limited width of Cascade Road created a “bottleneck” for emergency vehicles
responding to a fire at the subject site this past winter. Staff believes approval of this project without
the minimum off-site road improvements would further risk public health, safety, and welfare in
future emergency situations.
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Land Use Compatibility

As discussed above, the subject site is surrounded by residential uses. The proposed project would
create one additional residential parcel from an existing parcel within an existing residential area.
The proposed project density is consistent with surrounding residential densities. Therefore, the

proposed project is compatible within the context of the surrounding land uses pursuant to General
Plan Policy 2.2.5.21.

Wastewater

Public sewer service would be provided by the South Tahoe Public Utility District. As noted in a
letter of January 12, 2008, the South Tahoe Public Utility District has the sewer capacity to serve this
project.

Water

The Cascade Mutual Water Company provided a letter dated December 29, 2008 indicating that
it has adequate water supplies to serve the project. Therefore, no new or expanded offsite water
- facilities would be necessary to serve the proposed project. The Environmental Managément:

- Department reviewed the documentation provided by the Cascade Mutual Water Company and .- »
-+ “issued a letter on May 12, 2009 which concurred with the recommendations subject to:a:pump:

~ test being satisfactorily conducted between the months of August and October 2009. Based-on *: .
- this information, the project would be consistent with General Plan Pohcy 52.14 regardlng
~ Qavallablhty of reliable water supply I

*‘f‘GENERAL PLAN : > VB
-This project is inconsistent with 51gn1ﬁcant appllcable pohcles of the adopted 2004 El Dorado

County General Plan. Findings for inconsistency with the General Plan are provided in Attachment o
1. The policies and issues that affect this project are discussed below '

Policy 2.1.1.7 directs that development be limited in some cases until such time as-adequate
roadways, utilities, and other public service infrastructure becomes available and wildfire hazards -
are mitigated.

Discussion: As discussed above, the applicant’s inability and unwillingness to make the required
off-site road improvements would result in roadways which are inadequate to serve the proposed
parcel map.

Policy 2.2.1.2: The County General Plan designates the subject parcel as Adopted Plan, which refers
to the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency’s Regional Plan. The parcel is located within TRPA Plan
Area Statement (PAS) 175, Cascade Properties, which is primarily intended for residential use.

Discussion: The proposed project density and use is consistent with the density and use permitted
under TRPA Plan Area Statement (PAS) 175, Cascade Properties.
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Policy 5.7.1.1 directs that the applicant demonstrate that adequate emergency water supply, storage,
conveyance facilities, and access for fire protection either are or would be provided concurrent with
development.

Discussion: The project would be conditioned by the El Dorado County Department of
Transportation to meet the minimum State Responsibility Area (SRA) Fire Safe Regulations for road
surface and road width prior to development. As outlined above, the applicant’s inability to make
such road improvements would result in inadequate access for fire protection.

Policy 6.2.2.2 states that the County shall preclude development in areas of high and very high fire
hazard or in areas identified as “urban wildland interface communities within the vicinity of Federal
lands that are a high risk for wildfire,” as listed in the Federal Register of August 17, 2001, unless
such development can be adequately protected from wildland fire hazard, as demonstrated in a Fire
Safe Plan prepared by a Registered Professional Forester (RPF) and approved by the local Fire
Protection District and/or California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. ,

Discussion:  The project is located. within a very high fire hazard area and would require:the -
submittal and approval of a fire safe plan subject to approval by the Lake Valley Fire Protection -«

District and CAL FIRE. The project’s location within a very high fire hazard area is further evidence - .

that the requested design waiver to not make the required fire safe road improvements to:the off-site - - -

-access roadway connecting the subject site to Cascade Road is inappropriate and should be denied.

‘Policy 6.2.3.2 directs that the applicant demonstrate that adequate access exists, or canbe provided . : -
10 ensu're that emergency vehicles can access the site and private vehicles can evacuate the:area.

D1scussmn As d1scussed under the Access and Design Wa1ver sections above, the prOJect would
result in roadways which would be inadequate to serve the proposed parcel map. :

Conclusion: As discussed above, staff finds that the parcel map, as proposed, is inconsistent with
significant applicable policies of the County General Plan. Findings for inconsistency with the
General Plan are provided in Attachment 1.

ZONING

The subject site is currently zoned One-Family Residential District (TR1) which permits a minimum
lot area of 7,000 square feet when the lot is served with public water and a sewage system. The
proposed 1.45 and 8.98 acre parcels would conform to existing zoning and the development
standards in Section 17.56.040 for minimum lot width of 60 feet, minimum lot area of 7,000 square
feet, building setback requirements of 20/5/15 (front/side/rear) feet from parcel boundaries and road
easements, as well having the space to comply with the parking requirements of two spaces not in
tandem per dwelling unit pursuant to Section 17.18.060. As proposed, the subject parcel map
request would be a subdivision of existing structures with one existing residence on each prospective
parcel.
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Staff has prepared an Initial Study (Exhibit M) to assess project-related environmental impacts.
Based on the Initial Study, staff has determined that there is no substantial evidence that the
proposed project would have a significant effect on the environment Therefore, a Negative
Declaration has been prepared

NOTE: This project is located within or adjacent to an area which has wildlife resources (riparian
lands, wetlands, watercourse, native plant life, rare plants, threatened and endangered plants or
animals, etc.), and was referred to the California Department of Fish and Game. In accordance with
State Legislation (California Fish and Game Code Section 711.4), the project is subject to a fee of
$1,993.00 after approval, but prior to the County filing the Notice of Determination on the project.
This fee plus a $50.% recording fee, is to be submitted to Planning Services and must be made
payable to El Dorado County. The $1,993.00 is forwarded to the State Department of Fish and
Game and is used to help defray the cost of managing and protecting the States fish and wildlife
resources. However, staff has determined that the project would have no impact on biological
resources.. ' Potential impacts to biological resources would be further evaluated at time of
“development ‘plan- application submittal. = As such, the applicant may request a “No Effect: '
‘Determination Form” from the California Department of Fish and Game to waive payment of said .-

SUPPORT INFORMATIO‘N

Attachments to Staff Report:

Attachment 1.........cccocooeeiiiiiiiinnninn, Findings

Exhibit A ..ccoooiiriiieeeeee, Vicinity Map

Exhibit B...ooovooiiiiiieiceeeeeee Assessor’s Parcel Map Page

Exhibit C....cooovvveriiieeieeci e, General Plan Land Use Map

Exhibit Do, Zoning Map

Exhibit E .....c.ooovvviiiiiieiceeeee Tentative Parcel Map

Exhibit F o..oocoviiiiiiieeee, Applicant’s Access Plan

Exhibit G...cccocoiiiiiiiiceieeee, Applicant’s Design Waiver Request

Exhibit Hoooooooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeean, Applicant’s Access Information — May 5, 2008

Exhibit I ..ccooooiiiieieieeeee Lake Valley Fire Protection District Comments —
May 29, 2008

EXhibit J ...coooiiiiiinicericeeeee, Department of Transportation Comments —
November 7, 2008

Exhibit K....ocoooviiiiiieeiecee, Revised Department of Transportation Comments —
April 28, 2009

Exhibit L ..o CAL FIRE Comments — May 6, 2009

Exhibit M.....ooocoooviiiiiie, Environmental Checklist & Discussion of Impacts
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ATTACHMENT 1
FINDINGS

PARCEL MAP P08-0006

FINDINGS FOR DENIAL
1.0 CEQA Findings
1.1 El Dorado County has considered the Negative Declaration together with the comments

1.2

1.3

2.0

2.1

2.2

3.0

3.1

4.0

4.1

received during the public review process. The Negative Declaration reflects the independent
judgment of the County and has been completed in compliance with CEQA and is adequate
for this project.

No significant impacts to the environment as a result of this pI‘OJCCt were identified in the
initial study. :

The documents and other materials Wthh constltute the record of proceedings upon which
this decision is based are in the custody of the Development Services Department - Planning
Services located at 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA. '

GENERAL PLAN FINDINGS - - .

As proposed, the project is consistent with the Adopted Plan (AP) land use designation of the
subject site, as defined by General Plan Policy 2.2.1.2, which refers to the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency’s Regional Plan, because the parcel is located within TRPA Plan Area
Statement (PAS) 175, Cascade Properties, which is primarily intended for residential use.

The proposal is inconsistent with significant applicable Policies of the General Plan
including 2.1.1.7 (adequate infrastructure), 5.7.1.1 (fire protection), 6.2.2.2 (very high fire
hazard area), and 6.2.3.2 (access). The project does not provide adequate access for
emergency vehicles and is inconsistent with the General Plan policies identified above.

ZONING FINDINGS

The project, as proposed and conditioned, is consistent with the El Dorado County Zoning
Ordinance Development Standards because the proposed parcels meet the development
standards of the TR1 zone district pursuant to section 17.56.040 for minimum parcel areas
and lot widths, and to permit the yard setbacks required of future residential development.

ADMINISTRATIVE FINDINGS

Tentative Parcel Map
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5.0

5.1

5.1.1

5.1.2

P08-0006/Ebright
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The proposed tentative map, including design and improvements, is consistent with the
General Plan and Specific Plan, where applicable. As proposed, the tentative map conforms
to TRPA’s Plan Area Statement 175 Cascade Properties, Residential Uses but does not
conform to significant applicable General Plan policies concerning adequate roadways and
access for emergency vehicles.

The tentative map conforms to the applicable standards and requirements of the County’s
zoning regulations and Minor Land Division Ordinance. The proposed parcel sizes of 1.45
and 8.98 acres conform to the 7,000 square foot minimum parcel size of the TR1 zone
district. Additionally, the project conforms to the applicable provisions of the Minor Land
Division Ordinance.

The site is physically suitable for the proposed type and density of development. The
creation of one additional parcel at the 10.43 acre site is inappropriate due to inadequate
access and lack of fire safe roadways.

The proposed subdivision is not likely to cause substantial environmental damage. A
negative declaration was prepared for the proposed tentative parcel map. Based on the initial -
study, it was determined that the project would not have a significant effect on the -
environment.

DESIGN WAIVER APPROVAL FINDINGS

Permit proposed parcel 2B to exceed the depth to width lot ratio and have no street
frontage. ~ g

There are special conditions or circumstances peculiar to the property proposed to be
divided which would justify the adjustment or waiver. Proposed parcel 2B has a width of
150 feet and a depth of 475 feet. Therefore, proposed parcel 2B only exceeds the
maximum lot depth by 25 feet. The current parcel configuration was established in 1993
as a result of a land exchange between the U.S. Forest Service and current property
owner. A boundary line adjustment (BLA05-0111) was approved by Planning Services in
2006 which further revised the parcel configuration. The current commercial use is
permitted pursuant to TRPA approval in 2001.

Strict application of County design and improvement requirements would cause
extraordinary and unnecessary hardship in developing the property. Strict compliance
with the DISM would prevent compliance with Chapter 20 of the TRPA Code of
Ordinances. The proposed parcel line configuration is consistent with the TRPA
requirements for land coverage.

The adjustment or waivers would not be injurious to adjacent properties or detrimental to
the health, safety, convenience and welfare of the public. The waiver will not be injurious to
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adjacent properties or detrimental to the health, safety, convenience and welfare of the public
as proposed parcel 2B only exceeds the maximum lot depth by 25 feet.

The waivers would not have the effect of nullifying the objectives of Article II of Chapter 16
of the County Code or any other ordinance applicable to the division. The requested design
waiver will not hinder the County’s implementation of the Subdivision Map Act as outlined
in Article II of Chapter 16 of County Code or any of the other applicable ordinances
discussed within the staff report.

Permit Cascade Road to remain 12 to 14 feet wide rather than be improved to 24 feet
wide as required by the El Dorado County Design and Improvement Standards Manual.

There are special conditions or circumstances peculiar to the property proposed to be
divided which would justify the adjustment or waiver. According to the applicant, the
existing main access road, Cascade Road, is a private road that was approved by the
County and paved in 2003 at 14-feet wide with turnouts. The existing and proposed
unnamed access road to the subject parcels is currently 12 to 14 feet wide compacted

- gravel with turnouts and soft shoulders. Lake Valley Fire Protection District reviewed the

requested design waiver and had no objections. However, DOT and CAL FIRE
recommend the unnamed access roadway from Cascade Road to the subject site be
widened to 20 feet as required by the DISM. No improvements are recommended for
Cascade Road. As such, DOT and CAL FIRE are not supportive of the design waiver
request. There are not sufficient special conditions to the property which would justify
the waiver of minimum fire safe requirements.

Strict application of County design and improvement requirements would cause
extraordinary and unnecessary hardship in developing the property. Strict application of
the DISM would not cause extraordinary and unnecessary hardship in developing the
property as DOT is not requiring any improvements to Cascade Road nor that the off-site
access roadway from Cascade Road to the subject site be paved, both of which could be
required under the DISM. Off-site road improvements to meet minimum fire safe
standards consist of widening the existing gravel access roadway from 12 feet to 18 feet
wide with one-foot shoulders. If the access easement can be secured, sufficient space is
available to make the required off-site road improvements.

The adjustment or waivers would not be injurious to adjacent properties or detrimental to
the health, safety, convenience and welfare of the public. Both DOT and CAL FIRE
reviewed the design waiver request and have concerns regarding the existing 12 to 14 foot-
wide access roadway not being improved to meet minimum fire safe standards. The project
site is located within a very high fire hazard area. As such, the waiver would be injurious to
adjacent properties and detrimental to the health, safety, convenience and welfare of the
public. As mentioned above, insufficient site access resulted in challenges for emergency
vehicles responding to a fire at the subject site this past winter.
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5.2.4 The waivers would not have the effect of nullifying the objectives of Article 1l of Chapter 16
of the County Code or any other ordinance applicable to the division. The requested design
waiver will hinder the County’s implementation of the Subdivision Map Act as outlined in
Article II of Chapter 16 of County Code because the applicant does not have the easement
rights to make the required off-site fire safe road improvements resulting in inadequate
emergency access to any potential future residential structure without the County’s use of
eminent domain to acquire the land necessary for the off-site road improvements.

S:ADISCRETIONARY\P\2008\P08-0006\P08-0006 Staff Report.doc
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT C
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Project Site
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EXHIBITD
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EXHIBIT E
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- AspEN EnviRonmt.tar. EXHIBITG

Planning & Consulting Services

Ebright, Proposed Subdivision
APN # 018-320-11 XS

[N e

AT
P08-0006 Tt
EXC

Request for 2

Design and Improvements Standards Waiver Request

For
Parcel Size and Configuration

And

Access Road

Prepared by: Mike Dill, Aspen Environmental
September 17, 2008

2409 Lupine Trail South Lake Tahoe, CA. 96150 Phone: 530-542-0454 Fax: 530-544-7638 email: mike@2roos.com
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Project Description:

The applicant, Charles B. Ebright, is proposing to subdivide his existing parcel and
structures into two parcels. The proposed parcel configuration has been determined on
three factors. First, the existing lot-line configuration and layout as approved by the El
Dorado County Planning Department in 2007; Second, the layout of the existing
development; and finally the restrictions in place by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency.

The existing parcel, Parcel # 2 was approved by El Dorado County Planning Department
in 1993 with a land exchange between the Ebright Family and the U.S. Forest Service. The
unique layout of parcel 2 was due to the fact that it bordered a wetland area, and also a
recreation area. It is noted that the western perimeter of the subject parcel follows the
existing Ice House Road. A boundary line adjustment also occurred in 2007 that was also
approved by the El Dorado County Planning Department on August 29, 2007.

