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5.3.13  Transportation and Circulation 

Introduction 
This section evaluates and describes the potential impacts on the transportation system associated 
with implementation of the project. Roadway, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, vehicle miles traveled, and 
parking components of the overall transportation system are included in the analysis. Impacts are 
evaluated under existing conditions with and without the project and under cumulative conditions with 
the project. The effects resulting from General Plan implementation under all of the alternatives 
described herein would be the same regardless of ownership of the Plaza parcels. 

The two primary issues raised during scoping that pertain to transportation and circulation included: 

 impacts on parking at KBSRA and surrounding areas, and 
 impacts of additional traffic in Kings Beach. 

The methods of analysis are generally consistent with standard traffic engineering practice, using 
standard Highway Capacity Manual 2010 (Transportation Research Board 2010) analysis methodologies. 
Information on existing and forecasted transportation conditions is based on recent traffic counts, 
Caltrans traffic volumes, the TRPA TransCad transportation model, and a review of existing and 
proposed facilities. For complete details on model inputs, outputs, and assumptions see the technical 
analysis materials available on the project webpage (www.parks.ca.gov/PlanKBSRA). 

The General Plan revision and pier rebuild project alternatives would not propose new airports or rail 
lines, nor would they alter travel demand to the extent that they would result in changes to existing air 
or rail travel patterns. Because the alternatives would not affect air or rail patterns, the effects on 
these transportation systems are not evaluated. The effects of the alternatives on emergency access 
are evaluated in Section 5.3.6, Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Risk of Upset. 

The existing conditions related to transportation and circulation are summarized in Section 2.1.3, 
Regional Transportation, in Chapter 2, Existing Conditions, of this document. A more detailed 
description of the existing transportation and circulation conditions at the project site and a summary 
of pertinent regulations are included in the Resources Inventory and Existing Conditions Report, 
available on the KBSRA webpage (www.parks.ca.gov/PlanKBSRA) and at California State Parks (CSP) 
and TRPA offices during normal business hours through consideration of project approval. Relevant 
project goals and guidelines are summarized in Section 4.5 in Chapter 4, The Plan. CSP Standard and 
Special Project Requirements pertaining to parking are included in Section 4.7; these requirements 
include designating areas for passenger loading and incorporating parking equipment that allows visitor 
to pay after they have parked their vehicle to avoid queuing onto SR 28. Other parking goals and 
guidelines in Chapter 4, The Plan, would be implemented as part of project operations.  

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Analysis Methodology 
Estimates of the changes in vehicular and circulation area (driveways and parking areas) and recreation 
areas and associated travel characteristics provide the basis for the transportation analysis. 
Table 5.3.13-1 compares the General Plan revision and pier rebuild project alternatives to the existing 
site, both in terms of vehicular circulation area (driveways and parking areas) and programmed 
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recreation areas. As shown in Table 5.3.13-1, the three action alternatives would result in a decrease 
in vehicular circulation area by about 25 to 30 percent and would result in an increase in programmed 
recreation areas by 8 to 10 percent. 

Though the three build alternatives offer different onsite vehicular circulation changes and amenities, all 
alternatives propose an increase in recreational developed area over existing conditions, which includes 
picnic areas, active recreation spaces, and an event lawn. The beach area at KBSRA would not change. 
Because the action alternatives would result in an increase in developed recreational opportunities, and 
likely an increase in activity at KBSRA, they would result in similar transportation impacts to each other, 
except as it relates to parking. As such, impacts of the action alternatives on study intersections and 
roadway segments, transit, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities are similar in nature and degree. 

Table 5.3.13-1 KBSRA General Plan Revision and Pier Rebuild Project Programmed Areas by 
Alternative1 

Vehicular Existing Conditions Alternative 2 – Eastern Pier Alternative 3 – Central Pier Alternative 4 – Western Pier 

Driveway & Parking Lot 133,421 sf 89,000 sf 102,170 sf 91,800 sf 

Number of Parking Spaces  177 157 183 119 

 20 fewer spaces  6 more spaces 58 fewer spaces 

Areas for Recreation (sf)     
Building 3,706 5,800 9,785 7,400 

Plaza 14,825 48,300 41,080 47,360 

Picnic Area 14,825 60,000 38,540 47,220 

Active Recreation 11,118 10,260 10,730 13,000 

Event Lawn 0 14,870 21,300 8,500 

Beach 415,088 385,600 408,780 397,800 

Pier 3,151 8,121 9,904 11,220 

Total 462,713 532,951 540,119 532,500 
1 A more detailed description of each KBSRA alternative is included in Chapter 5. 

Source: Data provided by Design Workshop in 2017 

Project Trip Generation 
The first step in the analysis of traffic impacts is to identify the existing peak hour and daily traffic 
volumes. Traffic counts conducted on Friday, September 4, 2015 and Saturday, September 5, 2015 
(Labor Day Weekend) showed that traffic along SR 28 was busier on Friday afternoon than Saturday 
midday. To be conservative, this analysis analyzes the Friday afternoon p.m. peak hour between 4:00 
and 5:00 p.m. More information on the existing conditions related to transportation, traffic, and 
circulation within the KBSRA study area is included in Chapter 2, Existing Conditions. 

Traffic counts at the Bear Street and Coon Street parking lots were used to estimate trip generation. 
These counts were taken on Friday, July 29, 2015, and Friday, September 4, 2015, respectively, since 
the Bear Street lot was closed for construction during the summer of 2015. The counts revealed that 
the KBSRA Bear Street parking lot generated 91 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour (39 trips 
inbound and 52 trips outbound), and that the KBSRA Coon Street parking lot generated 68 vehicle 
trips during the p.m. peak hour (43 trips inbound and 25 trips outbound). Both of the KBSRA parking 
lots combined generated 159 p.m. peak hour trips (82 trips inbound and 77 trips outbound). 
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CSP keeps records of monthly paid parking usage at the KBSRA parking lots. Records of daily or 
hourly usage is not kept. Data provided by CSP shows the number of paid day-use vehicles at KBRSA 
by month since 2001. Table 5.3.13-2 shows the top 10 months of paid day use since 2001. The highest 
use in a month occurred in July 2015 with 27,421 vehicles. According to the data, this month was much 
higher than the second highest month, which occurred in July 2014 with 22,964 vehicles. The highest 
month usage (27,241) would equate to 885 vehicles each day, assuming equal use per day over the 
month. However, peak days, such as Fridays and Saturdays, are likely to be higher than days in the 
middle of the week. Assuming attendance on a peak day would be 25 percent higher than on an 
average day, 1,106 vehicles would participate in paid day use on a peak day.  

Table 5.3.13-2 Ten Months with the Highest Paid Day Use of the KBSRA since July 2001 

Month – Year Paid Day Use 
July 2015 27,421 
July 2014 22,964 

August 2014 22,370 
July 2016 21,189 
July 2013 21,108 
July 2012 20,565 
July 2006 16,798 

August 2015 18,900 
August 2016 18,865 

Source: Data provided by California State Parks 2017 

The increased amount of programmed recreation areas would likely result in increased visitation at 
KBSRA. The reduced vehicle circulation area, coupled with enhanced pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure and connectivity, wayfinding, and variable-price parking, would likely result in increased 
visitation to KBSRA by pedestrians and bicyclists, and may result in no greater level of vehicular activity 
than currently exists. However, to be conservative, this analysis assumes that vehicular traffic could 
increase by 10 percent. Under this assumption, the action alternatives would result in 16 additional 
peak hour trips (8 inbound and 8 outbound) and 222 additional daily trips (111 inbound and 
111 outbound) on a peak summer day (i.e., Fridays and Saturdays). The estimated increase in visitation 
and associated increase in trips is estimated based on the increase in recreation areas provided by the 
General Plan revision and the pier rebuild project, combined; therefore, the potential impacts related 
to increase in visitation and associated increases in trips from the General Plan revision and the pier 
rebuild project are analyzed together.  

Table 5.3.13-3 shows the additional trip generation for the KBSRA alternatives. 

Table 5.3.13-3 KBSRA Trip Generation 

Trip Generation Scenario 
Peak Hour Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total 
Existing KBSRA 39 52 91 553 553 1,106 
Project Only Additional Trips  8 8 16 111 111 222 
Total Trip Generation of Proposed Project 47 60 107 664 664 1,328 
Source: Compiled by Fehr and Peers in 2017 
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Project Trip Distribution and Assignment 
The distribution of project trips was estimated based on 2015 traffic volume patterns obtained from 
the intersection traffic counts. To provide a conservative analysis of project impacts at the KBSRA 
driveways at SR 28, all vehicle trips were assigned to the KBSRA driveways. This means that the 
increase in vehicle trips to and from KBSRA in the analysis is not limited by the parking supply or 
parking turnover on a peak summer day. The additional vehicles would likely park in other areas and 
therefore have different travel patterns. However, it would be speculative to assign project trips to 
other areas. 

The inbound and outbound project trip distribution estimates are shown in Exhibits 5.3.13-1 and 
5.3.13-2, respectively. The additional peak hour project trips at the study intersections are shown in 
Exhibit 5.3.13-3. Exhibit 5.3.13-4 shows the existing plus project intersection volumes. 

Significance Criteria 
Significance criteria for determining impacts to transportation and circulation are summarized below. 

CEQA Criteria 
Based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, impacts to transportation and circulation would 
be significant if the project would: 

 conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or ordinance related to the circulation system, or conflict 
with an applicable congestion management program; such that it would cause the LOS or VMT 
standards described under the TRPA criteria to be exceeded; 

 substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use; or 

 substantially decrease the performance or safety of transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. 

TRPA Criteria 
Policy T-P-6 of the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017) reads: 

Maintain consistency with Level of Service (LOS) and quality of service standards identified in the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), with the exception of intersections and roadway segments 
within the Town Center boundaries where LOS F is acceptable during peak periods. The RTP 
allows for possible exceptions to the LOS standards outside of the Town Center boundaries 
when provisions for multi-modal amenities and/or services (such as transit, bicycling and walking 
facilities) are incorporated and found to be consistent with Policy T-10.7 of the RTP. 

All study intersections are governed by Area Plan Policy T-P-6. In developing this policy, Placer County 
evaluated the benefits of allowing lower levels of service to promote development within the Town 
Center that reduces VMT and supports more transportation alternatives, including biking, walking, and 
transit, as compared to requiring a higher level of service that would accommodate more cars but may 
also require widening roads and would result in increased vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas 
emissions. Based on this evaluation, the County determined that LOS F is considered acceptable during 
peak hours within the Kings Beach Town Center, provided that a project provides improvements to 
other parts of the transportation system (e.g., expanded bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, 
enhanced transit, and wayfinding) within the project site vicinity to enhance non-auto travel modes. 
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Exhibit 5.3.13-1 Project Trip Distribution – Inbound Trips 
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Exhibit 5.3.13-2 Project Trip Distribution – Outbound Trips 
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Exhibit 5.3.13-3 Additional Peak Hour Project Trips 
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Exhibit 5.3.13-4 Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes and Land Configurations – Existing Plus Project Conditions 
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Based on the Transportation and Circulation criteria from TRPA’s Initial Environmental Checklist, an 
alternative would result in a significant impact to transportation and circulation if it would: 

 cause total VMT within the Tahoe Region to exceed the TRPA Air Quality Threshold value of 
2,030,938; 

 result in inadequate transit service to meet demand or substantively negatively impact existing 
transit operations; 

 result in inadequate parking conditions. Typical parking planning guidelines call for a maximum 
observed utilization of 85 to 95 percent of all spaces (to avoid excessive driving around for the few 
spaces available). In light of the limited periods of peak parking demand in the Kings Beach Town 
Center, as well as the need to minimize impervious paved surfaces in the Tahoe Region, the factor 
of 100 percent is applied to determine parking impacts, according to the North Tahoe Parking Study 
(California State Parks 2015); 

 substantially increase traffic hazards to bicyclists and pedestrians, or substantially impact existing 
bicycle/pedestrian facilities; or 

 substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses.  

Environmental Impacts 

Existing Plus Project Conditions 
This section identifies potential impacts that could result from project implementation, in the context 
of existing traffic and transportation conditions.  

Impact 5.3.13-1: Intersection levels of service 

Implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 could result in a 10 percent increase in visitation at KBSRA 
from expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number of special events, which could 
generate additional vehicle trips. As a result of Policy T-P-6 in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan, 
(2017) the existing LOS F conditions at the study intersections during peak hour conditions are 
acceptable. As such, analysis of project impacts on these intersections are not needed for CEQA 
purposes. The increase in visitation at KBSRA from implementation of the action alternatives would 
have minimal effects on operations at study intersections and would not worsen levels of service at any 
of the study intersections. With implementation of the alternatives, side street delay would increase by 
one to two seconds for traffic entering SR 28 from Deer Street, Fox Street, and Chipmunk Street. 
Therefore, impacts at these intersections from Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would be less than 
significant. There would be no impact with Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
As discussed in Section 5.1.2, Alternative 1 would involve no physical improvements or changes to the 
project site or any substantial changes in management approaches. Existing operation and maintenance 
of the existing facilities on the project site would continue. As such, traffic impacts on study 
intersections would not change and there would be no impact.  
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Alternative 2: Eastern Pier Alternative (Proposed Project) 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 2 could result in a 10 percent increase in visitors at KBSRA from 
expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate 
additional vehicle trips. Alternative 2 would also reduce the number of parking spaces in KBSRA, which 
could require more visitors to park elsewhere and walk, bike, or take transit to KBSRA. The project 
would also provide improvements to the transportation system within Kings Beach by enhancing non-auto 
travel modes, such as providing bicycle racks at KBSRA and constructing the promenade that increases 
connectivity for pedestrians and bicyclists between KBSRA and surrounding areas. 

In developing Policy T-P-6, the County evaluated the benefits of allowing lower levels of service to promote 
redevelopment within the Town Center that reduces VMT and supports more transportation alternatives, 
including biking, walking, and transit, as compared to requiring a higher level of service that would 
accommodate more cars but may also require widening roads and would result in increased vehicle miles 
traveled and greenhouse gas emissions. Based on this evaluation, the County determined that LOS F is 
considered acceptable for intersection operations during peak hours within the Kings Beach Town Center. 

An analysis of project impacts on study intersections has been completed. As shown in Table 5.3.13-4, 
the increase in visitation at KBSRA from implementation of Alternative 2 would have minimal effects 
on operations at study intersections. The project would not worsen levels of service at any of the 
study intersections, and side street delay would increase by one to two seconds for traffic entering SR 
28 from Deer Street, Fox Street, and Chipmunk Street. All study intersections would operate at 
acceptable levels of service, per Policy T-P-6 of the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017). 
Therefore, the Alternative 2 General Plan revision and pier rebuild project would have a less-than-
significant impact on intersection operations. 

Table 5.3.13-4 Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Project Conditions 

Intersection Control 
Existing Conditions – 

Alternative 1 
Existing Plus Project – 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 

Delay (s) LOS Delay (s) LOS 
SR 28/SR 267 Signal 20 B 20 B 
SR 28/Deer Street TWSC1,2 1 (28) A (D) 1 (29) A (D) 
SR 28/Bear Street/KBSRA Driveway Roundabout2 15 (17) B (C) 15 (17) B (C) 
SR 28/Coon Street/KBSRA Driveway Roundabout2 21 (27) C (D) 20 (26) C (D) 
SR 28/Fox Street TWSC1,2 7 (122) A (F) 7 (124) A (F) 
SR 28/Chipmunk Street TWSC1,2 2 (55) A (F) 2 (56) A (F) 
1 TWSC = two-way stop controlled 
2 Overall intersection delay and worst movement delay reported. Worst movement delay measured in seconds and LOS is 
represented in parentheses.  
Source: Compiled by Fehr & Peers in 2017 

Alternative 3: Central Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 3 could result in a 10 percent increase in visitors at KBSRA from 
expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate 
additional vehicle trips. Alternative 3 would increase the number of parking spaces in KBSRA by 
six spaces relative to existing conditions. Alternative 3 would result in 26 more parking spaces than 
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would occur with implementation of Alternative 2. The unit purpose and park vision, carrying capacity, 
and adaptive management elements would be the same as Alternative 2, with minor differences in size 
and location of upland facilities and the pier rebuild project. 

The existing LOS F at the study intersections is considered acceptable for reasons described earlier. 
When compared to that of Alternative 2, the travel characteristics and increased visitation associated 
with Alternative 3 would be largely the same. Consequently, traffic impacts of Alternative 3 on study 
intersections would be similar to those of Alternative 2, and the additional trips generated by 
Alternative 3 would not contribute to the degradation of operations at study intersections (see 
Table 5.3.13-4). This impact would be less than significant.  

Alternative 4: Western Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 4 could result in a 10 percent increase in visitors at KBSRA from 
expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate 
additional vehicle trips. Alternative 4 would also reduce the number of parking spaces in KBSRA, which 
could require more visitors to park elsewhere and walk, bike, or take transit to KBSRA. A component 
of the pier rebuild project includes extending the existing boat ramp. The boat ramp extension would 
be modest and while it would be expected to increase the period of time that the boat ramp is open, it 
would not provide access during all lake levels. The unit purpose and park vision, carrying capacity, and 
adaptive management elements would be the same as Alternative 2, with minor differences in size and 
location of upland facilities and the pier rebuild project.  

The existing LOS F at the study intersections are considered acceptable for reasons described earlier. 
Therefore, discussion of project impacts is presented for informational purposes only. 

When compared to that of Alternative 2, the travel characteristics and increased visitation associated 
with Alternative 4 would largely be the same. Consequently, traffic impacts of Alternative 4 on study 
intersections would be similar to those of Alternative 2, and the additional trips generated by 
Alternative 4 would not contribute to the degradation of operations at study intersections (see 
Table 5.3.13-4). This impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 5.3.13-2: Roadway segment levels of service 

Implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 could result in an increase in visitation at KBSRA from 
expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number of special events, which could generate 
additional vehicle trips. As a result of Policy T-P-6 in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017), 
LOS F conditions are acceptable on the study roadway segments during the peak hour. As such, 
analysis of project impacts on study roadway segments is provided for informational purposes. The 
increase in visitation at KBSRA from implementation of the action alternatives would have minimal 
effects on operations at study roadway segments and would not worsen levels of service at any of the 
study roadway segments. Impacts at these roadway segments from implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4 would be less than significant. Traffic impacts on study area roadway segments would not 
change as the result of implementation of Alternative 1; therefore, Alternative 1 would result in no 
impact. 
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Alternative 1: No Project 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
As discussed in Section 5.1.2, Alternative 1 would involve no physical improvements or changes to the 
project site or any substantial changes in management approaches. Existing operation and maintenance 
of the existing facilities on the project site would continue. As such, traffic impacts on study area 
roadway segments would not change as the result of implementation of Alternative 1 (see 
Table 5.3.13-5) and would result no impact.  