The layout of the existing development has dictated the proposed lot line between
proposed parcels 2A and 2B. In order to be eligible for a subdivision in the Lake Tahoe
Basin the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency requires a subdivision of existing structures.
As proposed parcel 2A will have one existing residence and Parcel 2B will have the other
existing residence.

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency also has regulations that required the parcel
configuration. All proposed land coverage calculations for the project area must be
consistent with Chapter 20 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. When subdividing the
parcel, lands coverage, and existing uses and parking areas were taken into consideration.

The proposed parcel line configuration is consistent with the TRPA requirements for land
coverage.

Design and Improvements Standards Waiver Request:

The applicant requests a waiver to the Design and Improvements Manual Volume II,
Section 2.B.5 and 2.B.10, concerning lot frontage and lot depth versus width.

As proposed parcel 2A has a width of 329 feet( minimum of 100 feet width required) and
a depth of 975 feet. (329 x 3= 987 feet), therefore parcel 2A is consistent with the DIM
Volume II. Parcel 2B as proposed has a width of 150 feet( minimum of 100 feet width
required) and a depth of 475 feet. ( 150 x 3 = 450 feet), therefore parcel 2B is 25’ too
deep, or 5% of the total lot depth too deep.

09-1506.D.19




The applicant requests a waiver of Section 2.B.10 for Parcel 2B based on the following:
Parcel 2B was configured based on the existing development, the access to the proposed
parcels, and the land coverage limitations on and off the parcel. . The access road to parcel
2B runs adjacent to the western property line, with onsite parking for the existing
residence immediately off the access road and in front of the existing residence. The parcel
depth could not be reduced otherwise the parking area would be offsite and inconsistent
with the TRPA Code of Ordinances which requires two onsite parking spaces per unit.

The applicant requests a waiver to the Design and Improvements Manual Volume II,
concerning the requirement for a 24’ wide paved access road.

The existing access main road, Cascade Road is a private road that was approved by El
Dorado County and paved in 2003 at 14’ wide with turnouts. The existing and proposed
access to the subject parcels is currently a 12-14 feet wide compacted gravel road with
turnouts and soft shoulders. There is currently one fire hydrant along the access road.

The applicant requests that the existing access road be accepted with the Conditions
Outlined in the letter from the Lake Valley Fire Department Battalion Chief Gareth Harris
dated May 29, 2008. These conditions include the installation of a 96’ cul-de-sac for
vehicle turnaround, installing a fire hydrant in the project area, and placing signage along
the access road for both turnouts and to inform people that it is a fire access road.

Design Waiver Findings:

1. There are special conditions or circumstances peculiar to the property proposed
to be divided which would justify an adjustment or waiver to the conditions.

As discussed above there are many special conditions associated with the subject parcel

including topography, existing development and impacts and concerns associated with
other permitting agencies.

2. Strict application of the design or improvements required of the minor land
division ordinance or manual would cause extraordinary and unnecessary
hardship in dividing the property.

Strict application of the ordinances and required improvements would place a hardship on
the property owner. The property owner cannot control the access rights over the

adjoining property and they are limited to the existing roadway footprint due to TRPA
coverage limitations.

3. That the proposed adjustment or waiver would not be injurious to the adjoining
parcels public health, safety, or welfare.

The waiver will not impact adjoining properties and granting of the project approval will
not be injurious to the health, safety or welfare of the neighborhood or public.
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4. The adjustment or waiver would not have the effect of nullifying the objectives of
the ordinances in the Design Improvements Standards or manual noted above.

The waiver requested will not nullify the objects of the subdivision ordinances or the
Design Improvements Manual.

Prepared bj M Date: ?{/ l 7 /le/

Mike Dill, Aspen Environmental
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EXHIBITH

BROOKE . SHAW . ZUMPFT

T. Scott Brooke

brookeibrooke-shaw.com

5 May 2008

El Dorado County

Development Services
2850 Fairlane Court, Building "C" DRSS
Placerville, CA 95667

Re:  Subdivision of Structure
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 18-090-12, 18-320-08

Ladies and Gentlemen:

This office represents Charles B. Ebright and Mary S. Ebright, owners of properties in
the Lake Tahoe area of El Dorado County, known as Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 18-090-12 and
18-320-08. The first of these properties is the subject of a Subdivision of Structure process being
processed by your department.

We have been asked to review the limited issue of access to the parcels for ingress and
egress, for the purpose of emergency and fire access as well as the legal requirement. This letter
will provide our opinion that such legal access exists, has been long established, and was
confirmed by the Superior Court in and for the County of El Dorado, in Case No. 5957, and the
Judgment therein, dated 5 May 1950, which is of record in El Dorado County. A copy of that
Judgment is attached hereto.

In that Judgment, in Section 3 of the Order, Parcel D was conveyed to Kate D. Ebright; in
Section 2, Parcel B was conveyed to Clarence Kumpf, et al. Pursuant to Section 5 thereof, all
presently constructed roads were confirmed, and rights of use thereof for the purpose of ingress
and egress were acknowledged and confirmed.

The current property, APN 18-090-12, is a portion of said Parcel D and, accordingly, is
entitled to utilization of such existing and adjudicated roads for ingress and egress. The adjacent
property, APN 18-320-08, was a portion of Parcel B; accordingly, it is similarly entitled to
utilization of existing roads for ingress and egress. Mr. and Mrs. Ebright have succeeded to or
acquired ownership of both properties, and enjoy the power to extend the preexisting access

rights as they decide.
Post Office Box 2860 Attorne s at Law Telephope: 775 7827171
1590 Fourth Street, Suite 100 y Facsimile: 775-782+3081
Minden, Nevada 89423 www.brooke-shaw.com
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El Dorado County
Development Services
5 May 2008

Page 2

The roadway and driveway to the house then existing on Parcel D, currently APN 18-
090-12, was in existence at the time of the 1950 adjudication, since the records of El Dorado
County Tax Assessor reveal that it was constructed in 1947. The various Assessor’s maps

thereafter continue to show such driveway access, which has now been in continual use for over
sixty (60) years.

Accordingly, and for the present purposes of connection with the structure verification

and any boundary-line adjustment map, the existing rights-of way provide the required legal
access.

If you have any questions, or need any further information, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Sincerely,

BROOKE « SHAW « ZUMPFT

T OOpPhe_

T. SCOTT BROOKE

TSB/mmr

FAULRTSB\TSB Personal\Ebright BLALA+ Ei Dorado Plan 4-22-08.doc

Enclosure
cc: Charles and Mary Ebright

BROOKE +« SHAW + ZUMPFT
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I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of the order made

~

in ths abova-zntitled matter, as the ssme now remains of record and on file in my office,

Dated: $/12/50

1340 4G
1430 46727

£

Y,

e
sasi
-y
.

EVAN J, HUGHES
Referee In Bankruptcey

Piled Ior Record ut the Requast of INTER COUNTY TITLE €O, July 6, A, D. 1990 at 8 min, past 3.
o'clock PV,
JAMES W, SWERNBY

Lol oo

LAk
3014 5340536 TV!

NG, 2795, Recordar of Bl Dorado County
Fee 35,60
ml COMPARED

Endorsed-Filad

/ -
i ot TTC &P,

ot vol é:az 269 oF OrFIEHL RE uﬁns PACE 17 n

This cause came o regularly to btr hea¥ was heard on May 4th, 1950, before

entitled Court, Honcrakla Seorge H, Thompson, Judge thereof, presiding, sitting without a jury

h)
Aetiet ¥ Rolotsk o1 35%5‘
rinur J, Aoletsz % yad
&voLumh‘fQ ¥ SRV ROV (T raotBiig Mednnally, Depi! i]!\ gg ‘\h\\
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 23 E ¢ :
iR
TN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF EL DORADO ém;;hg
A3 . B sy
CLARENCE SELBY XRMPFP, JR., ) BEE VoLuxe S47 |, I r«e&?'f’"’ N~ L
CHARLES BRIGHAM KEMPFF, ) ' L lea . =)
XKATHERINE DUKR KPMPSF and ) NO. 5957 o %
ELEANGR XEMPFF OVERTOM, ) 2 03
) JUDGMENT CONF{RMIN. IRPCRT 3 g
Plaintiffs, ) OF REFEREES AND FOR PART ITI(H z
Ve ) OF REAL PROPERTY x B
) = :'.(:,’.,-.J" . e e ‘8
KATE DUBR BBRIGHT, ) e aE 43 B
J e N
Defendant, g BEVOLUME 72y o - HECORDS PA&E‘.’JJ‘.{:’E. =i
54
— 2
Ft

upon the ccmplaint of the plaintiffs and the answer of the defendant and upen ths report df
J. L, Haskins and Fdwin A. Mueller, Referses In Partition, heretofore duly appolnted and em-

~

&

povered, plaintiffs appoaring by Massrs, Wright, Thomas, Dorman & Foxy by Charles Fox, Jr., §
Esq., their attornays, and dsfendant appearing by Messrs. McCutchen, Thomas, Matthow, Griffithd t
& Greens, by Morris M, Doyle, Zsq., her attorners, After hoaring the evidsnce and considering 3
the seme, the Court, being fully advised doas hereby nnke {ts findings of fact as follows, 13
to wits { i

1. That this cause was duly cormenced on the 26th day of Fabruary, 197, by the tiline

s

herein of a verified complaint, That summons was thereupon duly issued, stating the nature

TTT

and object of the action and containing a deseription of tha real proparty affected thereby,

and was sarved on defendant in this action in the County of Karin, Stcte of Californias, on the ‘

e 4

7th day of ¥arch, 1947, That on the 26th day of Fabruary, 1547, a notics of the pendency of ﬁ
sald action vas recorded in the office of the County Recorder of the County of E1 Dorado, Stntﬂ
of California, the county in which zaid real property 1s situated, in Book H of Lis Pendens at 3

page 49h, That said notice of the pendency of said action eontained the names of tho parties
thereto, tha object of the action and a description of the proparty to be a‘fncted theredy.
2. That an interlocutory decrea of partition was nade and enter<d in the aheva entltlod
action on November 12, 1947, wherein it was ordered, adjudged and dacreed that all of the
proparty describad in plaintiffs’ comploing ha partitioned betwaen plaintiffs and tha d*df‘ﬁdﬂn!’
according to thair ruspoctiva intarasts as ascartained, declurad and establish3d by sajd Inter :

locutory decree, and wharaein J. L, Hasldn., Bdwin A, Husller and Don H. Condrich vars appoints

=
.

faforess in Partition to divido tha preperty deserited in plalntiffs? coaplaint, znd Lo 1o so‘ti} ;

thair pr-csedings o thde sewrs, vpscllying shgTannar n vhich ey havy oxeeutsd thulp teig tﬁ E

and degeridbing the Propsrty HMwliad s2d tha sharas allettad o cach Py vith p. ticular 223~

ewiptlon of cach shara,

3, Thab sadd J. L, Hexlclus and Bosin A, Huedlor, Roferses avroinied 3y :ald fatszlaent
dzerody hava wado partliien of all o€ tha el BTapse
Lr sald Iatarloouiony Laovtay ond have dlvidod

sowyieas i

Sk tha popnaatluy pRYSFET PR
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‘| rarticularly descrited in Exhibits 3155758,9 end 10 attached hareto and heraby made a pa:t of

I D AR £ BT T NS AT 1§ttt i et 5.t

D ot e Akt e

according to the respective rights ¢f zaid parties as determiyed by the court in said intar.

locutory dserse. Trat the report of said Refareus datad Ma-er. 1, 1950 vas approved by plain-
Siff's and defendant and was £iled hereln cn spril 12, 1950, That Don H, Goedrich, appolnted
a3 a Rsferce {n said interlocutory decree, died August 25, 1946, and prior to the signing of
the Referess' report. Trhat the partles rereto by wriiten stipulation on file herein have
waived any right to objact to sald repert bacause of the 2sath of said Don H. Gocdrich, and
have vaived say right to apgly for or derand that s succiseor h2feree or new Refereos *a
appointed. Sald Referees J, L, Haskins ard Edwin A, Mueller >ave caused sald premises to be
surveysd and have csused a map of sald survey Lo be pre:ered, designating the soveral portions
80 allotted by thew, and have canzed saparate daseriptilons cf each peresl 50 alloted to be
incarporatad as a part of said raport, That said map s attached to and made a part of zaid
Refercas' report, being markod "Sxhibit 1."  Said dsscriptiens are attached to and rade s

part ¢f saild Ret'epans! report, being marked "Exhibits 2 to 11, inclusive™, That sald Retereas
have proceedsad in 11l respacts a3 by sald interlocutory decree daclared,
4,

ara to Don H, Goodrich, the sum of $2,500,00, to J, L.

That reasonable suns to le allowed as Referess feos and axpenses in these proceedings

Haskins the sum of $5,314,00, and to
Edvin A. Muellar, the sun of $59,732,003 that Wrizht, Tromas, Dormen & Fox have acted as
attoraeys'ror

plaintiffs since the inception of thase proceedings and that $15,000.00 i3 a

T2asonable sum to ke allowed for theip servicesy that MeCutcehsn,y Thouas, Hatthew, Griffiths &
Greans have acted as attorneys for defondant since the inception of thase prceoedings and that
$15,000.00 i3 a reascnable swa to be allovsd for thaip servicus; that no obvjoction or axsaption
has bean made by any of the Farties to the above entitled actién, to said raport of tha eaid
Rorerées, but upon the contrary that all of said partles by said written stipulation filad
herzin have requested and stipulated thet said Raeferees' raport ta confirmed and have :cnsentad
that 1aal Judgment in partition be antared therson,

WHEREFORB, IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AMD DICREED:

()

That sald report of saiq Rafeross in Partiticn be and the same is hereby in all re-

spacts confirmed, and that the partition of said premises and the allotments made by seid

Roferz2as to the respective parties herato ba and the camo a3 heoreby daclarsd to be effectual

forever; and that all of the real proparty mentlonad and desceribed $n =ald report and in the
latorlocutory decree heratofore mada and entered In this actioa be and the szame is hereby

partitiont In the mannepr ast out in ssid réport._

(2) That all that real property situsted in the County of El Dcredoy, State of Cal’fornia,

described in said Referces’ Teport as Parcels "B, "Ch, mpw, uyw  ww "J*y and "K", and more
’ ' ’

thi; Judgment be and the same 1s heraby allottad; assicnoed and set over to tha plaintiffs,

Clarenca Selby Kemoff, Jr., Sharlas Brigham Xempff, Katherine Duer Xempff and Elosnor K wpfe

Jvarton, in faeoe sizple as joint tenants, and that thae said plaintiffs held the sams savayrally
and absolutoly fyea feca any and 2131 clainms, Interast, posssssion or right of

dafendanty Xate Duer Ebright,

pessassicn of thg

¥xcapt as se forth havainafter in paragraph (7) of this judgmaat,

(3) That 21l that renl property situated In tha Covaty of Bl Dorade, Stato of California,

d39271ed 1 3214 Referess® rapost as Parcalg MAY, wpn, "3, "G", and "EM, and more paviicularliy

dzgertiad in Prhidbits 2y %y 6 amd 12, ants

w3 hoeato and hopgly sado a part of this Juigmons,

53 anl tha gauo 1 haraby allotind, agsizend nad sat wwae %o gha dotandent, Kato Duar Ihelghit,

s

A slapla el that sha gade [

3 su/aredly and gbsolutaly frea foon £317

sad all elalaw;, inge 1585 &

A
&

2 & 2
vinh of nosnyg

saden op

34

ot ths plaintifcly, Olaranca Syluy

Simpday dea; Ghavlon Ledgiomm XKooy

iy P e
aedivy D Lonad

oo

REREY SCORI E8 Bt
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wpoa witteh the several puresls allotiad to thy partles hsreto are mapned, la attéchag hsrato
as Pxitiblt L ana A3 hereby wade a part of this hdeasnt and dacras, '