Table 5.3.13-5 Roadway Segment Operations – Existing Plus Project Conditions 

Segment Direction 
Existing Conditions – 

Alternative 1 
Existing Plus Project – 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 

Peak Hour Volume LOS Peak Hour Volume LOS 

SR 28 between Deer Street and Bear Street1 
Eastbound 820 B 825 B 

Westbound 771 B 775 B 

SR 28 between Coon Street and Fox Street1 
Eastbound 866 C 870 C 

Westbound 701 B 704 B 

SR 267 north of SR 28 
Northbound 514 D 515 D 

Southbound 724 D 726 D 
Notes: Capacity for SR 28 in Kings Beach: eastbound 1,241 vehicles per hour; westbound 1,171 vehicles per hour, as estimated by LSC 
Transportation Consultants, Inc. as a part of the Kings Beach Urban Improvement Project Traffic Study (2007).  

Source: Compiled by Fehr & Peers in 2017 

Alternative 2: Eastern Pier Alternative (Proposed Project) 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 2 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 2 would also reduce the number of parking spaces in KBSRA, which could require more 
visitors to park elsewhere and walk, bike, or take transit to KBSRA. 

In developing Policy T-P-6, the County evaluated the benefits of allowing lower levels of service to 
promote development within the Town Center that reduces VMT and supports more transportation 
alternatives, including biking, walking, and transit, as compared to requiring a higher level of service that 
would accommodate more cars but may also require widening roads and would result in increased 
vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions. Based on this evaluation, the County determined 
that LOS F is considered acceptable during peak hours within the Kings Beach Town Center, provided 
that the project provides improvements to other parts of the transportation system within the project 
site vicinity to enhance non-auto travel modes. 

Strictly for informational purposes, an analysis of project impacts on study roadway segments has been 
completed. As shown in Table 5.3.13-5, the increase in visitation at KBSRA from implementation of 
Alternative 2 would have minimal effects on study roadway segment operations. The project would not 
worsen peak hour levels of service at any of the study roadway segments. Furthermore, all study 
roadway segments would operate at acceptable levels of service, per Policy T-P-6 of the Placer County 
Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017). Therefore, implementation of the Alternative 2 General Plan revision and 
pier rebuild project would have a less-than-significant impact on roadway operations.  
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Alternative 3: Central Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 3 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 3 would increase the number of parking spaces in KBSRA by six spaces. The unit purpose 
and park vision, carrying capacity, and adaptive management elements would be the same as 
Alternative 2 with minor differences in size and location of upland facilities and the pier rebuild project. 

The existing LOS F at the study roadway segments is considered acceptable for reasons described 
earlier. Therefore, discussion of project impacts presented for informational purposes only. 

When compared to that of Alternative 2, the travel characteristics and increased visitation associated 
with Alternative 3 would be largely the same. Consequently, traffic impacts of Alternative 3 on study 
roadway segments would be similar to those of Alternative 2, and the additional trips generated by 
Alternative 3 would not contribute to the degradation of operations at study roadway segments. This 
impact would be less than significant.  

Alternative 4: Western Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 4 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 4 would also reduce the number of parking spaces in KBSRA, which could require more 
visitors to park elsewhere or walk, bike, or take transit to KBSRA. A component of the pier rebuild 
includes extending the existing boat ramp. The boat ramp extension would be modest and while it 
would be expected to increase the period of time that the boat ramp is open, it would not provide 
access during all lake levels. The unit purpose and park vision, carrying capacity, and adaptive 
management elements would be the same as Alternative 2 with minor differences in size and location 
of upland facilities and the pier rebuild project. 

The existing LOS F at the study intersections is considered acceptable for reasons described earlier. 
Therefore, discussion of project impacts is presented for informational purposes only. 

When compared to that of Alternative 2, the travel characteristics and increased visitation associated 
with implementation of Alternative 4 would be largely the same. Consequently, traffic impacts of 
Alternative 4 on study roadway segments would be similar to those of Alternative 2, and the additional 
trips generated by Alternative 4 would not contribute to the degradation of operations at study 
roadway segments. This impact would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  
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Impact 5.3.13-3: Transit service and operations 

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 2014 Travel Mode Share Survey (TRPA 2014) found that 1 percent of 
recreational trips are made by transit and 81 percent of recreational trips are made by auto. Because 
Alternative 2 would generate 16 additional peak hour auto trips and 222 additional daily auto trips, it 
would not generate enough additional transit trips to result in the need for increased transit service or 
to adversely affect future transit operations. Alternatives 3 and 4 would result in similar levels of 
demand for transit as would occur for Alternative 2. Furthermore, none of the alternatives propose 
changes to existing transit stops. Therefore, implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would result in 
a less-than-significant impact on transit. There would be no impact with Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
As discussed in Section 5.1.2, Alternative 1 would involve no physical improvements or changes to the 
project site or any substantial changes in management approaches. Existing operation and maintenance 
of the existing facilities on the project site would continue. As such, Alternative 1 would not result in 
the need for increased transit service or substantially negatively affect existing transit operations, and 
there would be no impact.  

Alternative 2: Eastern Pier Alternative (Proposed Project) 

General Plan Revision 
Alternative 2 proposes the reduction of available parking spaces in the KBSRA parking lots, offers 
better connectivity for pedestrians with new sidewalk connections and the promenade and sand wall, 
and provides non-motorized boat storage as well as boat and kayak rentals, all of which may encourage 
more patrons to take transit to and from KBSRA. Implementation of Alternative 2 could result in 
increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number of special 
events. The Travel Mode Share Survey (TRPA 2014) concluded that no recreation trips use transit when 
traveling to and from the KBSRA. While the reduction in parking and increase in visitation may push 
patrons of the KBSRA to use transit more, the anticipated increase in number of transit passengers 
traveling to KBSRA would likely be minimal, and as such, the project would not result in the need for 
increased transit service, nor would it adversely affect existing transit operations. This impact would be 
less than significant. 

Pier Rebuild Project  
Alternative 2 would include the construction and operation of a pier on the eastern portion of the 
project site. Implementation of Alternative 2 would include removal of an existing boat ramp and 
construction of a multi-use pier. The potential increase in transit use associated with the pier rebuild 
would be minimal and included with the potential increase in number of transit passengers generated 
by the General Plan revision. The Alternative 2 pier rebuild would not result in the need for increased 
transit service and would not adversely affect existing transit operations. This impact would be less 
than significant.  

Alternative 3: Central Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision 
When compared to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 General Plan revision would be largely the same with 
refinements in the location and size of some improvements. Implementation of Alternative 3 could 
result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number 
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of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. Alternative 3 would increase the number 
of parking spaces in KBSRA. Although the increase in number of parking spaces could meet the 
increased demand for parking associated with Alternative 3, it is possible that the increase in visitation 
to KBSRA would still result in a minimal increase in demand for transit similar to that which would 
occur for Alternative 2. For these reasons, the project would not result in the need for increased 
transit service, nor would it adversely affect existing transit operations. This impact would be less 
than significant.  

Pier Rebuild Project 
Alternative 3 would include the construction and operation of a pier on the central portion of the 
project site. Implementation of Alternative 3 would include removal of an existing boat ramp and 
construction of a multi-use pier. Any potential increase in transit use associated with the pier rebuild 
would be minimal and included with the potential increase in number of transit passengers generated 
by the General Plan revision. The Alternative 3 pier rebuild would not adversely affect existing transit 
operations, nor would it result in the need for increased transit service. This impact would be less 
than significant. 

Alternative 4: Western Pier Alternative 

General Plan Revision 
When compared to Alternative 2, Alternative 4 General Plan revision would be largely the same with 
some refinements in location or size for some improvements. Implementation of Alternative 4 could 
result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number 
of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. Alternative 4 would also reduce the 
number of parking spaces in KBSRA, which could require more visitors to park elsewhere and walk, 
bike, or take transit to KBSRA. Consequently, transit impacts of Alternative 4 would be similar to the 
transit impacts of Alternative 2 and would not increase transit service or adversely affect transit 
operations. This impact would be less than significant.  

Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 4 would include construction of a pier similar in size and characteristics as 
Alternative 2, but located on the western portion of the project site. A component of the pier rebuild 
includes extending the existing boat ramp. The boat ramp extension would be modest and while it would 
be expected to increase the period of time that the boat ramp is open, it would not provide access 
during all lake levels. Any potential increase in transit use associated with the pier rebuild would be 
minimal and included with the potential increase in number of transit passengers generated by the 
General Plan revision. Like Alternative 2, Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial increase in transit 
ridership nor adversely affect existing transit operations. This impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact 5.3.13-4: Bicycle and pedestrian facilities 

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 propose the construction of enhanced bicycle and pedestrian facilities and would 
not substantially increase traffic hazards to bicyclists and pedestrians. This includes the placement of 
bicycle parking in various locations within the project site. The alternatives improve pedestrian access with 
new dedicated walkways throughout the site, reconfiguration of the parking areas with amenities such as 
drop-off zones in the parking lot, and expansion of the shared-use, waterfront promenade. The proposed 
access improvements would be ADA compliant, enhancing public access to KBSRA for those with 
disabilities. Though there would likely be an increase in pedestrians accessing the KBSRA from off-site due 
to the increase in recreational development area or Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 and reduction in parking 
spaces for Alternatives 2 and 4, the improved features of these alternatives would result in a beneficial 
impact to bicycle and pedestrian facilities. There would be no impact with Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
As discussed in Section 5.1.2, Alternative 1 would involve no physical improvements or changes to the 
project site or any substantial changes in management approaches. Existing operation and maintenance 
of the existing facilities on the project site would continue. As such, Alternative 1 would result in no 
change to traffic hazards for bicyclists and pedestrians and would not impact existing bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. As such, there would be no impact. 