(5) That the lanls alloticd harel. to che winpeative partles hoveto shall ba and recain
sntitied to oil watar eights which tiey had peloy So such wlotnont, peovidad howevar, thit
the Lands barafy a)loktzd to plafntifls shell oe Zattl:d Be the wse of “ha watsra of Cazeada

wka Lo reascnable ond neoaduayy douasile pLesosis a0ly Lo an amotnt not to axcodd sus-hell
(1/2) of tha uwsual, ordirsry aud natural AULLlew feen sald leke, dotermined rithouc regsyd ta

sy diverilon or use of Lha vater thereol radg by eliler party,

Thet all pressntly constrvetsd veads on satd roamises (othor than tha stats higlreay
ruaning ticough said praatlases) shall ba ars remala prlvate rosds, Bizhts of way Ja and on all
prasuntly eoastructad roads, =: tha sama nre now located, are hersby silotted to 2aeh ALYy
thair pedrs and assigns, over the lands 2llotted £o tha other {or purzsses of ‘nmress aud By
to and frow the lands rvapeativaly alloztad to sach Partyy and in addition thereto in ond aloud f 
the course of all pressndly eonstevsted watey lines, olectrie pover 17.3s znd talaphona Linos _'
for purposes of tha nainteasnca and usa thergof, Rlghts of uﬁy fop Ingeass and eyviasy aad Top
construction, malntersanso 2ad uze of water llnde, elacirle power lines and talavhoas Llings
shall be granted in tha future to uach DATLY by tis othar im accordance with tha veasorabls

4 13esedary neads of tha rerzpoenive pareale pnarcln allottad to asmch pEPLY,y such rights of

S WAy L0 L loeatsd at sueh placcs und in suak BANALT a8 to do ths least poulidle dru

¥ To tha [
ssrviant proparty ccasistant with erdlnaxy use and preetices. .
(6) That Reforess’ fars and o%3en3es be and thuy aroe hersby alloved end npportloned ay

follmrst

Tot Don ¥, Goodrisn $2,500,C0
Jo L, Easkins ¥9314,00
Edvian A, Mualler 542732,00

aad that said Referaca® foes and Azpanzss ba pald cas-hall by plaiatiffs and on@-halr V4
;dqfendant. )
Thit attorneys' feas ia ihig procesding by and thay are nheredy alloved and anpurtlonsd
© a3 follevws:

To: Welsh, Thomasz, Dornsn & Fox attornays
; for plaintiffs, the gun of SiS,QO0.00 ‘

fo1 Houbinen, Thesas, Hatthow, Geiffiths &
Graene, attorneys fop dafendant, the sim
of 315.000.00g ’
*anci that tha fees allowed plaintiffs? atztorneys bo pald by plaintiffs and tha fees allewad
; ¢afendant’s attornsys be palid Ly defendant,
{7) Trat the proparty allatted harein to plaintiffs shall, in order to sacure the paganni}
ol plalutis s La9s hareinabove allezsdy, ba subject o thn following Jians in
favor of the persons nsusd below in the aractnts 84% opposite their wwumss

Don Fo Scodrich, $1;250,00 Jo L, Vaskins, 2,657.00 Eawln A, Yualler, 2,866,00
(Mrighty Thosas, Dorzan & Fos, 1950€0.00

(3) that ths propaxty allotied harsin %o da

Tadant shall, in cedar %0 gaunuro wno ant

; of dafadsnd’s ehare of tha faaa herelantous alleridy ta anbject o tha Follouing 1dons in

9% wurosdts 4hole noxess

0 2REUPLN Tdvin AL Neallor, 2,884,000 ’
35,000,00 i

PR
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Hovembaxr 19, 1%%9 FXHIBIT 42
PARCEL "a"
411 of that portisn of Lt 3 of Section 26y Te 13 ¥, R, 17 %, MaDM,, T Darado Cownty, !L
California daseribed as follows: *
2ginning at tha SE coener of the pavesl of land havein describzd, a 2 ineh dianetar if;c‘\‘
plpe near fance corner, f£roa which the Sonth L% co.ner of sald Saet'on 26, haars 3 0° 2350 ;
East, 1321,5 faet; thonca froa said point of Teglming, along an axdsting fante line it 0 20¢
¥ast, 1010,0 faet to a 1% iach square baz, 36 inchas atova growad, at JTorth ond of iron fancoy
thenes ciutinuing N G° 20 West, 81,7 fast to tha approximate shore lins of Lake Tahowa} thenns
alonz said shora lina i1 99° <ot 3o Wasty 270,9 oot 9 a M fnch ddsister pips 6 incros
Lalewr the surface; thonae lsuving sald chore Iine 5 26° %3' Wast, 556,55 £33 to a 5/3 tnen
iron rod with rectangulay iron plate walded on top and stesped "Par 9l A® and "Papesel B° ai
38t flush wivh tho rrovndy thaace continuing 5 25° B3t West, 1328.6% fuat to a 3/ tnen
dlamater napped iron plpe; thonce N, 89° 22¢ Rast, 863,3 reet to the point of b-zglnn;ng.
Containing 15,15 acras. 7
Togather with all lands lying Northerly of tha parcel of land hersia dszeridad and the ordinary
Low water line of usald Take {shoe and townded on the East by tho direct oxtensicn, Noztherly
of tha Basterly boundavy of sald par2el and on tho Yest by the direac axtenaloa Northeastsrly

of tha Waesterly bowadory of snid Parcel,
EIMER J KEuT

La 8, 1320
Novembar 15, 1sho

PARCEIS "n" & "Q” EXHIBYIY ©o, 3,

A1l that portlonr of Lots 3 and %, the Wt of the SW of Section 26 snd thogﬂ?}} of the 53}
of Section 27, T, 13 ¥., R, 17 Fast, M.D.3.4 ¥., Bl Dorado émmty, Calltornta, daseribed as
followsg: ) v

Beginning at a polnt in the canter 1in2 of Stata Highvay Bo, 89 at 1ts iatursection with
the South line of the 23 of the 553} of said Ssction 27 as fenced, rfrom which the 3z corngy
of zald Section 27 Yours S 8° L1' 30" Rast, 1333,9 Teati thonce rrom sald point of bagianing,

. 52° 22' 30" Bazt, 133%,3 fiot to a polnt in tha eontar 1169 of a prlvaka roaq knowvn as kho
"Ice Fousa Road?, markad by 2 5/8 tach kay with a ractangular 1rca plate welded on top and
ataapad "Paresl C* and "Parcel D? and set & iaches bolow the suwrfaces thewce N, 37° g0l ant-,
697.6 feal to a stallar mcawacnty thence contianing N 37° 50 Easty 236,8 fest,sa similar nowdY
zont§ thence continuing ¥ 37° 501 B ey 42,0 feat to a point on the approximate shorc iing of

. Take Tahooj thence along sald shove 1ine § 61° h2? Bast, 142,2 feet} chonco S 59° 50' 0" Rast |
483.% feet to a similar monvrent stauped "Parcol 57 and "Parcel C*, and set 6 inchas bolcw the
surfacay thence continning § 59° <0 30" East, 270,9 fest to a 3/% inch dlmmeter irou _1'.:0

sat 6 mches balov the surfacaj thence leavinz said shore line § 26° 43" Wost, 56.55 3ot ta
a 5/8 inch iren vod with @ re. sianguler dron plats welded ca top, stsmpad "Papeal AP end "Pore
col B and zat flush with tha ground; thones continuing 5 26° 43* Wecet, 1328,85 fast, za a

3/ ineh dicmater SEEPAd MPen pdpe on an sxlsting fopee lina, thenece alonyz zaid frues 1409

3 29° 22 Wost, 175%.% Poat ang 3 £9° 2h 1 oy, 157,83 vast to the poiat of b:gizlx'omg.

éon};aining 48,242 oor:

tha Heytuzastarly tovndavy (dagovibed » appyUR

09-1506.D.30




PLECELS “5" & Mo

0

; A1l of that poriion of Tots % and 5, gnd tha N of the SWi

of the 5E} and of =he SEf of tha

; borade County, Californda, described as Jcllows:
Boglnnlng

che South line

v

of sald Hectlon 27, tewrs 3 8° L' 30" Zast, 1133,9 feet; cthene: from zaid point of baglaning

and along tha conter line of sald Higiway as Tollows: N 3° 03" West, 179,1 feet; t-ence N
(77 00" Wast, 110,0 fouh; thence 3 1* 17% Zast, 40,0 Ceat; tience ¥ 22° GO! Bast, 1%,3 feat
thenea N O13° 07 Faan 27,0 vest; thance N 16° O1' Jasty 205.1 feet; thenca ¥ 5% 7% Zast 172,7
feets thanca § 5°* 33! Busht, 00,0 r2et; Shenca M 10° 42! Zazhy 269.0 feet; thence
Se3t, 236,0 (ast; thence leraving sale cznter line of Hlghway, N 77° 13' YWest, 159,61 feet .o
“u polnt on tiha center ling of the ridgze Zetwsen Cascade Laks and lLake Tahoe, marked by a 5/8

i inch iron rod with a ructangular iren plate Welded, sat flush with the growmd 1n a mound of
irocks and stampad "Parcel I* and "Parcal E'; thence along said eznter line of ridge ¥ 26° 49!

i 30" Rasty 123,3 Ceat; thence N 7° 18° Zast, 220,8 fset; thence N 22° 52! East, 150,23 faet N
521' 02% Fast, 100,6 fect to a similar ronumens stamped "Parcel E" and "Pavesl F'; thoncs lsava
s ing sald canter Ling of rldga § 77° S1' Fast, 428,0 faet to a 3/% inch dlameter lron plpas
thenea continuing 3 77° 51' Zast, 50.3 Tast to a 30 penny spike in a 8 Inch squara guard post

; ot tha outer adge of sald Highway Xo. 89; thance N 64 G4t 30" Eust, %3%,33 feat to a /8 inch

;
{ 1ren bar with ractanzular iron plate wzlied on vop and stamped "Parcel E' and "Farcel F"3 thencs
1]

;continuing N gk sht 30" Fast, 111,45 feet to a similar momment ; thance continniag ¥ 64* 5kt

30" East, 55.8 feut to a point on the approximate shora lins of Lake Tahoe; thence along said

shore line 8 54° 51! Hast, 193,7 feot; theaca S 31° 50! Easty 164.5 feat; thence § 20° 471 300
Bast, 233,5 root to a 5/8 inch iron vod with a roctangular iron plate welded on top anc stamped
"Parcal D" and "Parcel E'; thenca continuing along gaid shore 1line 5 26°* 08* East, 146.b faet;
thencs 8 #3° 53* Rast 111,3 feat; thence S 40° 52¢ Fast 217.8 fest; thence S 61° L2 Zast 155,1
fuats thenca leaving said shore 1lina S 37° 50! Wast, 42.0 feat to a 5/8 inch ivon dar with o
roctangular iron plato welded on top and stamped "Pavcel C" and "Parcel D'; thence continuing
Se 37 50! Uaat, 235,8 feot to a similar menunent; thence centiauirg 3 37° 507 VWest, 697.6 feet
to a point In the canter Jine of a private road known as the "Ice Yousa Road”, and marked by a
similar monunont set 6 inches below tha surfacej thenca § 52° 22" 39" West, 153%,3 feat to the
point of beglnning, Containing 58,866 acres,

Together with all lands lying tetwesn the Worthasterly bovadary (Jdescribed as approximate
shore line) of the parcel herein deserited and the ¢r.inary lov water line of Lske Tahoe, and
boundad on North and East by the direct extenslen Nertheasterly of the Hortreasterly boundary
of said pareel and on the Scuth and as® Ly the dirzct extension Novrtheas“erly of the South-

ansterly bouwndary of saild parcel,
BIMER J, KEWT

L. 8. 1820
Lar 29, 1949
"PARCEL FY EXHIBIT NO, 5

ALl that povtien of the HR{ of

end of the SBf of thae 4o of 32ctlon 27 a1d of Lats

5 oond 6 oo¢ Soction 295, 7. & M

w

ET

any

N SR and " Pareeld

o=
G

Lo Tina or 3ol

oot sitE, 1S festy
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Bast 272.0 fe~t thenee { L° &7 Eaut, 210,3 feot to 1 polnt in the contsr line of State dL520ny
3, 393 theneo along sald  wnter lins of Wighwyyy 8 87° 210 Zast 42,9 Teot; cthance S 43® 277
Eagt, 1.1 feat; thonea S8 20° 25 Iast, 153.5 fect; thence leaving sald centor 1ias of Highway
N 75% 127 Yast k06,3 et to a 3/3 dneh lren bar with g rectangular ivon plate walded on top
and stuzped "Pareal FY anad “Parcel G"3 thence continning N ¥5° 127 Zast, 73.53 Caet %o a
sirilar nemmenty theace continwing i 75° 121 Rast, 317,67 feet to a polut oa ths approximate
- shore ling of Tako Toabiod} thones along said shors 1lwe § 27° 01* Rast, 3.5 faety vhonce 8
h2* 31' 10" Bast, 279.2 Ceun; thonce § 16* 350 Fast, 172.0 feats Thence 8 “3° 50% Bast, 102,7
T, th 8 %% 517 By 15,3 %) th loaving sd shovw line S (h® Sht 30M Wast, 55,82 rast to a 5/8
iach 1ron dar with & rectangvlar {ron plata walded on top wnd stazpsd "Parcel ¥ and “Parcel
™, thonce ecatinoing 3 64° Sh' 30" Wast, 111.65 fee% to m similap nonusnty thener continuing
5 She ght 367 Y,y BW34,33 a0t to 30 psuny spike in a 8 inch Jquare guard post on outar adga
of sald ilghway Yo, 893 thenco ¥ 77° 517 Wast, 50,8 faat to a 3/ Inch diameter lren pinag
thencs continuing N 77° 5} lost, 428,0 fevt to the point of Bagimuimg. Contalning 11,86 acres
Tagother with all lands lylng Fastorly of the Basterly boundary (deseribed as approximata
shors lins) of the Parcel of lsnd herein deseribad and the ordinary low watar 1ling of Jake
Tahoa apd bowadsd ca tha Northezst by the diract extension of the Rortheastorly boundary of
sald pareal and on the southeast by tha divect axtonsion noythgasterly of ssuthaasterly bome
daey of gafd parenl,
BIMER T, XLNT
L, S, 1820
Novamber 19, 1949
"PARCFL G" EXHIBIY 310, o
Lot 3 snd the XEL of tha SB) of Section 23, contalning 72.5 agrds more or lzasy Also Lot
1 and tha $Bt of the Sk of Seetion 33: containing 73.0 85738, uAr9 ur loss) also pll of 4hat
portion of Saction 26, 27 and 3%, s1) In T, 13 N,y R. 17 Basty M.D.D.& Hay EX Dorado County,
California, dageribed as i‘r:ll(:‘)s:
Baginning at the 1/% suetion corney comncn to above desaribad sacticns 33 and LT
" thensa’aleng the Bast-west contor 1iae of 2aid Section Py He 87° H1Y Bast, 02,2 foat to a
point on thae conter lino of »idgo batwoon Caseads Lake and Take Tahves thenvce along said
caater 1lne of viligs W, 35” 33 Paut, 223.0 feat to a 5/8 iach ivea rod with a roetangulas
iren plate stasiped "Pavcel 6P .nd “Faresl J"s thence continuing along seid conter iins of
“ridge ¥ %0° 530 2,, 712.% faet to a ainilsr ponument stamped "119% at ¢he haad of a suall
valley batvesn two ridgas; thenea along the center iins of ssid Valley B 60* L8' Bast, 162,7
featy thence N b8° 437 30* B,, 50%,2 fuetj thenca N, 48° 28! Rast, 181.0 faaty thance N 56°
37' East, 332,2 Peot§ thence N 55° 22°¢ Easty 291,9 fest; thence N 50° 09’ East, 199,35 faet to
a similar uoawmaent stamped "1297; thanca ¥ 37° 06! East, 29%.2 feet to a aimilar monwuent
stampad “126"3 thenca N 2” 07! Zast, 259.1 Toaty thence N 27° 05! 307 East; 30%.1 Iaet; thaned
N L2* L5 Bast, 225,1 rest; thagea N B30 100 30¢ Bagty 201,7 fuaty thanee H 282 hd! Fast kb
feat; thenea {1 23° 56' Kast, 295,3 foehs thonco H 26° 9% 30" Past, 262,2 fest; vhenss W 238°
OL' Zasty 15946 fnot) thenca T, 33* 347 Zast, 262,7 feot to an irea beacs poet In tha Heast
Uno of tha 03§ of ) 82) of 3114 Sucticn 27 a3 foaced; thores alonz vald fonea idne 10 L5?
Waoiy 192.7 Teat to tha WY counar of sald APY of 573 na fucedy thenes aleng ih) orth lina

208 23 fepnesd U 397 100 7

151495 fook o an Axa braed posty dhrney Inaviny cald famoa

Lizay 30 2 00 Baus 07,0 ot

frata ond of whovo dosarlisd oo

s

1Y vrllays v

aleag tha Pastovly slogy of ool oo

B
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thence contiauing ¥ 26 49' 30" £,, 123,3 feet; thence ¥ 7° 187 Bast, 220,8 fzet; thence N 2:°

-

52! B.y 150.3 feat; thence T 21° 02! fasty 1C0,6 feat to a similar monmument stamped "Parcel EV
and "Parcel FY; thance sontinuing ¥ 21° 02! Basty 79,2 feet; thence I 0° 98¢ Eaat, 124,8 feat;
thence M b* 07' East 2792,0 faatj theanca B 1* 48! East 210.3 fsat to a point in the cunter lina
of State Highway No, 39; thence along seld conter lina § 87° 21 East, %2,9 faset S L3 27¢ East
41,1 feat; thence S z0* 251 Esst, 153.5 Uset; thence leaving sald ¢ miter lipe ¥ 73* 121 Bast,
406,3 fest to a 5/8 Inch lvon bolt wiih a rectangular irca plate welded on top and stamped
JParcel "F' and "Parcel G"; thanco continuing N /5% 12% Sast, 73,53 Ceet to s slullar monument §
thenea eentinuing N 75° 120 East, 37,67 feet Lo a polnt on {he spproximate shore lins of Lo

"o

Tahoay thence along said sbors line, if 27° 01° YWasty G5,5 rest; thenos N 20° 02! West, 21%,7

ko

feat; thence N 12° 59! West, 145,9 feet; thence ¥ 7° 09' 30" Wast, 130.1 i'zat; thence ¥ 19°

46! Basty 19%.0 feats thance N I4* I 30" Fast; 56,12 Test to the Intersecticn ~f said shore

line with the canter line of Cascade Creek; from whieh cthe KW cornar of said Seettcn 26 taars
d73% Wbt Wost, 592.8 feat and a 58 iach iron bar with 2 roctsngular ircn plate we..iad on top

and stamped "39" bears S 56° 18! West, 119,1 feet; and S, 55* 271 West, 171,11 feet to a similar

:monmaant stamped "40"; thance from sald interasction of shera line and 1t: intersectlen with thre
center 1ine of Cascade Creek, and following said center line of Craak, § 71* CO! Wesrt, 186,00
Teats thence S 78° 30! West, 216.0 feet; thence S 61° 30! West, 55,0 feet; chenca ¥ 62° 30!
Was, 68,0 reet; thenca N 83° 08¢ Wast, 115.89 feet; thencs S &4° 00! Wast, 165.0 rert; thence

il 65°* 00' UWest, 140,0 feet; thence 3 ¥7° 00' West, 152.0 feat, to a polat from which a 5/8

lach rod with a rectangular iron plats wolded on top and stampad "NS? baars S 59° 05! Wast,

71.0 rosty and S 84* 14t Zast, 72,1 foat to a similar ronvaont stamped “%8"; theace continuing
aleng said center lina of Casersa Craok, 5 87° 30' Vast, 19%.0 reat; thence S 51° 00' Wost,
1173.0 featy thenca N 83° 10" West, 127,0 featy thence $ 71 0O' Wast, 108,0 feati thence S 75°
‘15" West, 105,0 faot} thenca S 62% 15¢ Westy 120,0 fest; thanca 8 51° 30! West, 1.0

thouce 8 39° 30! Wast, 137,0 fostj thense § 50° 56! Wost, 207,56 fect to the intersection of

thae center line of State Highway No, &9 from whilch 5/8 inch diamoﬁa:

faet;

iron Tar with a rectangular
iroa plate velded on top and stamped “155" tears N 60* 11! 30" Wast, 276,9 reet; and X 9 12¢

¥asty; 133.2 fest to a stailay monumenty thence from sald intersection of the eanter lina of

ascade Crazk and the cantar 1lino of Fighway, along sald center 1ine of Highway as follows:

d 62° 00" West, 209.0 Tzety thence ¥ 71° 30' Wast, 58,0 fest; thonce 8 83° 20! West, 57.0 featy
thencs § 63° CO* VMast, 110.0 feety thence 8 71* 30! West, 113,0 fasty thence S 82* L4 Hast,
95.0 faet; thence 5 76* 30* Wast, 82,0 faets thenco S 73° 45! West, 15%,0 Teet; thence S &4°

30" Wast, 50,0 feat; thence S 55* 15¢ West, 50.0 feat; thence S 36° 30! West, ,0,0 feet; thence

8 26 15' Weat, 50,0 rest; thence S 37° 30' Wast, 50,0 feet; thence S 55° 00 Hest, 50,0 faetj
thenca 8 82° 30* Yest, 50,0 fest; thanca ¥ 58* 30' West 30.0 feat; thence N 13°* 30! Vest 30,0

faot; thence ¥ 26° 00' East, 40,0 feet; thance N 40° 22! East, 199.0 feet; thenca N 50° 33!

Basty 290,0 r2et3 thenca N 8% 250 East 276.0 reot; thence H 4L° 307 East, 182,0 feat; thenca

" 59° 35! Zast, 183,0 foot; thaonce N, 53¢ 57° East, 138,0 faet; taence N §3* 2%t Fast, 111.3

faet} thancoa ¥ 51° 30! Zasty 73,0 fests thanea H 10° 00! East, 40,0 Taet; ¥ 58° CO' Wast %0,0

T39%3 thenes 8 83% 151 7, 80,0 faot, thenca 5 81° 20¢ Yast, 153.0 feetj thence S 71* 20° ¥ast,

130 £a95; thenea 3 729 oot Heat, 178,0 fest; thenca §

76° G0 Wast, 230,0 Testi vhenca § 20°

G0% Vashy 3h1.0 seat; thunze 8 82° COY ast, 76,0 ooty thonea 4 73° 30t

sy 9,0 oot S

shanea o 28% 15 Waat 37,0 featy thance 3 36% €' Bast, 130.0 rast;

1ee T 7% LY Past WO.0

e L
Trat, WOL0 fa303 %

,f'.,
PO esty 18,5 faaty

v

henes 37 b "
neney G007 3 23

Let Waut, 13,2 foety 5 517 071 s

2550507 10T dagn, W0L0 Sruly thones
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featy thence S 49 30' Wast, 66.C festy thenca § 39° 30' Yasty 63.0 foet; thonce 3 48* 301

Wost, 72,0 featy thence 5 65° 2h! West 79,2 feoebt; thenca S 65° 30! Wess 150,5 faet} theonea §
S4* 30! Wagt, 235,5 Teet} thence S 53° 00! West, 255.0 feat; thence 5 k8* 59¢ West, 142,0 teat]
thanea S 53 25 West, 90.0 Ifset; thence ¥ 33* 10° West, 30,95 feet nore or lass to tha Yost
boradary of sald Section 273 thence S 1° 29! East §9,12 feat %0 a 5/8 inch ilron bar with a l
rectangular drvon glate waldad on top and stomped 5 27 and S 283 thenco contluuing S 1° 29° 2agy

72,91 fast to & ainllar modmenﬁ; thanca continuing 8 1 29% Zast, 577,97 Peat to tha 1/% i
Szetlon cornar comon o sald Sectlons 27 and 23 thenee continuing alonz sald Sectlon 1ina |
S O' 22% East, 1665, feat o the shovra line of Czscads Lavo; thenze along zaid shore line
8 Whe 35° wWost, 269.9 Teset; thonce S 16’ 18' West, %93,7 fects thenco § 10° 22! REast 179,52
faet; thonee 5 18° 3%* E,, 182,2 feet; theuce § 11° 39! Lasty 487,21 foaty thrmeon S 15° 121
East, 206,68 faot; thenca S. 26 17' East, U21,7 feet and 3 69° 56’ Zast, 153.8 reat to the
Section line batwren said sections 33 and 3% thencs :2lonz =114 3sctlon 1ino South 1%73.8 fast
to the 1/ Section cornsr cosron to said Section 33 and 34 snd baing tho point of haglaning
of this aurvey, Containing 430,0 Wresy m.rae or lsess,

Together with all lands lying Easterly of the most Fasterly boundary (deseribad as
approxinate shors lina) of the paresl hsrein doseribed and the ordinary lev water lino of
Lake Tahoa and bounded on the North by tho dizact extenslon of tho Roctharely beundary of sadd
prreel and on the South by tha diract extension of the Southarly bovndsry of said Fareal,
HCGtEs The bearing and dlatzneas Crom the 1/% scetlon corner comuon to Seotions 27 and 28

_ Southerly %o the 1/4 seetlon corner common to Soctions 33 and 3% are taken from the filsld
notas of the Dopartnent of Interior, Guneral Land Offica, dupondont vasurvay of T. 13 N. R

17 2,5, M.D.B.& H. accopted Sontarmber 29, 1932, and does not conusilituts a part of this suveay, i

NIMER J, KEND
L, 8§, 1820

November 19, 1949
HPARCEL H® EXHIDIT NO. 7
Lotz 1, 2, 3, % and 5 and B} of 5B} of Section 22, T, 13 Hey Ry 17 Fast, M.D.B.& ¥, Lota
1, 2, 3 and & of Seetilon 23, T, 13 6, R, 17 Boy HoD.B.& M. sad all of thet portion of Lot §,
of 3ection 26, and the NB}, of tha NB}, the N} of tha iRF and the S¥} of the M and Lots 1
end 2 of Sectlon 27, 7. 13 ¥, R, 17 B., M.D.B.& ¥., E1 Dorado Coumty; California, lying Northe-
erly of the cunter 1lne of Cascade Creok from its intarssciion with tha esntor 1ins of State
. Highway No, 89, Bastarly to 1ts intersection with the shore line of Lake Talos, and Northorly ‘
ofy or tho Lake Tahoe and E2erald Bay, side of the conter lino of said Highway No, 89 as 1t
. axists, of this dataj said lines being dascribad as o lowss
Centar linse of Cassads Cresk: Bagluning at the interzscilen of the zpproxiaata chora

1ina of Laks Takeo with ifs Intersaction with the center 11ae of Casenda Cresk from vhich tha

# cornar of 3aution 26, bears { 73* W4 Wast, 592.8 fagt, and a 5/8 inch iron rod with a
rectangular ivon plats w3lied on top and stampad @397 baars S 56° 137 Wast, 119.1 faat; and S

58° 27 Wasty 12%,1 vest to a sloilar wonwmant atonpad "hO75 thones fron saild intarszetion of

e shora 1ins and ember 1ina of Casende Zr2ak, and following sald conter line of Craak as follewds
] 8 717 00" Yest, 186,0 feat; thanea 3 78% 307 Wass, 216,0 fost; tasnca § 51% 30 Yagt, 85,0 »

eabs thenea I 422 10 Uity £3,0 Paevy theaca W 830 000 sty 115,89 foud; thenea § 02 o0t
\s

Vg 365,00 Legty thoued 1 55° 007 o

Oy 10.0 £ooty theses 3 57° 200 Yast, 152.0 ook

A a E/0 daeh by ved AR v rzatiantiow dron plata waldad o 50 an

Featy FL.0 Fesby and 3 O et WAty 7200 Lot bo o uladloa oog

Ldr el 867 LY Tion, 165.0 Dasig

LEOLD Sty

LS BN
A RS
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Intersection of the above described cenler line of Caucade Creek and the irtorsaction of thy
center 1ine of sald Highway, from which a 5/8 ineh diumater iroa ter with a rectangular tron
plate welded on top and stanped “1%%" terrs i 607 1L 30" West 276,9 feet; and N 9° 12* FTast,
123,22 feot to 1 similar aonument; thence froa ssid {ntarsection of the centar line of Cascade
Crzek and the canter lilae of Highway, along sald canter line of #ighway as Tollowss N &2° 00!
YWest, 209.7 faat; thence ¥ 71* 30! West 58,0 feet; thencs S 33° 20! West, 57.C oot thence 3
43° 00! West 110,0 feelt; thence S 71° 30' West, 113.0 feet; thence § 82° L5f Wast 99,0 feat;
S 78° 0 Westy 32,0 feety thenca $ 73° L5 Wast 15,0 feet; thence S G#° 3C' West, 50,0 [azt;
hance § 53° 15' Wast, 50,0 feetj thance § 26* 30 Wost, S0,0 reat; thenca S 26° 145! Wast,

50,0 featy thance S 37° 30' Wast, 50,0; thence 5 5%° Q0! West, 50.0 feet; theaca § £2¢ 300

s

Hast, 50,90 {oety theuce M 58° 30% Wost, 30,0 fest; thauce ¥ 13 300 West, 30.0 fect) thencs

T 26° 00! East 10,0 feots thenco N 40? 22% ¥ast 195,0 fuat; thance ¥ ¥0° 137 Hast 290,0 [oath;
thenco N 58 23 Zaat, 276,0 [eot; thonce M 61° 30! EBast 182,0 foet; tience N $9° 35! East
183,0 fost; thence N 53* 57' Bast, 138.0 feet; thenca N 63° 2k! East, 111,58 feet; thenes ¥ 91°
30* ZBast, 73.0 foebj thence N 10° CO' East, 4,0 f at; thenca N 58% 00! Yest, 40,0 fast; thenca
S B3* 15! Wast, 30.0 feat; thence § 81° 20' Waast, 153,0 feat; thence 5 71° 20° West, 130.%
foets thenca S 72° 00' Wast, 158.0 feat thenca § 76* Q0' West, 230.0 fset; thance S 30° 00!
Wast, 43,0 reakj thenea S 82° CO' West, 76.0 feet; thance N 78 30! West, “Wh,0 feat; thenca

W 28% 15 Yash, 35.00 feat; thence N 36° 00' Zast, 130.0 feet; thence N 7° &5' Zast 40,0 faets
thoned ¥ 33° 30! Wast; 40,0 feat; thanca S 87° 00! Wast, 40,0 feotj thenca $ 57° 0O Wast 10,0
foatj thenca 3 h5* 08! West, 164,5 faaty thance 5 60° 39 Wast, 1€2,0 fcat; thence § 51° 299
Haat, 315,83 feetj themce S 12° 14! UWast, 193,2 faat thanea S 51° 07! Wast 230,3 feats thanece
3 9h° 30' Yast, 136.5 leot; thence S Y9* 02! Wast 158,0 feat; thenca § 60° 107 Wast, 189,0

feats thenze S 62° 00' West 158,0 faet; thenca S 59° LLY! Wast, 106,7 feat; thancae 3 552 1§°
Wasty 176.,0 [sat; thenza S %9° 30' Yest, 66.0 feet; thence S 39 30! West, 63.0 faati thsnee
18 hB8® 30* Vast, 72,0 faet; thencs 8 65° 24! Wast, 79,2 featj thance S 65° 10' West 180.5 featy
thonee S 54° 30' Wast, 225,5 Paet} thence S 53° 00! Wost, 255,0 fest; thenca 5 W8° 577 West
42,0 ooty thanee S 63° 25 Wast 90,0 feet; thonea N 83* 10' Yest, 30,5 feat moro ov lass to
tho West lina of sald Saetlon 27, irom which the Wast 1/4 cornar of sald Section 27 besrs é 1°
29! Rast, 720.0 faet,

Tha aerezge of the above described tract of land 1s 346.7 acres, more or lass.