Alternative 2: Eastern Pier Alternative (Proposed Project) 

General Plan Revision 
Currently, KBSRA has sidewalks on all sides of its main parking lot and a crosswalk on all legs of 
SR 28/Bear Street/KBSRA driveway. There is also a sidewalk on the west side of the Coon Street 
driveway as well as pedestrian paths throughout the recreation site. Implementation of Alternative 2 
could result in an increase in pedestrians accessing KBSRA due to the increase in recreational 
development area and reduction in parking spaces at KBSRA. Alternative 2 would expand the waterfront 
promenade for pedestrian and bicycle traffic traveling along the beach front through KBSRA with 
connections to the eastern and western park edges, allowing for future extension of the Kings Beach 
Promenade project by Placer County. Alternative 2 contains sidewalks and striped crosswalks through 
the Bear Street parking lot and a new entry plaza on the western side of the site, offering another 
connection from SR 28 to KBSRA for pedestrians and cyclists. The reconfigured parking lot contains 
drop-off areas in the main parking lot and near the proposed pier. The promenade would include 
beach overlooks and ramps to allow for continuous flows of pedestrian and cycle traffic along the path. 
Beach access from the promenade would be provided by stairs and ramps throughout the site. 
Furthermore, Alternative 2 offers non-motorized boat storage and boat and kayak rentals, which may 
encourage more patrons to walk or bike to KBSRA since they do not need to tow a boat or drop off 
non-motorized watercraft. The proposed access improvements would be ADA compliant, enhancing 
public access to KBSRA for those with disabilities. Because bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be 
provided by Alternative 2 that would improve circulation and safety within KBSRA, these 
enhancements would result in a beneficial impact on bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

Pier Rebuild Project  
Alternative 2 would include the construction and operation of a pier on the eastern portion of the 
project site. Implementation of Alternative 2 would include removal of an existing boat ramp and 
construction of a multi-use pier, which would result in fewer trailers for motorized boats entering and 
exiting the site reducing hazards for bicyclists and pedestrians in the KBSRA parking lots. Alternative 2 
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proposes the construction of an additional sidewalk from SR 28 to the pier., providing a direct 
connection for pedestrians and bicyclists coming from SR 28. Furthermore, the proposed pier would 
be ADA compliant, enhancing public access to the lake for those with disabilities. Because bicycle and 
pedestrian access would be well-designed, pedestrian and bicyclist access to the pier improved, and all 
applicable requirements and agency standards adhered to, the Alternative 2 pier rebuild project would 
not substantially increase traffic hazards to bicyclists and pedestrians or substantially impact future 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. For these reasons, the Alternative 2 pier rebuild project would have a 
beneficial impact on bicycle and pedestrian facilities.   

Alternative 3: Central Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision 
Implementation of Alternative 3 could result in an increase in pedestrians accessing KBSRA due to the 
increase in recreational development area at KBSRA. Alternative 3 proposes similar pedestrian and 
bicycle facility enhancements to Alternative 2 with refinements in location or size for some 
improvements. This alternative would include the widened waterfront promenade and sand wall that 
would operate as a shared-use path between Coon Street and the western boundary of KBSRA. 
Additionally, Alternative 3 proposes the construction of a sidewalk with a wide entry plaza from SR 28 
directly to the pier and pathways within the picnic/play area. Alternative 3 would include a drop-off zone 
on the southern portion of the main parking lot, so patrons can directly access the waterfront 
promenade and be closer to beach steps. Another drop-off area would be located near the non-
motorized boat launch in the Coon Street parking lot. Because bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be 
provided by Alternative 3 that would improve circulation and safety within KBSRA, these 
enhancements would result in a beneficial impact on bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the KBSRA.  

Pier Rebuild Project  
The Alternative 3 pier rebuild project is very similar to that of Alternative 2, but places the pier in the 
central portion of the project, closer to SR 28 and downtown Kings Beach. The Alternative 3 pier 
rebuild project would be ADA compliant. Alternative 3 would also remove the existing boat ramp and 
construct a new lake access point and would result in fewer trailers for motorized boats entering and 
exiting the site, which may reduce hazards to bicyclists and pedestrians in the KBSRA parking lots. 
Because bicycle and pedestrian access would be well-designed and would adhere to all applicable 
requirements and agency standards, the pier rebuild project would not increase traffic hazards for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. For these reasons, the Alternative 3 pier rebuild project would have a 
beneficial impact on bicycle and pedestrian circulation in KBSRA.  

Alternative 4: Western Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision 
Implementation of Alternative 4 could result in an increase in pedestrians accessing KBSRA due to the 
increase in recreational development area and reduction in parking spaces at KBSRA. Alternative 4 has 
similar pedestrian and bike amenities as Alternatives 2 and 3 with refinements in location or size for 
some improvements. This alternative would also construct a waterfront promenade and sand wall 
connecting Coon Street to the project’s western boundary. Alternative 4 also includes a sidewalk on 
the western portion of the site that connects the entry plaza at SR 28 to the pier and walkways would 
be constructed in the picnic/activity area. Designated drop-off locations and crosswalks in the Bear 
Street parking lot would reduce conflict between pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles. Alternative 4 also 
includes drop-off zones in the Coon Street parking lot. Because bicycle and pedestrian facilities would 
be provided by Alternative 4 that would improve circulation and safety within KBSRA, Alternative 4 
would have a beneficial impact on pedestrian and bicycle facilities in KBSRA. 
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Pier Rebuild Project  
Implementation of Alternative 4 would include construction of a pier similar in size and characteristics 
as Alternative 2, but located on the western portion of the project site. Alternative 4 would also 
extend the existing motorized boat ramp. The boat ramp extension would be modest and while it 
would be expected to increase the period of time that the boat ramp is open, it would not provide 
access during all lake levels and would not result in a substantial change to pedestrian and bicyclist in 
the Coon Street parking lot over existing conditions. Alternative 4 would not include an additional lake 
access point. Because all bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be well-designed and would adhere to 
all applicable requirements and agency standards, the Alternative 4 pier rebuild project would not 
substantially increase hazards to bicyclists and pedestrians. For these reasons, the Alternative 4 pier 
rebuild project would have a beneficial impact on pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 5.3.13-5: Parking conditions and internal circulation 

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 propose improvements to the KBSRA parking lots, including designated drop-
off zones, striped crosswalks, automated payment systems, enhanced wayfinding, and reconfiguration of 
the parking lots to eliminate dead-end congestion as visitors seek parking. These improvements would 
improve vehicular flow and internal circulation at KBSRA and would implement land use and parking 
management strategies called for in regional land use plans (i.e., the Regional Plan, Area Plan, and 
Regional Transportation Plan). Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 also include new pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure (i.e., promenade and bicycle racks) and continued access to the existing transit stop on 
SR 28 that would ease parking demand. 

Currently, KBSRA contains 177 parking spaces in the Bear Street and Coon Street lots. Each action 
alternative would result in changes in the number of parking spaces available at KBSRA, ranging from an 
increase in six spaces under Alternative 3 to a loss of 58 spaces under Alternative 4. However, there 
would be available parking in the surrounding Kings Beach Town Center to accommodate any loss of 
parking on the project site. There are 1,670 spaces available in the Kings Beach Town Center. According 
to extensive parking surveys, the peak occupancy of these parking spaces occurs on summer weekends 
at 2:00 p.m. when 81 percent of spaces are occupied. This leaves spaces available to accommodate the 
extra demand from the KBSRA alternatives consistent with existing conditions. Additionally, all 
alternatives provide designated spaces for KBSRA staff. For these reasons, the impact on parking and 
internal circulation from Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would be less than significant. There would be no 
impact from Alternative 1.  

Table 5.3.13-6 shows the parking supply and demand within the KBSRA parking lot and Kings Beach 
Town Center and compares parking demand between each of the alternatives. 
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Table 5.3.13-6 Parking Supply and Demand by Alternative 
 Existing Conditions Alternative 2 – Eastern Pier Alternative 3 – Central Pier Alternative 4 – Western Pier 

KBSRA Parking Lot1 

Number of Parking Spaces  177 157 183 119 

Assumed Parking Demand 177 193 193 193 

Parking Space Shortfall 0 -36 -10 -74 

Kings Beach Town Center2  

Number of Parking Spaces 1,670 1,670 1,670 1,670 

Parking Demand during Peak 
Weekend Day 1,347 1,383 1,357 1,421 

Able to Accommodate Shortfall? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Percent of Spaces Occupied 81% 83% 81% 85% 
1 Data provided by Design Workshop in 2017 

2 Data from the North Tahoe Parking Study 2015 

Source: California State Parks 2015 

Alternative 1: No Project 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
As discussed in Section 5.1.2, Alternative 1 would involve no physical improvements or changes to the 
project site or any substantial changes in management approaches. Existing operation and maintenance 
of the existing facilities on the project site would continue. As such, Alternative 1 would not result in 
inadequate parking conditions or changes to internal circulation, and there would be no impact.  

Alternative 2: Eastern Pier Alternative (Proposed Project) 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Alternative 2 reconfigures both the Bear Street and Coon Street parking lots at KBSRA. Though the 
amount of spaces provided decreases commensurate with the additional area dedicated to enhanced 
recreational opportunities, Alternative 2 implements land use and parking management strategies 
consistent with regional land use plans (i.e., the Regional Plan, Area Plan, and Regional Transportation 
Plan). These plans strive to have visitors park once in tourist centers, such as Kings Beach. 
Alternative 2 includes the following parking management features: new crosswalks through the parking 
lot from SR 28, drop-off zones, enhanced wayfinding, reconfiguration of the parking lots to eliminate 
dead-end congestion, variable-price parking, no time limit parking, and automated payment systems. 
Additionally, new striping in the Coon Street parking lot provides patrons with more direction on flow 
through the area and would no longer offer trailer parking. Alternative 2 also includes new pedestrian 
and bicycle infrastructure (i.e., promenade and bicycle racks), onsite kayak and paddleboard storage, 
and continued access to the existing transit stop on SR 28 that would ease parking demand. For these 
reasons, Alternative 2 would improve internal circulation. 