ELMER J, KERT
L. S. 1820

Kovember 19, 1649
“PARCEL ¥ FXHIBIT NO, 8
All of that portion of Lot 5 and of the ¥W} of tha SW} of Secticn 26 and of tha 3E} of tha

A2t and of Wit of the SBE of Section 27, T, 13 H,, R, 17 B.y M.D.B.& M., E1 Vorado Cowmty,
Califevnia, Jesorlbed as followst
Bezlnning at a point in the canter lina of State Hizhway No. 89 ot {ts intersection with

k2 3outh lina of tha ¥4

4 of the 8¥E of sald Section 27 as foncsed, {rem which the 53 corner of
3aid Sastlea 27 baavs § 87 W17 30" Rast, 1313,9 festi thiaca fvom sald point of haginnlng and

along cald faaed ling 8 89 2% Yast 965.9 frat 9w Lron bracs post; tlerny laaving sald

¢aazo s WOIH? C0Y Zast, 03,0 Loty b

Wy tLZLC DY Taat, w

d00,5 a0t Wines @ 187 MY 307 Bast, 370.0 Tast o s 978 ineh frea bar with a rastasgniar

300 ttast, 17,3 fonh to A slodlar orae

sal Ty thiisa 50797 130 egny W9LAL fueh tooan

stoug xoid coben 35 At 28% Uazi 206,90 ooty thince
b 33 e e YL
i 3087 ot s LAS13 I I iy S a5ty 72,7 03
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trenca S 16* C1! West, 05,1 feet; thonce S 13° 20' West, 235.0 I aij thencs 3 22° 00! West
10%,0 foaty thance S 1h* 15! West, 4G,0 faet; thonce S 7° 00! Bast, 10,0 Tleet} thance 5 3°
031 Zast, 179.1 feat to t1 point of bdaglnulug. Containing 23,04 peres,
BEWHER J, KENV
L. 5. 1820
NOVEMITR 19, 1949
HPARCEL J© BEXHIBIT 80, 9

All of that  ortion of Sactlens 27 and 34, T, 13 Noy R, 17 Fay M.D,B.& M., EL Dorado
Courty, Ualiforniay dascrited as follews:

Deginning at a polnt on the centerling of ridge biveen Cascade Lake and Lake Tahoa,
zarked by a 578 lnch iron bar with a rectangular irvon plats welded on top and stampad "Pareel
G" end “Parcel J" fvom which the W} cornar of sald Section 3% baars S 68° W4? Vast, 579.6
tsat; thenee fTom sald point of beginning N H0° 53 Zast, 712, faet to a sfsllar mouvment
stampad ®119% at the haad of a small valley batwzen two ridgess thenca along thy csnter of
said Valley N 60° 48' Rast, 162,7 foetj thence N h3* 43! 30" Rast, S0h.2 faet; thence N h8°

28% East 181.8 feets thenca ¥ 56° 37! Zast, 332.2 feetj thence ¥ 56* 22' Bast, 291,9 lest
thenca N 50° 09! East 139,35 fest to a 5/8 inch iron bar with a ractanguler iron plate walda’d
on top and stsmped M).25%; thence ¥ 37° 06' East, 29%.2 feet to a slamilar uonvaent stanpad W126%
thence N 42¢ 07! Bast, 239.1 foatj thenae N 27° 05' 30" Tast, 304,11 feotj thence N h2* W5t
Fast, 225,1 feetj thenee N b3® 10' 30* Zast, 201.7 faoti thence W 28° %63 Baat .4 feots
thenca N 23° 36! Bast, 295.8 faetj thence M 26” 59' 30" East, 262.2 fzst; thence N 28° 01
East, 199,6 feats thonca M 38% 3! East, 242,7 Cyet to an iren brace post in the West line of
the 58} of the SB} of said Soctlon 27 as fenced; thence along sald ferca linsj S 0° 14! Rast,

‘ ‘ 111" .8 faet to tha WY corner of the NB} of tue W3} of said Section 343 thenca S 0° 25' 30"

gg West, 651.7 feat to a 3/% inch diameter ircn on the West line of sald N2} of NE{} thence along

tha Baat-Wost center lina of said UE} of NBE, S 89° 55' Bast, 1291,35 feet to a 3/ inch
dlametsr cappad iron pipe located on tha Westerly fence line of Stata Highway No. 393 thence -
continuing 8 §9° 55" East, 23,0 feat to a point In the East line of sald Bt of NBF from which
_the NS corner of said 3 boars W O* b7 30" East, §54.2 featy thence 5 0’ %70 30" West, 6554,2
faat to tha SE corner of sald HEE of NE} as fanced; thonce N 89° h9? Wast; 1310.2 feet to a

: 1 Inch dlsmeter iron pipe at fance cornsr, thencs continuing along an oxisting fence s 0* 27
"r!est, 1305,1 fast to a 2 inch iron pipe at fence cornmer, thence continuing along sald fapce
N 82° 56* West, 1297,2 reet,/ggd of said fencej thance continuing on the line of the last man~
’ tioned fence extendad; X 89° 56! West, 1922,Y feet to the point of beglnninz.

Containing 139,03 acres, move or lass,

ELMER J, KE4T
L. 5. 1820

Novsmbhar 19, 1949
YPARCEL K" . EXHIDIT Ho, 10

A portion of the H} of Ssction 34+, T, 13 X., K, 17 E., H.D.B.& if, E1 Dorudo Counly, Calle
fornia, lying South of the Paldwin Penca snd the Westerly extensicn thercof,
Taginning at a polnt ¢a the cunter line of ridge batwsen Cascads Loke and L2ka Tanod and

waing om tha East-West cinfier lina of 3ald Seection P+, frea vhich the West /4 corner thersel

toars § 87° W17 Waut 02,2 £ast; thonsa frem said point of bLoginniag and alony sald Exsi-lesty

contar 11as of Sszetion 3% H 577 L1 Pact, 3340.5 C2ab to lts iagersastion with thi Tnst lina

0F i 5%k of the N2 of s0id Sscticn W as Timesd; thonee ¥ 02 27' Sast, 2 faat 10 a2 1a0h

fron pive o cormer of Piaoe thence along satd Tones and ths Maatorly axtanzion Lherso

56 st AXL9,7 Trat; 50357 33 Wash, 23300 feat £o £ho pafnl of Brxpinaling.

Contatniog 9,25

L i s e ik Ak

P
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Hovezbur 19, 1549

HWRLHCEL EXMIELIT MO, 11
The MNorth } of tha Xortheast t of uthe Northeast 7 of Ssesion 3, T. 13 ¥, K, 17 Fass, M.D,B,aH,
21 Dorado Cownty, California,

Contalniag 19.70 acres,

Filed fer Record at the Requast of WEISHT, HUGHAS, DORMAR & PO Jul: 7 A.D. 1950 at 11 min,
past 10 o'clock A, M,

TRMES M, SWAENE b
fo' §327 . Qocordar of Bl Doradn Cowaty
¥zo 311,2 o
a1’ L EOMPA;
(BHDORSED ]
FILED
Jul 7 1950
ARTHUA J, KCLETZKE, Clsvk

A, teAnnally, Donuiy
IN THZ SUPERICR COURY OF {HE STATE OF CALIIORNIA
¥ AND FOR THE COUNTY OF EL DORADO

In thae Mattor of the Petltion of }
ZYZRELT €, WREN to Bstablish the )
daath of ELEITA L. WREN, to )
Terminats Joint Tensncy, and to ) e, 3257
Dstarmine Taxabllity of Cortain )
property held in Joint Tenancy ; DECERZ TERMINAT ING JOINT TENANCY
The petiticn of EVZRELT C, UREN to astablish the death of SIEITA L. WRAT acd terainatlon
of joint tenancy came on regulariy for hearing on tha 7th day of July, 1950, and 1t anpearing

to tha satistactlion of the Court that <ne rotice of the saild hearing vas given for a pariod
of at loast ten days befur: ©7e hearing at the Courthouse in the City of Placarville, County

of El Dorado, Stats of Califcrnla, whera the sald Suparice Court is held} aad no parson having

appearod to contast or cpposs the sald paetition, tha Court, efter taking avidence ia support

of sall patition and upon all the issuas valsed, finds that all of the allsgations of said
petition are true, and that the prayor thercof ocught to te granted;

IT IS KEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECRAED by the Cougt that tha said FIBIUA L, WREN diod
oa the :h4th day of Mareh, 1549, and that the joint tenancy under which the sald daceased and
said EVIRETT C. WREH held tha proparty describsd in Exhibit "A" and the joint tenarey under
which the sald deceased and satd EVEREZIT C. YREH held the property describad in Exhibit "E®
have, by reason of thg death of said EIBITA L. WREN, absolutely terminated; thst by reason of
the death of ELEITA L, WREN thers is vested in the said EVERETT C, WREN title in fee to that
certa;n real property descrited as follcws:

PARCEL 1: ALl that cartain lot, plece or parcel »7 lend situate, 1lying and being in the

County of El Dorndo, State of Callfowrnla, partieularly deseribed as follews:

Lot 1, Block €, as sald lot ard black ara delineated and go dsserited on tha% certain nup

catitled SLERRA PINES, in Sacticn 3, Temship 10 Newrth, Range 12 Basty M.D.D.& 4., 21 Dorado
Covnty, Californisa, and recovded Fabruary ", 1936, in Map Book Vol, Ay at page 22, 21 Dowado

County Racords,

SSTATCLICHS AND RESIMVATIONS &

-
)

e

t ‘ s 1. The Sallgx hovain vazey Toy burled water sive Linas woross this prope

avhy ag nandad,

2 The Buyor Jgrecs L8 dnetell a s:ptla tenk o wa el an avprovad type ond of 5o SClalont

Zoath era dn

30 a3 0 ¢nva fos Ll &gty peads,

3. Tha Toan as not To cxeead 325,00 Sov the oriviliec of

2ag O oy

3o Is 2atd and water avaidlsabla,

Y RTY Ty w s -y . ey ) - B
Te Wha Duyaw agrion Lo osvoed skl ook
4 >

v

3y .0 P T PP I - e . oy mas e P R T
2o e dlmenaionsy snd aald Suelisae Dy owed e agee i R »U04G,00,

09-1506.D.37




- EXHIBITI

LAKE VALLEY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

“Serving the Community Since 1947
Jeff Michael, Fire Chief

p
oY
May 29, 2008 2 -
A
Brig and Mary Ebright e
PO Box 7585 2,
South Lake Tahoe CA 96158 z,

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Ebright,

After reviewing plans for fire department access associated with a building permit (County of
El Dorado Permit Number: 186582) to construct a new single-family residence at 2291
Cascade Road, APN: 018-320-10 in unincorporated South Lake Tahoe, California. I offer the
following comments/conditions, which will be applied to your project:

Your fire department access plans have been conditionally approved subject to the following
conditions completed prior to a final inspection by the fire district. Please contact the fire district
if you have any questions or do not understand any of the following project conditions.

1. In a letter dated May 23, 2008, from Mike Dill from Aspen Environmental, special approval
was requested due to the fact that the fire access road for this project is 860 feet long. Special
approval is granted subject to the following conditions:

2. The minimum width of the fire access road is 12 feet at all points.

3. The surface of the access road is maintained as all weather and certified by an appropriate
engineer as having a load bearing capacity of 50,000 pounds.

4. No gates will be installed across the fire access road without special approval by the fire
district and will include the installation of a Knox keyed switch if approved.

5. Signage along the fire access road and within the fire apparatus turn-around shall be in
accordance with section D103.6 of the 2007 California Fire Code.

6. The installation of a fire district approved fire hydrant shall be within 200 feet of the
residence along the fire apparatus access road.

2211 Keetak Street, South Lake Tahoe CA 96150 - 530-577-3737 Phone - 530-577-3739 Fax
1
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LAKE VALLEY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

“Serving the Community Since 1947
Jeff Michael, Fire Chief

Our review is not construed as encompassing the structural integrity of the facility nor abrogating
more restrictive requirements by other agencies having responsibility. Final acceptance is
subject to field inspection and necessary tests.

If you have any questions regarding the above conditions, please call the administration office
during normal working hours.

Battalion Chief / Fire Marshal
Lake Valley Fire Protection District

cc: Olly Kaluz, El Dorado County Building Department
File

2211 Keetak Street, South Lake Tahoe CA 96150 - 530-577-3737 Phone - 530-577-3739 Fax
2
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EXHIBIT J

COUNTY OF EL DORADO
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: November 7, 2008
er, Planning Services

To: Jason Hade, Project
El Dorado Plannin rvices

Steve Kooyman

From:
Subject: P 08-0006 — Ebright Parcel

The El Dorado County Department of Transportation (EDOT) has received and

reviewed the above mentioned application.
Since subject application involves no El Dorado County Department of Transportation —

Tahoe Engineering Division encroachment or County Right-of-Way issues there is no

comment from our office.
If you have any further questions or concerns, please don't hesitate to contact me at

530-573-7910.
Richard Shepard, Director of Transportation
Robert Slater, Deputy Director — Tahoe Engineering

pc:
Tom Halvorson - DOT Maintenance

A
-
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. ___EXHIBITK

COUNTY OF EL DORADO
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: April 28, 2009

To:

Jason Hade, Project Planner

From: Adam Baughman, DOT Transportation Planning

Subject: P 08-0006

Project: Ebright PM

Location: Cascade Road, South Lake Tahoe Area
APN: 018-320-11

Project Description: Parcel map to create two lots.

Grading & Drainage: Grading and drainage improvements associated with the project

appears to be only those associated with the required infrastructure improvements,
which includes all site development and roadway to access this site.

Traffic: This project will not trip the threshold of the General Plan requirement for
completion of a Traffic Study. Cascade Road is a private roadway. State Route 89 is a
State-maintained roadway.

Design waiver: One design waiver pertaining to DOT was submitted:

1. Request to allow the required offsite access roadway to remain 12-14ft in width
rather than increasing the road to County Standards.