Implementation of Alternative 2 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could increase demand for parking. 
Conservatively assuming that the 10 percent increase in trip generation for the Alternative 2 General 
Plan revision and eastern pier project results in a 10 percent increase in parking demand, implementation 
of this alternative could result in the demand for up to 16 more parking spaces over the current supply. 
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This alternative also proposes to reduce the current parking supply by 20 spaces to allow for an increase 
in recreation amenities and could result in a total parking shortfall of 36 parking spaces. 

Kings Beach Town Center has a total of 1,670 parking spaces (California State Parks 2015). The highest 
parking demand occurs at 2:00 p.m. on a peak summer weekend day. Parking counts taken during that 
period revealed that 81 percent of the total parking spaces were occupied, meaning that 1,347 were 
occupied and 323 were available, as shown in Table 5.3.13-6. Because the increase in visitation 
associated with expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number of special events associated 
with the project would generate the need for 36 additional parking spaces, which is much less than the 
estimated remaining available parking. There would be ample parking supply to meet additional demand 
generated by Alternative 2. During the peak period, there would be 1,383 occupied spaces, 83 percent 
of total supply within Kings Beach (see Table 5.3.13-6). This is well under the 100 percent threshold. 
Many park users would need to park several blocks away from the KBSRA, resulting in less 
convenience to park users. However, because the Kings Beach Town Center could accommodate the 
additional parking demand of the KBSRA and improvements to circulation in the parking lot and drop-
off locations would be made, the impact on parking conditions and internal circulation from 
Alternative 2 would be less than significant.  

Alternative 3: Central Pier Alternative 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 reconfigures the Bear Street and Coon Street parking lots to 
improve vehicular flow and internal circulation at KBSRA. Alternative 3 includes most of the same 
parking management strategies as Alternative 2. It includes two crosswalks between SR 28 through the 
parking lot, close to the Bear Street roundabout and the North Tahoe Event Center. Additionally, 
Alternative 3 proposes a larger drop-off zone that would be closer to the waterfront promenade and 
the beach. The Coon Street parking lot would also be reconfigured from providing boat trailer parking 
to vehicular parking only. For these reasons, Alternative 3 would improve internal circulation. 

Implementation of Alternative 3 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could increase demand for parking. The 
Alternative 3 General Plan revision and central pier project proposes to add six parking spaces to the 
KBSRA parking lots. Assuming that the 10 percent increase in trip generation for Alternative 3 results 
in a 10 percent increase in parking demand, this alternative would increase the parking demand by 
16 spaces. This would produce a total parking shortfall of 10 parking spaces for the KBSRA parking 
lots, but since an 81 percent parking occupancy rate within Kings Beach (see Table 5.3.13-6) exists, 
there would be ample parking supply in Kings Beach to meet this additional demand, and the parking 
occupancy would be less than the 100 percent parking occupancy threshold. Alternative 3 would also 
make improvements to circulation in the parking lot and drop-off locations. Therefore, the impact of 
Alternative 3 on parking and internal circulation would be less than significant.  

Alternative 4: Western Pier Alternative 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
The proposed reconfiguration of KBSRA parking lots and parking management strategies for 
Alternative 4 would be similar to that of Alternative 2 with minor differences in size and location of 
some of the improvements. There would be striped crosswalks on both sides of the entrance from the 
Bear Street roundabout, as well as one closer to the North Tahoe Event Center. A component of the 
pier rebuild project includes extending the existing boat ramp. The boat ramp extension would be 
modest and while it would be expected to increase the period of time that the boat ramp is open, it 
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would not provide access during all lake levels. The Coon Street parking lot provides spaces for boat 
trailers. Alternative 4 would improve internal circulation.  

Implementation of Alternative 4 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could increase demand for parking. The 
Alternative 4 General Plan revision and western pier project would reduce the number of parking 
spaces in the KBSRA lots from 177 to 119, a reduction of 58 spaces, which would be a greater parking 
reduction than Alternative 2 (see Table 5.3.13-6). Assuming that the 10 percent increase in trip 
generation for Alternative 4 associated with an increase in visitation associated with expanded 
recreation facility capacity and increase in special events would result in a 10 percent increase in 
parking demand, Alternative 4 would result in demand for 16 more parking spaces over the current 
demand. Because this alternative proposes to reduce the current parking supply by 58 spaces, this 
would result in a total parking shortfall of 74 parking spaces. As shown in Table 5.3.13-6, with 
323 available spaces in Kings Beach, there would be ample capacity to meet this additional demand, and 
the parking occupancy rate during the peak period would be 85 percent, which would be less than the 
100 percent threshold. For these reasons and because Alternative 4 would make improvements to 
circulation in the parking lot and drop-off locations, the impact on parking and internal circulation 
would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 5.3.13-6: Vehicle miles traveled 

Implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 could result in an increase in visitation at KBSRA from 
expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number of special events. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 
would increase peak summer daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT), but the increase would maintain 
summer daily VMT in the region below the adopted TRPA VMT threshold. The proposed project 
would generate 222 trips. The TRPA Travel Demand Forecasting model estimates the average tourist 
trip length is 8.67 miles, which results in 1,925 additional VMT. The combination of VMT generated by 
the alternatives and existing regional VMT would be below the TRPA VMT threshold. This impact 
would be less than significant. There would be no impact with Alternative 1.  

Table 5.3.13-7 shows the regional VMT without the project (i.e., with Alternative 1) and regional VMT 
with the addition from VMT estimated for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. 

Table 5.3.13-7 Vehicle Miles Traveled 

 Existing Conditions – Alternative 1 Existing Plus Project – Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 

TRPA Adopted Threshold 2,030,938 

Existing Regional VMT 1,939,159 

Additional VMT Generated 0 1,925 

Total Regional VMT 1,939,159 1,941,084 

Within Threshold? Yes Yes 
Source: Compiled by Fehr & Peers in 2017 
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Alternative 1: No Project 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
As discussed in Section 5.1.2, Alternative 1 would involve no physical improvements or changes to the 
project site or any substantial changes in management approaches. Existing operation and maintenance of 
the existing facilities on the project site would continue. As such, Alternative 1 would not result in 
increased traffic or increased VMT, and there would be no impact.  

Alternative 2: Eastern Pier Alternative (Proposed Project) 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 2 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 2 would also reduce the number of parking spaces in KBSRA. Implementation of 
Alternative 2 would include removal of an existing boat ramp and construction of a new lake access 
point and multi-use pier.  

Increased visitation at KBSRA associated with Alternative 2 General Plan revision and eastern pier 
project is conservatively estimated to generate 222 additional daily vehicle trips on a peak summer day. 
Using the average tourist trip length of 8.67 miles from the TRPA Travel Demand Forecasting model, the 
project would add 1,925 VMT. When added to the existing summer daily regional VMT of 1,939,159, the 
resulting existing plus project VMT would be 1,941,084, which is below the adopted TRPA threshold of 
2,030,938. Therefore, the impact from Alternative 2 on VMT would be less than significant.  

Alternative 3: Central Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 3 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 3 would increase the number of parking spaces in KBSRA. Alternative 3 would also remove 
the existing boat ramp, construct a new lake access point, and reconstruct the proposed pier in the 
central portion of the project site.  

The trip generation resulting from implementation of Alternative 3 General Plan revision and central pier 
project is estimated to be the same as Alternative 2. Thus, the existing plus project VMT resulting from 
increased visitation at KBSRA with implementation of Alternative 3 would be 1,941,084, which is below 
the TRPA threshold of 2,030,938. Alternative 3 would have a less-than-significant impact on VMT. 

Alternative 4: Western Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 4 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 4 would also reduce the number of parking spaces in KBSRA, which could require more 
visitors to park elsewhere and walk, bike, or take transit to KBSRA. A component of the pier rebuild 
project includes extending the existing boat ramp. The boat ramp extension would be modest and 
while it would be expected to increase the period of time that the boat ramp is open, it would not 
provide access during all lake levels. 

The trip generation resulting from implementation of Alternative 4 General Plan revision and western 
pier project would be the same as Alternative 2. Thus, the existing plus project VMT resulting from 
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increased visitation at KBSRA with implementation of Alternative 4 would be 1,941,084, which is 
below the adopted TRPA threshold of 2,030,938. Alternative 4 would have a less-than-significant 
impact on VMT. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  

Cumulative Impacts 
This section identifies potential impacts that could result from adding the project to buildout in 2035 of 
allowed development in the Tahoe Basin, including the entire area covered by the proposed Placer 
County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017) (i.e., Cumulative Plus Project Conditions). 

The Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Draft EIR/EIS evaluated the transportation 
effects of complete buildout of allowed development in the Tahoe Basin, including the four Area Plan 
alternatives and provided Year 2035 traffic forecasts for the key intersections in the Kings Beach Town 
Center. These forecasts were derived from the TRPA TransCAD Transportation Demand Model. For 
purposes of this study, the implementation of Alternative 1 of that analysis (adopted Area Plan) has been 
assumed. 

Traffic Forecasts 
The 2035 traffic forecasts for the study intersections of SR 28/SR 267, SR 28/Bear Street/KBSRA 
Driveway, and SR 28/Coon Street/KBSRA Driveway are the forecasts for the adopted Area Plan of the 
Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Draft EIR/EIS report described above. The 
projected growth at these intersections in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017) is the basis for 
the forecasts at SR 28/Deer Street, SR 28/Fox Street, and SR 28/Chipmunk Street, so the resulting peak-
hour turning movements that reflect the general overall growth projected in the Kings Beach community. 

Exhibit 5.3.13-5 shows the Cumulative No Project traffic volumes at the study intersections.  

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 
This section describes the cumulative transportation impacts implementation of the proposed project. 
Exhibit 5.3.13-6 shows the Cumulative Plus Project traffic volumes at the study intersections. 
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Exhibit 5.3.13-5 Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes and Land Configurations – Cumulative No Project Conditions 
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Exhibit 5.3.13-6 Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes and Land Configurations – Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 
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Impact 5.3.13-7: Intersection level of service – cumulative conditions 

Implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 could result in an increase in visitation at KBSRA from 
expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number of special events, which could generate 
additional vehicle trips. As a result of Policy T-P-6 in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017), 
cumulative LOS F conditions at the study intersections under peak hour conditions are acceptable. As 
such, analysis of project impacts on these intersections are not needed for CEQA purposes. The increase 
in visitation at KBSRA from implementation of the action alternatives would not make a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to effects on operations at study intersections and would not worsen levels of 
service at any of the study intersections. With implementation of the alternatives, side street delay would 
increase by one to two seconds for traffic entering SR 28 from Deer Street, Coon Street, Fox Street, 
and Chipmunk Street. Therefore, the impacts at these intersections from Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 under 
cumulative conditions would be less than significant. Alternative 1 would result in no impact. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
As discussed in Section 5.1.2, Alternative 1 would involve no physical improvements or change to the 
project site or any substantial changes in management approaches. Existing operation and maintenance 
of the existing facilities on the project site would continue. As such, traffic impacts on study 
intersections would not change and there would be no impact.  

Alternative 2: Eastern Pier Alternative (Proposed Project) 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 2 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 2 would also reduce the number of parking spaces in KBSRA, which could require more 
visitors to park elsewhere and walk, bike, or take transit to KBSRA. 

Strictly for informational purposes, an analysis of project impacts on study intersection under 
cumulative conditions has been completed. Full buildout of the Alternative 2 General Plan revision and 
pier rebuild project would result in 16 new peak hour trips. As shown in Table 5.3.13-8, increase in 
visitation at KBSRA from implementation of Alternative 2 in combination with cumulative traffic 
conditions in 2035 would have minimal effects on operations at study intersections. Alternative 2 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable change in level of service at any of the study 
intersections, and side street delay would increase by one or two seconds for traffic entering SR 28 
from Deer Street, Coon Street/KBSRA driveway, Fox Street, and Chipmunk Street. All study 
intersections would operate at an acceptable level of service, per Policy T-P-6 of the Placer County 
Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017). Therefore, Alternative 2 General Plan revision and pier rebuild project 
would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on intersection operations. 
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Table 5.3.13-8 Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service – Cumulative Conditions 

Intersection Control 
Cumulative No Project – Alternative 1 

Cumulative Plus Project – Alternatives 2, 
3, and 4 

Delay (s) LOS Delay (s) LOS 

SR 28/SR 267 Signal 36 D 36 D 

SR 28/Deer Street TWSC1,2 3 (68) A (F) 3 (70) A (F) 

SR 28/Bear Street/KBSRA Driveway Roundabout2 17 (20) C (C) 18 (20) C (C) 

SR 28/Coon Street/KBSRA Driveway Roundabout2 32 (44) D (E) 32 (46) D (E) 

SR 28/Fox Street TWSC1,2 3 (51) A (F) 3 (52) A (F) 

SR 28/Chipmunk Street TWSC1,2 3 (63) A (F) 3 (65) A (F) 
1 TWSC = two-way stop controlled 
2 Overall intersection delay and worst movement delay reported. Worst movement delay measured in seconds and LOS is 
represented in parentheses.  
Source: Compiled by Fehr & Peers in 2017 

Alternative 3: Central Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 3 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 3 would increase the number of parking spaces in KBSRA. The unit purpose and park 
vision, carrying capacity, and adaptive management elements proposed for Alternative 3 General Plan 
revision and pier rebuild project would be the same as Alternative 2 with minor differences in the size 
and location of upland features and pier rebuild. 

LOS F at the study intersections is considered acceptable for reasons described earlier. Therefore, this 
discussion of project cumulative impacts is presented for informational purposes only. 

The increase in trips associated with the increase in visitation at KBSRA from implementation of 
Alternative 3 would be similar to those described above for Alternative 2; therefore, as described 
above for Alternative 2, the additional trips generated by Alternative 3 in combination with cumulative 
traffic conditions in 2035 would not contribute to the degradation of operations at study intersections. 
Consequently, traffic impacts of Alternative 3 General Plan revision and pier rebuild project on study 
intersections in 2035 would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact.  

Alternative 4: Western Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 4 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 4 would also reduce the number of parking spaces in KBSRA, which could require more 
visitors to park elsewhere and walk, bike, or take transit to KBSRA. A component of the pier rebuild 
includes extending the existing boat ramp. The boat ramp extension would be modest and while it would 
be expected to increase the period of time that the boat ramp is open, it would not provide access 
during all lake levels. The unit purpose and park vision, carrying capacity, and adaptive management 
elements proposed for Alternative 4 General Plan revision and pier rebuild project would be the same as 
Alternative 2 with minor differences in the size and location of upland features and pier rebuild. 
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LOS F at the study intersections is considered acceptable for the reasons described above. Therefore, 
this discussion of project cumulative impacts is presented for informational purposes only. 

The increase in trips associated with the increase in visitation at KBSRA from implementation of 
Alternative 4 would be similar to those described above for Alternative 2; therefore, as described 
above for Alternative 2, the additional trips generated by Alternative 4 in combination with cumulative 
traffic conditions in 2035 would not contribute to the degradation of operations at study intersections. 
Consequently, traffic impacts of Alternative 4 on study intersections in 2035 would be a less-than-
significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 5.3.13-8: Roadway level of service – cumulative conditions  

Implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 could result in an increase in visitation at KBSRA from 
expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number of special events, which could generate 
additional vehicle trips. As a result of Policy T-P-6 in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017), LOS F 
conditions are acceptable on study roadway segments during the peak hour. As such, analysis of project 
impacts on study roadway segments is not needed for CEQA purposes. The increase in visitation at 
KBSRA from implementation of the action alternatives would have minimal effects on operations at study 
roadway segments and would not worsen levels of service at any of the study roadway segments. 
Therefore, impacts at these study roadway segments from Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 under cumulative 
conditions would be less than significant. Alternative 1 would result in no impact. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
As discussed in Section 5.1.2, Alternative 1 would involve no physical improvements or changes to the 
project site or any substantial changes in management approaches. Existing operation and maintenance 
of the existing facilities on the project site would continue. As such, traffic impacts on study roadway 
segments would not change and there would be no impact.  

Alternative 2: Eastern Pier Alternative (Proposed Project) 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 2 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 2 would also reduce the number of parking spaces in KBSRA, which could require more 
visitors to park elsewhere and walk, bike, or take transit to KBSRA. 

Strictly for informational purposes, an analysis of project impacts on study roadway segments under 
cumulative conditions has been completed. The increase in visitation at KBSRA from implementation of 
Alternative 2 General Plan revision and pier rebuild project would result in 16 new peak hour trips. 
As shown in Table 5.3.13-9, traffic generated by implementation of Alternative 2 in combination with 
cumulative traffic conditions in 2035 would not result in cumulatively considerable effects on study 
roadway segment operations, and would not worsen the level of service of any roadway segments. All 
study roadway segments would continue to operate at an acceptable level of service, per Policy T-P-6 
of the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017). Therefore, Alternative 2 General Plan revision and 
pier rebuild project would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on roadway operations. 
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Table 5.3.13-9 Roadway Operations – Cumulative Conditions 

Segment Direction 
Cumulative No Project – 

Alternative 1 
Cumulative Plus Project – 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 

Volume LOS Volume LOS 

SR 28 between Deer Street and Bear Street1 
Eastbound 900 C 905 C 

Westbound 785 B 789 B 

SR 28 between Coon Street and Fox Street1 
Eastbound 860 C 864 C 

Westbound 683 B 686 B 

SR 267 north of SR 28 
Northbound 603 D 604 D 
Southbound 755 D 757 D 

1 Capacity for SR 28 in Kings Beach: eastbound 1,241 vehicles per hour; westbound 1,171 vehicles per hour, as estimated by LSC 
Transportation Consultants, Inc. as a part of the Kings Beach Urban Improvement Project Traffic Study.  

Source: Compiled by Fehr & Peers in 2017 

Alternative 3: Central Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 3 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 3 would increase the number of parking spaces in KBSRA. The unit purpose and park 
vision, carrying capacity, and adaptive management elements proposed for Alternative 3 General Plan 
revision and pier rebuild project would be the same as Alternative 2 with minor differences in the size 
and location of upland features and pier rebuild. 

LOS F at the study roadway segments is considered acceptable for reasons described earlier. 
Therefore, this discussion of project impacts is presented for informational purposes only. 

The increase in trips resulting from increased visitation associated with implementation of Alternative 3 
would be similar to those described above for Alternative 2; therefore, as described above for 
Alternative 2, the additional trips generated by Alternative 3 in combination with cumulative traffic 
conditions in 2035 would not contribute to the degradation of operations at study roadway segments. 
Consequently, traffic impacts of Alternative 3 General Plan revision and pier rebuild project on study 
roadway segments in 2035 would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact.  

Alternative 4: Western Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 4 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 4 would also reduce the number of parking spaces in KBSRA, which could require more 
visitors to park elsewhere and walk, bike, or take transit to KBSRA. A component of the pier rebuild 
includes extending the existing boat ramp. The boat ramp extension would be modest and while it would 
be expected to increase the period of time that the boat ramp is open, it would not provide access 
during all lake levels. The unit purpose and park vision, carrying capacity, and adaptive management 
elements proposed for Alternative 4 General Plan revision and pier rebuild project would be the same as 
Alternative 2 with minor differences in the size and location of upland features and pier rebuild.  