DOT Response: The project parcel takes access via a 900ft long, 12ft wide gravel
driveway/roadway connecting to Cascade Road, which is paved to a width of 14ft.
Cascade Road connects to SR 89 after a length of 0.3 miles. Cascade Road is a
through road and loops back to SR 89. The minimum County Road standard 101C
is 18ft wide. However, this is less than the minimum required by the 2007 CA Fire
Code, which is a 20ft wide roadway capable of sustaining 75,000Ibs. Therefore, the
Fire Code minimum of 20ft applies.

DOT is not supportive of the design waiver request. DOT will condition the project to
provide a 20ft wide gravel roadway consistent with the CA Fire Code to the
connection with Cascade Road (approximately 900ft). DOT will not require
improvement to Cascade Road.

Please note the Fire Department and/or CalFIRE may have additional requirements
and conditions.

09-1506.D.41




Ebright Parcel Split

P 08-0006
April 28, 2009
Page 2 of 4
PROJECT-SPECIFIC CONDITIONS
1. On-site Access Improvements: The applicant shall widen the on-site portion of

the driveway to a roadway standard, a 20-ft wide road capable of supporting
75,000Ibs of weight, consistent with the 2007 CA Fire Code. This improvement
must be made up until the accessway only serves one parcel, at which point it
becomes a driveway and can be built to driveway width of 12-ft. The
improvements shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Department of
Transportation or the applicant shall obtain an approved improvement agreement
with security, prior to the filing of the parcel map.

2. Off-site Access Improvements: The applicant shall construct and /or verify that
the off-site portion of the driveway project boundary to Cascade Road, meets the
standard of a 20-ft wide road capable of supporting 75,000Ibs of weight,
consistent with the 2007 CA Fire Code. The applicant shall provide an exhibit to
the DOT, Planning, and the Fire Agency that shows that Peace Trail complies
with the DISM and Fire Safe Regulations. The improvements shall be completed
to the satisfaction of the Department of Transportation or the applicant shall
obtain an approved improvement agreement with security, prior to the filing of the
parcel map.

3. Turnaround: The applicant shall provide a turn around at the end of the
roadway to the provisions of County Standard Plan 114 or approved equivalent.
The improvements shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Department of
Transportation or the applicant shall obtain an approved improvement agreement
with security, prior to the filing of the parcel map.

DOT STANDARD CONDITIONS

4. Easements: All applicable existing and proposed easements shall be shown on
the project plans.

5. Road & Public Utility Easements: The applicant shall provide a 50 foot wide
non-exclusive road and public utility easement for the on-site access roadway
prior to the filing of the parcel map.

6. Maintenance Entity: The proposed project must form an entity for the
maintenance of any private roads, parking facilities, landscaping, signs and
drainage facilities. If there is an existing entity, the property owner shall modify
the document if the current document does not sufficiently address maintenance
of the roads, parking facilities, landscaping, signs, and drainage facilities of the
current project. DOT shall review the document forming the entity to ensure the
provisions are adequate prior to filing of the parcel map. '

7. Parcel Map Improvement Agreement & Security: If the required
improvements are not completed prior to filing of the map, the developer shall
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enter into a Parcel Map Improvement Agreement (PMIA) with the Department of
Transportation for onsite roadway, drainage infrastructure, grading, etc. The
developer shall also provide a security to guarantee performance of the PMIA as
set forth within the County of El Dorado Subdivision Division Ordinance, prior to
filing of the map. The improvements shall be installed to the satisfaction of DOT
prior to filing of the map. This condition shall appear as a note on the recorded
parcel map.

Off-site Improvements (Security): Prior to the filing of a parcel map, the
applicant shall enter into an agreement pursuant to Government Code Section
66462.5 to complete the required offsite improvements, including the full costs of
acquiring any real property interests necessary to complete the required
improvements. In addition to the agreement, the applicant shall provide a cash
deposit, letter of credit, or other acceptable surety in the amount sufficient to pay
such costs, including legal costs, subject to the approval of County Counsel.

Off-site Improvements (Acquisition): As specified in the Conditions of
Approval, the applicant is required to perform off-site improvements. If it is
determined that the applicant does not have or cannot secure sufficient titie or
interest of such lands where said off-site improvements are required, the County
may, at the applicant’s expense and within 120 days of filing the Final Map,
acquire by negotiation or commence proceedings to acquire an interest in the
land which will permit the improvements to be made, including proceedings for
immediate possession of the property. In such cases, prior to filing of any final
map or parcel map, the applicant shall submit the following to the Department of
Transportation Right of Way Unit, and enter into an agreement pursuant to
Government Code Section 66462.5 and provide acceptable security to complete
the offsite improvements, including costs of acquiring real property interest to
complete the required improvements, construction surveying, construction
management and a 20% contingency:

a. Alegal description and plat, of the land necessary to be acquired to
complete the offsite improvements, prepared by a civil engineer or land
surveyor.

b. Approved improvement plans and specifications of the required off-site
improvements, prepared by a civil engineer.

c. An appraisal prepared by a certified appraiser of the cost of land necessary
to complete the off-site improvements.

In addition to the agreement the applicant shall provide a cash deposit, letter of
credit, or other acceptable surety in an amount sufficient to pay such costs
including legal costs subject to the approval of County Counsel.

Off-site Access Easements: The applicant shall provide proof of access to the
project site from a State or County maintained road. Said proof shall be provided
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by and through a “Parcel Map Guarantee” which shall be submitted to the County
Surveyor's Office with the first map check for the parcel map.

11.  Electronic Documentation: Upon completion of the improvements required,
and prior to acceptance of the improvements by the County, the developer will
provide a CD to DOT with the drainage report, structural wall calculations, and
geotechnical reports in PDF format and the record drawings in TIF format.

12. TIM Fees: The applicant shall pay the traffic impact mitigation fees in effect at
the time a building permit is deemed complete.

\\Dotadmim\DATAWSERS\COMMON\Development Services\Discretionary Project Processing\P - Parcel
Maps\2008 P's\P08-0006 Ebright PM, SLT\P 08-0006 Ebright Conditions.doc
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EXHIBITL

¥ STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGE . . . ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemnor

LI DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION

2840 Mount Danaher Road
Camino, CA 95709

(530) 644-2345

Website; www fire.ca.gov

A SINCE 1885

May 6, 2009

To: El Dorado County Development Services Department
Jason Hade, Project Planner
Technical Advisory Committee
2580 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667

Subject: Ebright PM
PROJECT # P 08-0006

Item #1- The access road between Cascade Road and the parcel split shall be a minimum
road width of 20 feet per the California Fire Code unless increased road width is required
by DOT (2007 California Fire Code, Appendix D). The driveway for each parcel would
begin at the point at which the road no longer serves two or more parcels.

Item #2- The access road shall be constructed with an approved driving surface capable
of supporting the imposed load of fire apparatus weighing at least 75,000 pounds (2007
California Fire Code, Appendix D).

Item #3- Dead end roads shall have a turnaround constructed at its terminus (Article 2.
Emergency Access, Section 1273.09(c) of the Fire Safe Regulations and 2007 California
Fire Code, Appendix D).

Item #4- A street sign meeting El Dorado County design standards needs to be placed at
the intersection of Cascade Road and the access road. The applicant shall install all
necessary signage such as stop signs, street name signs, and/or "not a county maintained
road" sign as required by the Department of Transportation prior to the filing of the parcel
map.

Item #5- A sign identifying the dead-end road shall be placed at the intersection preceding
the traffic access limitation (Article 3. Signing and Building Numbering, Section 1274.06 of
the Fire Safe Regulations).

Item #6- All parcels 1 acre and larger shall provide a minimum 30 foot setback for all new
buildings and accessory buildings from all property lines and/or the center of the road
(Article 5. Fuel Modification Standards, Section 1276.01(a) of the Fire Safe Regulations).

CONSERVATION IS WISE-KEEP CALIFORNIA GREEN AND GOLDEN

PLEASE REMEMBER TO CONSERVE ENERGY. FOR TIPS AND INFORMATION, VISIT “FLEX YOUR POWER" AT WWW.CA.GOV.
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Item #7- CAL FIRE requir a Wildland Fire Safe Plan be develoned by a qualified
consultant to address miti,, .tons that need to be developed to é  re that the safety of
the public and firefighters who may be called upon to respond to wildland fires and other
emergencies within the project area. ‘

More restrictive standards may be proposed by the local Fire Protection District or the
County of El Dorado and should in no way be construed to be in conflict with the above
recommendations.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, feel free to contact me for additional
information.

Sincerely,

/s/ Chris
Anthony

Chris Anthony
Battalion Chief
Fire Prevention

Cc:  Adam Baughman, DOT
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EXHIBITM

EL DORADO COUNTY PLANNING SERVICES
2850 FAIRLANE COURT
PLACERVILLE, CA 95667

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
AND DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

Project Title: Tentative Parcel Map P08-0006 / Ebright Parcel Map

Lead Agency Name and Address: El Dorado County, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667

Contact Person: Jason R. Hade, AICP, Senior Planner Phone Number: (530) 621-5355

Project Owner’s Name and Address: Charles Ebright, P.O. Box 7585, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96158

Project Applicant’s Name and Address: Mike Dill, 2409 Lupine Trail, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Project Location: The subject property is located on the northeast side of Cascade Road approximately one mile
north of the intersection with State Highway 89 in the South Lake Tahoe area.

Assessor s Parcel No(s): 018-320-11 Parcel Size: 10.43 acres

Zoning: One-Family Residential District (TR1) Section: 27T: 13N R: 17E

General Plan Designation: Adopted Plan (AP) Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Regmnal Plan -
Plan Area Statement 175 Cascade Properties, Residential Uses Lo

Description of Project: Tentative parcel map to create two parcels of 1.45 and 8.98 acres in size on'a 10.43 acre |-
site. The following design waivers have been requested: (1) Permit proposed parcel 2B to exceed the depth o |-
width lot ratio and have no street frontage; and (2) Permit Cascade Road to remain 12 to 14 feet wide rather than
be improved to 24 feet wide as required by the E! Dorado County Design and Improvement Standards Manual.. | .
The project would also include the widening of the off-site access roadway connecting the subject site to-Cascade |
Road from 12 feet to 20 feet wide if the second design waiver identified above is not approved.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

Zoning General Plan Land Use (e.g., Single Family Residences, Grazing, Park, School) '}:-
North: TR1 AP Residential/Lake Tahoe
East: TR1 AP Residential
South: TR1 AP Residential
West: TR1 AP Residential

Briefly Describe the environmental setting: The project site is located approximately 1.5 miles west of Camp
Richardson and one mile southeast of Emerald Bay in the south shore region of Lake Tahoe. The parcel is
located at the end of a U-shaped bench at an elevation of 6,240 feet above mean sea level. Parcel topography is
flat. The habitat type within the project area is Jeffrey pine.  Improvements on the subject site consist of two
residences and related accessory structures, an office building, greenhouse, storage buildings, and an operations
and maintenance building. The subject site is bordered by single-family residential land uses on all sides.
Proposed project access would be via Cascade Road. Public sewer service would be provided by the South
Tahoe Public Utility District while public water service would be provided by the Cascade Mutual Water
Company.

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

Air Quality Management District: Fugitive Dust Plan

Lake Valley Fire Protection District/CAL FIRE: Fire Safe Plan

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency: Parcel Map
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below 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. The environmental
factors checked below contain mitigation measures which reduce any potential impacts to a less than significant
level.

Aésthetics Agriculture Resources Air Quality
Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geology / Soils
Hazards & Hazardous Materials Hydrology / Water Quality Land Use / Planning
Mineral Resources Noise Population / Housing
Public Services Recreation Transportation/Traffic
Utilities / Service Systems Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

B4 1 find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[]  Ifind 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.

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

[]  Ifind 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 in attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

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

Signature: UM Q . IL/.*;,/Q_, Date: 6// 6{ /oq

Printed Name: Jason R. Hade, AICP For: El Dorado County

Signature: /b / .C/I/‘V—L/ﬁ/‘dg J  Date: 7 - /] —e 7

Printed Name: Pierre Rivas For: El Dorado County
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Page 3

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like
the one involved (¢.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact” answer should be explained where
it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to
pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant.
"Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is a fair argument that an effect may be significant. If there are
one or more "Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact” to a "Less Than Significant Impact."
The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level.

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion
should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such
effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated," describe the
mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which
they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts
(e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where
appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used, or individuals contacted
should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should
normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever
format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a.  the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b.  the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
I.  AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b.  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
. Substantially degrade the existing visual character quality of the site and its
surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?
Discussion:

A substantial adverse effect to Visual Resources would result in the introduction of physical features that are not
characteristic of the surrounding development, substantially change the natural landscape, or obstruct an identified public
scenic vista.

a)

b)

d)

No identified public scenic vistas or designated scenic highway would be affected by this project. No impacts would
occur.

The proposed project would have a less than significant impact on existing scenic resources including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic resources as the project is not located within a corridor defined as a State scenic
highway.

The proposed project would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. No
tree removal is proposed. Impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed two parcels would not have a significant effect or adversely affect day or nighttime views adjacent to the
project site. All outdoor lighting would conform to Section 17.14.170 of County Code. As such, impacts would be less
than significant.

FINDING: It has been determined that there would be less than significant impacts to aesthetic or visual resources.
Identified thresholds of significance for the “Aesthetics” category have not been exceeded and no significant adverse
environmental effects would result from the project.

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, or Locally Important Farmland (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
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Potentially Significant
Unless Mitigation
Incorporation
No Impact

IL. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. Would the project:
Contract?

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect to Agricultural Resources would occur if:

o There is a conversion of choice agricultural land to nonagricultural use, or impairment of the agricultural
productivity of agricultural land;

e The amount of agricultural land in the County is substantially reduced; or
*  Agricultural uses are subjected to impacts from adjacent incompatible land uses.

a) Review of the Important Farmland GIS map layer for El Dorado County developed under the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program indicates that no areas of Prime, Unique, or Farmland of Statewide Importance would be affected
by the project. In addition, El Dorado County has established the Agricultural (-A) General Plan land use map for the
project and included this overlay on the General Plan Land Use Maps. Review of the General Plan land use map for the
project area indicates that there are no areas of “Prime Farmland” or properties designated as being within the
Agricultural (-A) General Plan land use overlay district area adjacent to the project site. The project would not result in
the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.

b) The proposed project would not conflict with existing agricultural zoning in the project vicinity and would not adversely
impact any properties currently under a Williamson Act Contract.

¢) No existing agricultural land would be converted to non-agricultural use as a result of the proposed project.

FINDING: It has been determined that the project would not result in any impacts to agricultural lands or properties subject
to a Williamson Act Contract. The surrounding area is developed with residential development. For this “Agriculture”
category, the identified thresholds of significance have not been exceeded and no significant adverse environmental effects
would result from the project.

HI. AIR QUALITY. Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?
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Potentially Significant
No Impact

Unless Mitigation
Incorporation

1. AIR QUALITY. Would the project:

. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Discussion:

A substantial adverse effect on Air Quality would occur if:

¢ Emissions of ROG and Noy, will result in construction or operation emissions greater than 82lbs/day (See Table 5.2,
of the E1 Dorado County Air Pollution Control District —- CEQA Guide);

e Emissions of PM,;,, CO, SO, and No,, as a result of construction or operation emissions, -will result in ambient
pollutant concentrations in excess of the applicable National or State Ambient Air Quality Standard (AAQS).
Special standards for ozone, CO, and visibility apply in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin portion of the County; or

* Emissions of toxic air contaminants cause cancer risk greater than 1 in 1 million (10 in 1 million if best available
control technology for toxics is used) or a non-cancer Hazard Index greater than 1. In addition, the project must
demonstrate compliance with all applicable District, State and U.S. EPA regulations governing toxic and hazardous
emissions.

El Dorado County has adopted the Rules and Regulations of the EI Dorado County Air Pollution Control District
(February 15, 2000) establishing rules and standards for the reduction of stationary source air pollutants (ROG/VOC,
NOx, and O3). Activities related to the implementation of this parcel map would create a less than significant impact for
air quality as minimal project grading is proposed.

b&c)

d)

The El Dorado County Air Quality Management District (AQMD) reviewed the project and determined that potential air
quality impacts would be less than significant as minimal grading is proposed. Standard conditions of approval were
provided in their agency comments to address potential impacts from grading, road construction, and parcel
development.

The El Dorado County AQMD reviewed the project and identified that no sensitive receptors exist in the area and would
not be affected by this project. As such, the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. Impacts would be less than significant.

Residential development is not classified as an odor generating facility within Table 3.1 of the El Dorado County Air
Quality Management District CEQA Guide. The proposed parcel map would not result in significant impacts resulting
from odors. Impacts would be less than significant.
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Potentially Significant
Unless Mitigation
Incorporation
No Impact

FINDING: It was determined that a less than'signiﬁcant impact would result from the project in that no sensitive receptors
would be adversely impacted, no objectionable odors would be created and the project would not obstruct the implementation
of the El Dorado County California Clean Air Act Plan. As such, no significant adverse environmental effects would result
from the project.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

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

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Biological Resources would occur if the implementation of the project would:

Substantially reduce or diminish habitat for native fish, wildlife or plants;

Cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels;

Threaten to eliminate a native plant or animal community;

Reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal;

Substantially affect a rare or endangered species of animal or plant or the habitat of the species; or
Interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species.

a) The project proposes no impacts to species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. Impacts would be less than significant.
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b)

d)

e)

Potentially Significant
Unless Mitigation
Incorporation
No Impact

The project proposes no impacts to riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Impacts would be less than significant.

The project does not propose impacts to federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means as no such water resources are located on the project site. Although no development is proposed at this
time, any future development would be subject to a 100-foot setback from Lake Tahoe. No impacts would occur.

Review of the Planning Services GIS Deer Ranges Map (January 2002) indicates that there are no mapped
deer migration corridors within the project site. Impacts would be less than significant.

The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance. No tree removal is proposed. Impacts would be less than significant.

The project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan or other approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plan. Impacts would be less than
significant.

FINDING: There would be no significant impacts to biological resources because the project consists of the subdivision of
existing structures. No construction is proposed. As such, the impacts in the ‘Biological Resources’ category would be less
than significant for this project.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a.  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in Section 15064.5?

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Discussion:

In general, significant impacts are those that diminish the integrity, research potential, or other characteristics that make a
historical or cultural resource significant or important. A substantial adverse effect on Cultural Resources would occur if the
implementation of the project would:

o Disrupt, alter, or adversely affect a prehistoric or historic archaeological site or a property or historic or cultural
significant to a community or ethnic or social group; or a paleontological site except as a part of a scientific study;

e Affect a landmark of cultural/historical importance;
Conflict with established recreational, educational, religious or scientific uses of the area; or

¢ Conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it is located.
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Potentially Significant
Unless Mitigation
Incorporation
No Impact

a&b)
The applicant submitted “A Cultural Resource Inventory of the Proposed Ebright Subdivision South Lake Tahoe El
Dorado County, California” prepared by William W. Bloomer and Susan Lindstrém, September 2008. According to
the study, “this heritage resource survey disclosed no significant prehistoric or historic sites, features, or artifacts.”
(A Cultural Resource Inventory of the Proposed Ebright Subdivision South Lake Tahoe El Dorado County,
California. William W. Bloomer and Susan Lindstrém, September 2008) No further cultural resource study is
recommended. In the event sub-surface historical, cultural or archeological sites or materials are disturbed during
earth disturbances and grading activities on the site, standard conditions of approval are included within Attachment
1 of the staff report to reduce any potential impacts to a less than significant level.

¢) A unique paleontological site would include a known area of fossil bearing rock strata. The project site does not contain
any known paleontological sites or know fossil locales. Impacts would be less than significant.

d) Due to the size and scope of the project, there is a potential to discover human remains outside of a dedicated cemetery.
In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated
cemetery, the standard conditions of approval within Attachment 1 shall be implemented immediately.

FINDING: Although the project has the potential to impact sub-surface cultural or historic resources, or disturb human
remains located outside of a designated cemetery, the application of the standard conditions of approval identified in
Attachment 1 of the staff report address such impacts. Established thresholds of significance would not be exceeded within
the “Cultural Resources” category.

VL. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 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.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

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

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

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

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
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V1. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

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

Discussion:

A substantial adverse effect on Geologic Resources would occur if the implementation of the project would:

b)

d)

€)

e Allow substantial development of structures or features in areas susceptible to seismically induced hazards such as
groundshaking, liquefaction, seiche, and/or slope failure where the risk to people and property resulting from
earthquakes could not be reduced through engineering and construction measures in accordance with regulations,
codes, and professional standards;

e Allow substantial development in areas subject to landslides, slope failure, erosion, subsidence, settlement, and/or
* expansive soils where the risk to people and property resulting from such geologic hazards could not be reduced
through engineering and construction measures in accordance with regulations, codes, and professional standards; or

e Allow substantial grading and construction activities in areas of known soil instability, steep slopes, or shallow
depth to bedrock where such activities could result in accelerated erosion and sedimentation or exposure of people,
property, and/or wildlife to hazardous conditions (e.g., blasting) that could not be mitigated through engineering and
construction measures in accordance with regulations, codes, and professional standards.

According to the Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent Areas (Jennings, 1994) and the Peak Acceleration from
Maximum Credible Earthquakes in California (CDMG, 1992), no active faults or Earthquake Fault Zones (Special
Studies Zones) are located on the project site. The impacts from fault ruptures, seismically induced ground shaking, or
seismic ground failure or liquefaction are considered to be less than significant. Any potential impact caused by locating
structures in the project area would be offset by the compliance with the Uniform Building Code earthquake standards.
The project is not located in an area with significant topographic variation in slope. Therefore, the potential for
mudslides or landslides is less than significant.

Minimal project grading for fire safe improvements and no parcel development is proposed. All future grading for
individual parcel development must be in compliance with the El Dorado County Grading, Erosion, and Sediment
Control Ordinance which would reduce any potentially significant impact to a less than significant level.

As stated in the Soil Survey of Tahoe Basin Area, California and Nevada, 1974, the soil on the project site is primarily
gravelly loamy coarse sand (Gefo) with two to nine percent slopes. All grading must be in compliance with the El
Dorado County Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Control Ordinance which would reduce any potentially significant
impact to a less than significant level.

According to the Soil Survey of Tahoe Basin Area, California and Nevada, 1974, surface runoff and erosion hazards
issues would be moderate. Based upon this information, the impact from expansive soils would be less than significant.

Public sewer service would be provided by the South Tahoe Public Utility District. As noted in a letter of January 12,
2008, the South Tahoe Public Utility District has the sewer capacity to serve this project. Impacts would be less than
significant.
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FINDING: No significant impacts would result from geological or seismological anomalies on the project site. The site
does not contain expansive soils or other characteristics that would result in significant impacts. For the “Geology and Soils”
category, established thresholds would not be exceeded by development of the project and no significant adverse
environmental effects would result from the project.

VIL HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect due to Hazards or Hazardous Materials would occur if implementation of the project would:

e Expose people and property to hazards associated with the use, storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous
materials where the risk of such exposure could not be reduced through implementation of Federal, State, and local
laws and regulations;

* Expose people and property to risks associated with wildland fires where such risks could not be reduced through
implementation of proper fuel management techniques, buffers and landscape setbacks, structural design features,

and emergency access; or

* Expose people to safety hazards as a result of former on-site mining operations.
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No significant amount of hazardous materials would be transported, used, or disposed of for the project. Impacts would
be less than significant.

No significant amount of hazardous materials would be utitized for the project. Current County records indicate the
subject site is not located within the Asbestos Review Area. Impacts would be less than significant.

As proposed, the project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.

The project site is not identified on any list compiled pursuant to California Government Code 65962.5 identifying any
hazardous material sites in the project vicinity. As such, there would be a less than significant impact from hazardous
material sites.

The San Francisco Sectional Aeronautical Chart, last updated March 22, 2001, was reviewed and the project site is not
located within two miles of a public airport. As such, the project would not be subject to any land use limitations
contained within any adopted Comprehensive Land Use Plan. There would be no impacts to the project site resulting
from public airport operations and the over-flight of aircraft in the vicinity of the project.

The San Francisco Sectional Aeronautical Chart, last updated March 22, 2001, was reviewed and the project site is not
located within two miles of a privately owned airstrip. As such, there is no significant safety hazard resulting from
private airport operations and aircraft overflights in the vicinity of the project site. No impacts would occur.

The proposed project would not physically interfere with the implementation of the County adopted emergency response
and/or evacuation plan for the County. This is based upon the location of the nearest fire station, site access, availability
of water for fire suppression, and provisions within the County emergency response plan. The County emergency
response plan is located within the County Office of Emergency Services in the El Dorado County Government Center
complex in Placerville. Impacts would be less than significant.

The Lake Valley Fire Protection District reviewed the project proposal and had no objections. However, the Department
of Transportation and CAL FIRE reviewed the proposal and would require that the off-site access roadway connecting
the subject site to Cascade Road be improved from 12 feet to 20 feet wide to meet minimum fire safe standards. This
requirement is indicated in the conditions of approval included within Attachment 1 of the staff report. The project
would not expose people to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires or wildland fires adjacent to
or located in an urbanized area with the implementation of the conditions of approval included in Attachment 1 of the
staff report. Impacts would be less than significant.

FINDING: The proposed project would not expose people and property to hazards associated with the use, storage,
transport and disposal of hazardous materials, and expose people and property to risks associated with wild land fires. For
this “Hazards and Hazardous Materials” category, the thresholds of significance would not be exceeded by the proposed
project with the implementation of standard conditions of approval included within Attachment 1 of the staff report.
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VHI. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or -off-site?

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding
on- or off-site?

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

f.  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

h.  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

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

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Hydrology and Water Quality would occur if the implementation of the project would:

s Expose residents to flood hazards by being located within the 100-year floodplain as defined by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency;

e Cause substantial change in the rate and amount of surface runoff leaving the project site ultimately causing a
substantial change in the amount of water in a stream, river or other waterway;
Substantially interfere with groundwater recharge;
Cause degradation of water quality (temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and/or other typical stormwater
pollutants) in the project area; or
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® Cause degradation of groundwater quality in the vicinity of the project site.

Public sewer service would be provided by the South Tahoe Public Utility District. As noted in a letter of January 12,
2008, the South Tahoe Public Utility District has the sewer capacity to serve this project. (Facility Improvement Letter.
South Tahoe Public Utility District, January 12, 2008) Impacts would be less than significant.

There is no evidence that the project would substantially reduce or alter the quantity of groundwater in the vicinity, or
materially interfere with groundwater recharge in the area of the proposed project. The proposed project would connect
to public water. (Facility Improvement Letter. Cascade Mutual Water Company, December 29, 2008) Impacts would be
less than significant.

Proposed grading and ground disturbances associated with the project would not substantially alter the existing drainage
patterns on or off the site. The Grading Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance contains specific requirements that
limit the impacts to a drainage system (Section 15.14.440 & Section 15.14.590). The standards apply to this project. As
such, impacts would be less than significant.

d&e)

The proposed minimal grading for project fire safe improvements and future parcel development would have a minimal
impact on all storm water drainage in the immediate vicinity. Surface runoff and erosion hazard for the soils located at
the subject site is moderate. Therefore, substantial drainage pattern alteration or runoff would not occur. Impacts would
be less than significant.

‘The project would not result in substantial degradation of water quality in either surface or sub-surface water bodies in
the vicinity of the project area. All stormwater and sediment control methods contained in the Grading, Erosion and
Sediment Control Ordinance must be met during all construction activities, as well as the required development of any
permanent storm drainage facilities and erosion control measures on the project site. The project would be served by
public sewer service provided by the South Tahoe Public Utility District. As such, impacts would be less than
significant.

g&h)

i)

The Flood Insurance Rate Map (Panel 060040 0355B) for the project area establishes that the project

site is partially located within a mapped 100-year floodplain. However, no development is proposed as the project
consists of the subdivision of existing structures. Further, any future development, if proposed, would be subject to a
minimum setback of 100 feet from Lake Tahoe. Sufficient buildable area also exists on site that is not located within the
floodplain. Impacts would be less than significant.

The subject property within the South Lake Tahoe area is not located adjacent to or downstream from a dam or levee that
has the potential to fail and inundate the project site with floodwaters. Impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project is not located near a coastal area, and therefore, the project site would not be susceptible to
tsunamis. No volcanoes or other active volcanic features are near the project site and, therefore, the project site would
not be susceptible to mudflows. No impacts would occur.

FINDING: No significant hydrological impacts would result from development of the project. For the “Hydrology and
Water Quality” section, it has been determined the project would not exceed the identified thresholds of significance and no
significant adverse environmental effects would result from the project.
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IX. LAND USE PLANNING. Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established community?

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

c.  Conlflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

Discussion:

A substantial adverse effect on Land Use would occur if the implementation of the project would:

a)

b)

)

Result in the conversion of Prime Farmland as defined by the State Department of Conservation;

¢ Result in conversion of land that either contains choice soils or which the County Agricultural Commission has
identified as suitable for sustained grazing, provided that such lands were not assigned urban or other
nonagricultural use in the Land Use Map;
Result in conversion of undeveloped open space to more intensive land uses;
Result in a use substantially incompatible with the existing surrounding land uses; or
Conflict with adopted environmental plans, policies, and goals of the community.

The project would not result in the physical division of an established community. As proposed, the project is
compatible with the surrounding residential land uses and would not create land use conflicts with surrounding
properties. Impacts would be less than significant.

As proposed, the project is inconsistent with significant applicable policies of the 2004 General Plan. However,
adherence to the conditions of approval within Attachment 1 of the staff report regarding off-site fire safe roadway
improvements would result in the project being consistent with the General Plan. The parcel map is consistent with the
development standards contained within the El Dorado County Zoning Ordinance. Future development must meet the
standards established by the One-Family Residential District (TR1) zone district. This project meets the land use
objectives established for the property. As no conflict exists between the project and applicable land use policies with
adherence to the conditions of approval in Attachment 1, potential environmental impacts would be considered to be less
than significant.

The project site is not within the boundaries of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or any other conservation plan. This condition precludes the possibility of the proposed project conflicting with an
adopted conservation plan. No impact would occur.

FINDING: For the “Land Use Planning” section, the project would not exceed the identified thresholds of significance.

09-1506.D.61




P08-0006/Ebright Parcel Map
Environmental Checklist/Discussion of Impacts
Page 16

Potentially Significant
Unless Mitigation
Incorporation
No Impact

X. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

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

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Mineral Resources would occur if the implementation of the project would:

* Result in obstruction of access to, and extraction of mineral resources classified MRZ-2x, or result in land use
compatibility conflicts with mineral extraction operations.

a) The project site is not mapped as being within a Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) by the State of California Division of
Mines and Geology or in the El Dorado County General Plan. No impact would occur.

b) The Western portion of El Dorado County is divided into four, 15 minute quadrangles (Folsom, Placerville, Georgetown,
and Auburn) mapped by the State of California Division of Mines and Geology showing the location of Mineral and
Resource Zones (MRZ). Those areas which are designated MRZ-2a contain discovered mineral deposits that have been
measured or indicate reserves calculated. Land in this category is considered to contain mineral resources of known
economic importance to the County and/or State. Review of the mapped areas of the County indicates that the subject
property does not contain any mineral resources of known local or statewide economic value. No impact would occur.