LOS F at the study intersections are considered acceptable for reasons described earlier. Therefore, 
this discussion of project impacts is presented for informational purposes only. 
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The increase in trips resulting from increased visitation associated with implementing Alternative 4 
would be similar to those described above for Alternative 2; therefore, as described above for 
Alternative 2, the additional trips generated by Alternative 4 in combination with cumulative traffic 
conditions in 2035 would not contribute to the degradation of operations at study roadway segments. 
Consequently, traffic impacts of Alternative 4 General Plan revision and pier rebuild project on study 
roadway segments in 2035 would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 5.3.13-9: Transit service and operations – cumulative conditions 

With the implementation of the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017), transit mode share within 
the plan area is expected to increase during peak periods. However, Mitigation Measure 10-5 of the 
Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan EIR/EIS proposes the establishment of a funding mechanism that 
would facilitate increased transit service during peak periods, which would accommodate any increase 
in peak-period transit loads.  

Because the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 2014 Travel Mode Share Survey (2014) found that 1 percent 
of recreational trips are made by transit and 81 percent of recreational trips are made by auto, any 
increase in transit mode share to the KBSRA would likely be relatively small and be able to be 
accommodated by the increased service described in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan EIR/EIS. 
Additionally, none of the alternatives propose changes to existing transit stops or lines near the 
KBSRA. Therefore, this cumulative impact for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would be less than significant. 
Alternative 1 would result in no impact. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
As discussed in Section 5.1.2, Alternative 1 would involve no physical improvements or changes to the 
project site or any substantial changes in management approaches. Existing operation and maintenance 
of the existing facilities on the project site would continue. As such, Alternative 1 would not result in 
the need for increased transit service or substantially negatively affect existing transit operations, and 
there would be no impact.  

Alternative 2: Eastern Pier Alternative (Proposed Project) 

General Plan Revision 
As described previously, the results of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 2014 Travel Mode Share Survey 
(2014) indicate that less than 1 percent of recreational trips are made by transit when traveling to and 
from KBSRA. Although there would likely be some people who use transit to get to the project site, an 
increase in the number of transit passengers resulting from the increase in visitors to KBSRA from 
expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number of special events is likely to be minimal. 
Thus, the project would not result in the need for increased transit service, nor would it negatively 
affect existing transit operations. Additionally, implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-5 of the Placer 
County Tahoe Basin Area Plan EIR/EIS would accommodate any additional transit ridership needed by the 
KBSRA. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 2 would have a less-than-significant cumulative 
impact on transit operations.  
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Pier Rebuild Project  
Alternative 2 would include the construction and operation of a pier on the eastern portion of the 
project site. Implementation of Alternative 2 would include removal of an existing boat ramp and 
construction of a multi-use pier. Any potential increase in transit use associated with the pier rebuild 
would be minimal and included with the potential increase in number of transit passengers generated 
by the General Plan revision. The Alternative 2 pier rebuild project would not result in the need for 
increased transit service from the General Plan revision, and it would not negatively affect existing 
transit operations. Therefore, its cumulative impact would be less than significant.  

Alternative 3: Central Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision 
When compared to that of Alternative 2, the travel characteristics of Alternative 3 General Plan 
revision would be largely the same with refinements in the location and size of some improvements. 
Implementation of Alternative 3 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 3 would increase the number of parking spaces in KBSRA. The unit purpose and park 
vision, carrying capacity, and adaptive management elements would be the same as Alternative 2 with 
minor differences. Similar to Alternative 2, an increase in the number of transit passengers resulting 
from the increase in visitors to KBSRA from expanded recreation facility capacity and increased 
number of special events with implementation of Alternative 3 is likely to be minimal. Consequently, 
cumulative transit impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to those of Alternative 2, and therefore 
would be less than significant.  

Pier Rebuild Project  
Alternative 3 would include the construction and operation of a pier on the central portion of the 
project site. Implementation of Alternative 3 would include removal of an existing boat ramp and 
construction of a multi-use pier. Any potential increase in transit use associated with the pier rebuild 
project would be minimal and included with the potential increase in number of transit passengers 
generated by the General Plan revision. The Alternative 3 pier rebuild project would not negatively 
affect future transit operations, nor would it result in the need for increased transit service from the 
General Plan revision. Therefore, the cumulative impact would be less than significant. 

Alternative 4: Western Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision 
When compared to Alternative 2, the travel characteristics of the Alternative 4 General Plan revision 
would largely be the same with some refinements in location or size for some improvements. 
Implementation of Alternative 4 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 4 would also reduce the number of parking spaces in KBSRA, which could require more 
visitors to park elsewhere and walk, bike, or take transit to KBSRA. Implementation of Alternative 4 
would not result in changes to future transit operations or the need for increased transit service. 
Therefore, the implementation of Alternative 4 would have a less-than- significant cumulative 
impact on transit operations and service.  

Pier Rebuild Project  
Implementation of Alternative 4 would include construction of a pier similar in size and characteristics 
as Alternative 2, but located on the western portion of the project site. Any potential increase in 
transit use associated with the pier rebuild would be minimal and included with the potential increase 
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in number of transit passengers generated by the General Plan revision. Like Alternative 2, Alternative 
4 would not result in increased transit ridership nor negatively affect existing transit operations from 
the General Plan revision. Therefore, the cumulative impact of the Alternative 4 pier rebuild project 
would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 5.3.13-10: Bicycle and pedestrian facilities – cumulative conditions 

The Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017) contains transportation policies that identifies 
improvements to bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Implementation of the General Plan revision is not 
expected to increase traffic hazards to bicyclists and pedestrians, or substantially impact existing bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 propose the construction of enhanced bike and 
pedestrian facilities in the site that would also not substantially increase traffic hazards to bicyclists and 
pedestrians. The alternatives would improve pedestrian access with new dedicated walkways 
throughout the site and the parking areas with amenities such as drop-off zones in the parking lots and 
expansion of the shared-use, waterfront promenade and sand wall. This would result in a beneficial 
cumulative impact from the General Plan revision for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. There would be no 
impact with Alternative 1.  

Alternative 1: No Project 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
As discussed in Section 5.1.2, Alternative 1 would involve no physical improvements or changes to the 
project site or any substantial changes in management approaches. Existing operation and maintenance 
of the existing facilities on the project site would continue. As such, Alternative 1 would not result in 
increased traffic hazards to bicyclists and pedestrians, or substantially impact existing bicycle/pedestrian 
facilities. As such, there would be no impact.  

Alternative 2: Eastern Pier Alternative (Proposed Project) 

General Plan Revision 
Implementation of Alternative 2 could result in an increase in pedestrians accessing KBSRA due to the 
increase in recreational development area and reduction in parking spaces at KBSRA. Alternative 2 would 
expand the waterfront promenade for pedestrian and bicycle traffic traveling along the beach front 
through KBSRA with connections to the eastern and western park edges, allowing for future extension 
of the Kings Beach Promenade project by Placer County. Alternative 2 contains sidewalks and striped 
crosswalks through the Bear Street parking lot and a new entry plaza on the western side of the site, 
offering another connection from SR 28 to KBSRA for pedestrians and cyclists. The reconfigured parking 
lot contains drop-off areas directly onto the site. The promenade of the Eastern Pier Alternative includes 
beach overlooks and ramps to allow for continuous flows of pedestrian and cycle traffic along the path. 
Beach access from the promenade is offered through stairs and ramps throughout the site. Furthermore, 
Alternative 2 offers non-motorized boat storage and boat and kayak rentals, which may encourage more 
patrons to walk or bike to KBSRA since they do not need to tow a boat or drop off non-motorized 
watercraft. The proposed access improvements would be ADA compliant, enhancing public access to 
KBSRA for those with disabilities. Because bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be provided by 
Alternative 2 that would improve circulation and safety within KBSRA, these enhancements would result 
in a beneficial cumulative impact to the bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
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Pier Rebuild Project  
Alternative 2 would include the construction and operation of a pier on the eastern portion of the 
project site. Implementation of Alternative 2 would include removal of an existing boat ramp and 
construction of a multi-use pier. The Alternative 2 pier rebuild project would not substantially increase 
traffic hazards to bicyclists and pedestrians, or substantially impact future bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
Alternative 2 proposes the construction of an additional sidewalk from SR 28 to the pier. Furthermore, 
the proposed pier would be ADA compliant, enhancing public access to the lake for those with 
disabilities. The new pier would not be used by motorized boats, and would likely result in less trailers 
(carrying boats) entering and exiting the site, which may also reduce hazards in the KBSRA parking lots. 
Therefore, the Alternative 2 pier rebuild project would have a less-than-significant impact.  

Alternative 3: Central Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision 
Implementation of Alternative 3 could result in an increase in pedestrians accessing KBSRA due to the 
increase in recreational development area at KBSRA. Alternative 3 proposes similar pedestrian and 
bicycle facility enhancements to Alternative 2 with refinements in location or size for some 
improvements. This alternative would include the widened waterfront promenade that operates as a 
shared-use path from Coon Street to the western boundary of KBSRA. Additionally, Alternative 3 
proposes the construction of a sidewalk with a wide entry plaza from SR 28 directly to the pier and 
pathways within the picnic/play area. The parking lot for Alternative 3 proposes the drop-off zone 
located on the southern portion of the parking lot, so patrons can directly access the waterfront 
promenade and be closer to steps to the beach. Another drop-off area would be located near the non-
motorized boat launch in the Coon Street parking lot. Because bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be 
provided by Alternative 3 that would improve circulation and safety within KBSRA, these 
enhancements would result in a beneficial cumulative impact to bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  

Pier Rebuild Project  
The Alternative 3 pier rebuild project is very similar to that of Alternative 2, but places it in the central 
portion of the project, closer to SR 28 and downtown Kings Beach. The Alternative 3 pier rebuild 
project is also ADA compliant. Alternative 3 would also remove the existing boat ramp and construct 
a new lake access point. The new pier would not be used by motorized boats, and would likely result 
in fewer trailers (for motorized boats) entering and exiting the site, which may reduce hazards to 
bicyclists and pedestrians in the KBSRA parking lots. The pier rebuild project would not increase traffic 
hazards for bicycles and pedestrians, and therefore would have a less-than-significant cumulative 
impact on bicycle and pedestrian circulation in the KBSRA.  