FINDING: No impacts to any known mineral resources would occur as a result of the project. Therefore, no mitigation is
required. In the “Mineral Resources” section, the project would not exceed the identified thresholds of significance.

X1. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?

b.  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

C. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
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XI. NOISE. Would the project result in:

e. Fora 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 expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise level?

. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Discussion:

A substantial adverse effect due to Noise would occur if the implementation of the project would:

* Result in short-term construction noise that creates noise exposures to surrounding noise sensitive land uses in
excess of 60dBA CNEL;

* Result in long-term operational noise that creates noise exposures in excess of 60 dBA CNEL at the adjoining
property line of a noise sensitive land use and the background noise level is increased by 3dBA, or more; or

* Results in noise levels inconsistent with the performance standards contained in Table 6-1 and Table 6-2 in the El
Dorado County General Plan.

a&c)

The project would not result in a substantial increase in existing ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. The project
would not generate noise levels exceeding the performance standards contained in Table 6-1 and Table 6-2 within the
General Plan as it involves the creation of one additional parcel and related residential noise. Other than temporary noise
generated from construction equipment, no significant noise would be expected from the development of the project. As
such, impacts would be less than significant.

b & d)

e)

Persons adjacent to the project vicinity would not be subjected to long-term excessive ground borne noise or ground
borne vibration as a result of minor grading and improvement activities or upon completion of the project. Impacts
would be less than significant.

The proposed project is not located adjacent to or in the vicinity of a public airport and is not subject to any noise
standards contained within a Comprehensive Land Use Plan. As such, the project would not be subjected to excessive
noise from a public airport. No impacts would occur.

The proposed project is not located adjacent to or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. As such, the project would not be
subjected to excessive noise from a private airport. No impacts would occur.

FINDING: For the “Noise” category, there are no significant effects that would be created with the approval of the tentative
parcel map and the impacts within this category would remain at a less than significant level.
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XIIL. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

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

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

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

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Population and Housing would occur if the implementation of the project would:

e  Create substantial growth or concentration in population;
¢  Create a more substantial imbalance in the County’s current jobs to housing ratio; or
*  Conflict with adopted goals and policies set forth in applicable planning documents.

a) The proposed project has been determined to have a minimal growth-inducing impact as the project includes the creation
of two parcels where one currently exists. No residential development is proposed with the parcel map and all future
development would be required to meet established County development standards. Any future development must meet
comprehensive County policies and regulations before building permits can be issued. The project does not include any
school or large scale employment centers that would lead to indirect growth. Impacts would be less than significant.

b. No existing housing stock would be displaced by the proposed project. No impacts would occur.

¢) No persons would be displaced necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impacts would
occur.

FINDING: The project would not displace any existing or proposed housing. The project would not directly or indirectly
induce significant growth by extending or expanding infrastructure to support such growth. For the “Population and
Housing” section, the thresholds of significance have not been exceeded and no significant environmental impacts would
result from the project.

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

a. Fire protection?

b. Police protection?

c. Schools?
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XIII.  PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
Jacilities, 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:

d. Parks?

e. Other government services?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Public Services would occur if the implementation of the project would:

»  Substantially increase or expand the demand for fire protection and emergency medical services without increasing
staffing and equipment to meet the Department’s/District’s goal of 1.5 firefighters per 1,000 residents and 2
firefighters per 1,000 residents, respectively;

®  Substantially increase or expand the demand for public law enforcement protection without increasing staffing and
equipment to maintain the Sheriff’s Department goal of one sworn officer per 1,000 residents;

e Substantially increase the public school student population exceeding current school capacity without also including
provisions to adequately accommodate the increased demand in services;

Place a demand for library services in excess of available resources;
Substantially increase the local population without dedicating a minimum of 5 acres of developed parklands for
every 1,000 residents; or

¢ Be inconsistent with County adopted goals, objectives or policies.

a) Fire Protection: The Lake Valley Fire Protection District and CAL FIRE currently provide fire protection services to the
project area. Development of the project would result in a minor increase in the demand for fire protection services, but
would not prevent the Fire District from meeting its response times for the project or its designated service area. The
Lake Valley Fire Protection District and CAL FIRE would review the project improvement plans and final map filing
submittal for condition conformance prior to approval. Impacts would be less than significant.

b) Police Protection: The project site would be served by the El Dorado County Sheriff’s Department with a response time
depending on the location of the nearest patrol vehicle. The minimum Sheriff’s Department service standard is an 8-
minute response to 80% of the population within Community Regions. No specific minimum level of service or
response time was established for Rural Centers and Rural Regions. The Sheriff’s Department stated goal is to achieve a
ratio of one sworn officer per 1,000 residents. The addition of one residential parcel would not significantly impact
current response times to the project area. Impacts would be less than significant.

¢) Schools: The project site is located within the Lake Tahoe Unified School District. The affected school district was
contacted as part of the initial consultation process and no specific comments or mitigation measures were received.
Impacts would be less than significant.

d) Parks: The proposed project would not substantially increase the local population necessitating the development of new
park facilities. Section 16.12.090 of County Code establishes the method to calculate the required amount of land for
dedication for parkland or the in-lieu fee amount for residential projects. In this case, the tentative parcel map would be
conditioned to require the payment of a $150 flat park fee consistent with the procedures outlined within Section
16.12.090. Impacts would be less than significant.
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¢) No other public facilities or services would be substantially impacted by the project. Impacts would be less than
significant.

FINDING: Adequate public services are available to serve the project. Therefore, there is no potential for a significant
impact due to the creation of one additional residential parcel at the subject site, either directly or indirectly. No significant
public service impacts are expected. For this “Public Services” category, the thresholds of significance have not been
exceeded.

XIV. RECREATION.

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?

b.  Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Recreational Resources would occur if the implementation of the project would:

e Substantially increase the local population without dedicating a minimum of five acres of developed parklands for
every 1,000 residents; or

* Substantially increase the use of neighborhood or regional parks in the area such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur.

a) Because the project would only include the creation of one additional residential parcel, it would not substantially
increase the use of neighborhood or regional parks in the area such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur. Impacts would be less than significant. ~

b) The project does not propose any on-site recreation facilities and would not be required to construct any new facilities or
expand any existing recreation facilities with the scope of this project. No impacts would occur.

FINDING: No significant impacts to recreation or open space will result from the project. For this “Recreation” section,
the thresholds of significance have not been exceeded.
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XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or
congestion at intersections)?

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads
or highways?

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?

f.  Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g. Conlflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Discussion:

A substantial adverse effect on Traffic would occur if the implementation of the project would:

¢ Result in an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street
system,;
Generate traffic volumes which cause violations of adopted level of service standards (project and cumulative); or
Result in, or worsen, Level of Service “F” traffic congestion during weekday, peak-hour periods on any highway,
road, interchange or intersection in the unincorporated areas of the county as a result of a residential development
project of 5 or more units.

a&b)

The Department of Transportation (DOT) reviewed the proposed project and determined it would not trip the traffic
impact threshold within the General Plan. Proposed project access would be via Cascade Road. Impacts would be less
than significant.

The 2004 General Plan Policies TC-Xe and TX-Xf (which incorporate Measure Y) require that projects that “worsen”
traffic by 2%, or 10 peak hour trips, or 100 average daily trips must construct (or ensure funding and programming) of
any improvements required to meet Level of Service standards in the General Plan Transportation and Circulation
Element. DOT reviewed the proposed project and determined that it would not trigger the threshold described above
because of its limited size.

The project would not result in a change in established air traffic patterns for publicly or privately operated airports
or landing field in the project vicinity. No impacts would occur.
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The project would be required to make fire safe improvements consistent with the conditions of approval included within
Attachment 1 of the staff report. As such, the proposed project would not include any design features, such as sharp
curves or dangerous intersections, or incompatible uses that would substantially increase hazards. No traffic hazards
would result from the project design. Impacts would be less than significant.

The Lake Valley Fire Protection District, DOT, and CAL FIRE reviewed the project proposal and concluded that the
project would not result in inadequate emergency access to any potential residential structure with the implementation of
the conditions of approval included in Attachment 1 of the staff report. Impacts would be less than significant.

Future development would be required to meet on-site parking requirements identified by use within the Zoning
Ordinance. Future requests for building permits would be reviewed for conformance with parking standards during the
review process. Parking requirements for conventional single-family detached homes are two spaces not in tandem.
Sufficient space is available on each proposed parcel to accommodate this parking requirement. Impacts would be less
than significant.

The proposed project does not conflict with the adopted General Plan policies, and adopted plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation. No impacts would occur.

FINDING: No significant traffic impacts are expected for the project and mitigation is not required. For the
“Transportation/Traffic” category, the identified thresholds of significance have not been exceeded.

XVIL.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Discussion:
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Potentially Significant
Unless Mitigation
Incorporation
No Impact

A substantial adverse effect on Utilities and Service Systems would occur if the implementation of the project would:

b)

d)

€)

*  Breach published national, state, or local standards relating to solid waste or litter control;

®  Substantially increase the demand for potable water in excess of available supplies or distribution capacity without
also including provisions to adequately accommodate the increased demand, or is unable to provide an adequate on-
site water supply, including treatment, storage and distribution;

® Substantially increase the demand for the public collection, treatment, and disposal of wastewater without also
including provisions to adequately accommodate the increased demand, or is unable to provide for adequate on-site
wastewater system; or

* Result in demand for expansion of power or telecommunications service facilities without also including provisions
to adequately accommodate the increased or expanded demand.

Public sewer service would be provided by the South Tahoe Public Utility District. As noted in a letter of January 12,
2008, the South Tahoe Public Utility District has the sewer capacity to serve this project. Therefore, the proposed
project would not exceed water quality standards. Impacts would be less than significant.

The Cascade Mutual Water Company provided a letter dated December 29, 2008 indicating that it has adequate water
supplies to serve the project. The Environmental Management Department reviewed the documentation provided by the
Cascade Mutual Water Company and issued a letter on May 12, 2009 which concurred with the recommendations
subject to a pump test being satisfactorily conducted between the months of August and October 2009. As noted in a
letter of January 12, 2008, the South Tahoe Public Utility District has the sewer capacity to serve this project. Therefore,
no new or expanded off-site water or wastewater facilities would be necessary to serve the proposed project. Impacts
would be less than significant.

The proposed minimal grading for project fire safe improvements and future parcel development would have a minimal
impact on all storm water drainage in the immediate vicinity. Surface runoff and the erosion hazard for the soils located
at the subject site are moderate. Therefore, substantial drainage pattern alteration or runoff would not occur. Impacts
would be less than significant.

The Cascade Mutual Water Company provided a letter dated December 29, 2008 indicating that it has adequate water
supplies to serve the project. The Environmental Management Department reviewed the documentation provided by the
Cascade Mutual Water Company and issued a letter on May 12, 2009 which concurred with the recommendations
subject to a pump test being satisfactorily conducted between the months of August and October 2009. Potential impacts
from connecting to an existing water line within the project area would be less than significant.

As stated above, the South Tahoe Public Utility District has the sewer capacity to serve this project. Impacts would be
less than significant.

In December of 1996, direct public disposal into the Union Mine Disposal Site was discontinued and the Material
Recovery Facility/Transfer Station was opened. Only certain inert waste materials (e.g., concrete, asphalt, etc.) may be
dumped at the Union Mine Waste Disposal Site. All other materials that cannot be recycled are exported to the
Lockwood Regional Landfill near Sparks, Nevada. In 1997, El Dorado County signed a 30-year contract with the
Lockwood Landfill Facility for continued waste disposal services. The Lockwood Landfill has a remaining capacity of
43 million tons over the 655-acre site. Approximately six million tons of waste was deposited between 1979 and 1993.
This equates to approximately 46,000 tons of waste per year for this period.
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After July of 2006, El Dorado Disposal began distributing municipal solid waste to Forward Landfill in Stockton and
Kiefer Landfill in Sacramento. Pursuant to El Dorado County Environmental Management Solid Waste Division staff,
both facilities have sufficient capacity to serve the County. Recyclable materials are distributed to a facility in Benicia
and green wastes are sent to a processing facility in Sacramento. Impacts would be less than significant.

County Ordinance No. 4319 requires that new development provide areas for adequate, accessible, and convenient
storing, collecting, and loading of solid waste and recyclables. On-site solid waste collection for the proposed parcels
would be handled through the local waste management contractor. Adequate space would be available at the site for
solid waste collection. Impacts would be less than significant.

FINDING: No significant impacts would result to utility and service systems from development of the project. For the
“Utilities and Service Systems” section, the thresholds of significance have not been exceeded and no significant
environmental effects would result from the project.

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Does the project:

a.

Have the potential to 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, 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?

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, and the effects of probable future projects)?

Have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Discussion:

a)

b)

)

Subsurface earthwork activities may expose previously undiscovered buried resources. Standard construction cultural
resource conditions of approval are incorporated into the project as conditions of approval within Attachment 1 of the
staff report. This would ensure that impacts on cultural resources are less than significant. In summary, all potentially
significant effects on cultural resources can be reduced to a level of less than significant.

All cumulative impacts related to air quality, biological resources, and transportation/traffic are less than significant and
do not require mitigation. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts on
these areas. Impacts are less than significant.

All impacts identified in this Negative Declaration are less than significant and do not require mitigation. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in environmental effects that cause substantial adverse effects on human beings either
directly or indirectly. Impacts would be less than significant.
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SUPPORTING INFORMATION SOURCE LIST

The following documents are available at El Dorado County Development Services Department, Planning Services
in Placerville:

2004 El Dorado County General Plan A Plan for Managed Growth and Open Roads; A Plan for Quality
Neighborhoods and Traffic Relief. Adopted July 19, 2004.

El Dorado County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Volume I - Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report

Volume II - Response to Comment on DEIR

Volume III - Comments on Supplement to DEIR

Volume IV - Responses to Comments on Supplement to DEIR

Volume V - Appendices

El Dorado County General Plan - Volume I - Goals, Objectives, and Policies

El Dorado County General Plan - Volume II - Background Information

Findings of Fact of the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors for the General Plan
El Dorado County Zoning Ordinance (Title 17 - County Code)

County of El Dorado Drainage Manual (Resolution No. 67-97, Adopted March 14, 1995)

County of El Dorado Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance (Ordinance No. 3883, amended Ordinance
Nos. 4061, 4167, 4170, 4719)

El Dorado County Design and Improvement Standards

El Dorado County Subdivision Ordinances (Title 16 - County Code)

Soil Survey of Tahoe Basin Area, California and Nevada

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Statutes (Public Resources Code Section 21000, et seq.)

Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental
Quality Act (Section 15000, et seq.)
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PROJECT SPECIFIC REPORTS AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

A Cultural Resource Inventory of the Proposed Ebright Subdivision South Lake Tahoe El Dorado County,
California. William W. Bloomer and Susan Lindstrom, September 2008.

Facility Improvement Letter. Cascade Mutual Water Company, December 29, 2008.

Facility Improvement Letter. South Tahoe Public Utility District, January 12, 2008.
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