Alternative 4: Western Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision 
Implementation of Alternative 4 could result in an increase in pedestrians accessing KBSRA due to the 
increase in recreational development area and reduction in parking spaces at KBSRA. Alternative 4 has 
similar pedestrian and bike amenities as Alternative 2 with refinements in location or size for some 
improvements. This alternative would also construct a waterfront promenade connecting Coon Street 
to the project’s western boundary. Alternative 4 also includes a sidewalk on the western portion of 
the site, connecting SR 28 to the pier, and walkways in the picnic/activity area. Designated drop-off 
locations and crosswalks in the Bear Street parking lot would reduce conflict between pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and cars. Alternative 4 also includes drop-off zones in the Coon Street parking lot. Because 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be provided by Alternative 4 that would improve circulation and 
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safety within KBSRA, Alternative 4 would have a beneficial cumulative impact on pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities in KBSRA.  

Pier Rebuild Project  
Implementation of Alternative 4 would include construction of a pier similar in size and characteristics 
as Alternative 2, but located on the western portion of the project site. Alternative 4 would also 
extend the existing motorized boat ramp. The boat ramp extension would be modest and while it 
would be expected to increase the period of time that the boat ramp is open, it would not provide 
access during all lake levels and would not result in a substantial change to pedestrian and bicyclist in 
the Coon Street parking lot over existing conditions. Alternative 4 would not include an additional lake 
access point. Similar to that described above for Alternative 2, the Alternative 4 pier rebuild project 
would not substantially increase hazards to bicyclists and pedestrians, and therefore would have a less-
than-significant cumulative impact on pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 5.3.13-11: Parking conditions and internal circulation – cumulative conditions 

All of the action alternatives offer improvements to the KBSRA parking lots, including designated drop-
off zones and striped crosswalks. These improvements would improve vehicular flow through the 
parking lot and improve internal circulation. Each alternative also includes parking management 
strategies called for in regional land use plans (i.e., the Regional Plan, Area Plan, and Regional 
Transportation), including: automated payment systems, enhanced wayfinding, and reconfiguration of 
the parking lots to eliminate dead-end congestion as visitors seek parking. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 also 
include new pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure (i.e., promenade and bicycle racks) and continued 
access to the existing transit stop on SR 28 that would ease parking demand. 

KBSRA falls within the boundaries of the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017), which provides 
parking provisions for more efficient use of parking areas. Though Alternative 2 and Alternative 4 
propose a reduction in number of stalls at the KBSRA parking lots, patrons of KBSRA may still find on-
street or off-street parking spaces in the Kings Beach Town Center when the parking lots are full 
because of the parking policies in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017). Additionally, all 
alternatives provide designated spaces for KBSRA staff. Therefore, the cumulative impact from 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 on parking and internal circulation would be less than significant. Alternative 1 
would result in no impact. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
As discussed in Section 5.1.2, Alternative 1 would involve no physical improvements or changes to the 
project site or any substantial changes in management approaches. Existing operation and maintenance 
of the existing facilities on the project site would continue. As such, Alternative 1 would not result in 
inadequate parking conditions or changes to internal circulation, and there would be no impact.  
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Alternative 2: Eastern Pier Alternative (Proposed Project) 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Impacts on internal circulation within KBSRA are site specific. The General Plan revision and pier 
rebuild project would not combine with other projects to result in cumulative impacts on internal 
circulation within KBSRA.  

Implementation of Alternative 2 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could increase demand for parking. 
Alternative 2 reconfigures both the Bear Street and Coon Street parking lots. Though the amount of 
spaces provided decreases, Alternative 2 stripes crosswalks through the parking lot from SR 28, and 
provides a drop-off zone on the east side of the lot next to new comfort stations. Alternative 2 also 
implements other land use and parking management strategies consistent with regional land use plans 
(i.e., the Regional Plan, Area Plan, and Regional Transportation Plan). These plans strive to have visitors 
park once in tourist centers, such as Kings Beach. Alternative 2 includes the following additional 
parking management features: enhanced wayfinding, reconfiguration of the parking lots to eliminate 
dead-end congestion, variable-price parking, no time limit parking, and automated payment systems. 
Alternative 2 also includes new pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure (i.e., promenade and bicycle 
racks), onsite kayak and paddleboard storage, and continued access to the existing transit stop on 
SR 28 that would ease parking demand. For these reasons, Alternative 2 would improve internal 
circulation. 

Conservatively, the 10 percent increase in trip generation estimated for the Alternative 2 General Plan 
revision and pier rebuild project could result in a 10 percent increase in parking demand, this 
alternative would result in the demand for 16 more parking spaces over the current supply of 
177 spaces. This alternative also proposes to reduce the current parking supply by 20 spaces and could 
result in a total parking shortfall of 36 parking spaces.  

The adopted alternative of the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017) (Alternative 1) would include 
the following new parking provisions that would result in more efficient use of parking areas: 

 updated parking demand standards that are consistent with current parking needs for various land 
use types as well as reflect non-auto travel; 

 new policies that provide greater flexibility for shared parking strategies that reduce community-
wide required parking spaces while meeting the peak demands of individual land uses; 

 modifications to policies to allow parking design more consistent with established community 
centers; and 

 establishment of in-lieu parking policies to generate funding for more-efficient public parking and to 
expand design opportunities on smaller lots. 

Because the project is located within the Area Plan, the KBSRA would benefit from these new 
provisions, which would encourage patrons to use non-auto modes of travel (such as walking, biking, 
or taking transit) or take advantage of off-site parking located throughout the Town Center. 
Furthermore, the patrons of the KBSRA that are unable to get a parking space within the lot would be 
able to find one nearby in the Town Center. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have a less-than-
significant cumulative impact on parking conditions. 
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Alternative 3: Central Pier Alternative 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Impacts on internal circulation within KBSRA are site specific. The General Plan revision and pier 
rebuild project would not combine with other projects to result in cumulative impacts on internal 
circulation within KBSRA.  

Implementation of Alternative 3 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could increase demand for parking. 
Alternative 3 includes most of the same parking management strategies as Alternative 2. Similar to 
Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would reconfigure the Bear Street and Coon Street parking lots. 
Alternative 3 would add two crosswalks between SR 28 through the parking lot, close to the Bear 
Street roundabout and the North Tahoe Event Center. Additionally, Alternative 3 proposes a larger 
drop-off zone that would be closer to the waterfront promenade and the beach. The Coon Street 
parking lot would also be reconfigured to replace boat trailer parking with vehicular parking only. 
Implementation of the Alternative 3 General Plan revision and pier rebuild project proposes to add six 
parking spaces to the KBSRA parking lots. Assuming that the 10 percent increase in trip generation for 
the alternative results in a 10 percent increase in parking demand, this alternative would increase the 
parking demand by 16 spaces. Because of the parking policies in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan 
(2017), patrons of the KBSRA who are unable to find parking spaces within the lots would be able to 
find on-street or off-street spaces in the Town Center.  

Because the project is located within the Area Plan, the KBSRA would benefit from these new 
provisions, which would encourage patrons to use non-auto modes of travel (such as walking, biking, 
or taking transit) or take advantage of off-site parking located throughout the town center. 
Furthermore, the patrons of KBSRA that are unable to park within the lot would be able to find a 
space nearby in the Town Center. Therefore, Alternative 3 would have a less-than-significant 
cumulative impact on parking conditions.  

Alternative 4: Western Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Impacts on internal circulation within KBSRA are site specific. The General Plan revision and pier 
rebuild project would not combine with other projects to result in cumulative impacts on internal 
circulation within KBSRA.  

Implementation of Alternative 4 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could increase demand for parking. 
Alternative 4 includes most of the same parking management strategies as Alternative 2. The proposed 
reconfiguration of KBSRA parking lots for Alternative 4 would be similar to that of Alternative 2 with 
minor differences in size and location of some of the improvements. There would be striped 
crosswalks on both sides of the entrance from the Bear Street roundabout, as well as one closer to 
the North Tahoe Event Center. Implementation of Alternative 4 General Plan revision and pier rebuild 
project would reduce the number of parking spaces in the KBSRA lots from 177 to 119, a reduction of 
58 spaces. Assuming that the 10 percent increase in trip generation for Alternative 4 results in a 
10 percent increase in parking demand, Alternative 4 would result in the demand for 16 more parking 
spaces over the current demand. Since this alternative proposes to reduce the current parking supply 
by 58 spaces, this would result in a total parking shortfall of 74 parking spaces. However, because of 
the parking policies in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (2017), patrons of the KBSRA who are 
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unable to find a parking space within the lot would be able to find on-street or off-street spaces in the 
Town Center.  

Because the project is located within the Area Plan, the KBSRA would benefit from these new 
provisions, which would encourage patrons to use non-auto modes of travel (such as walking, biking, 
or taking transit) or take advantage of off-site parking located throughout the Town Center. 
Furthermore, the patrons of the KBSRA that are unable to get a parking space within the lot would be 
able to find one nearby in the Town Center. Therefore, Alternative 4 would have a less-than-
significant cumulative impact on parking conditions. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 5.3.13-12: Vehicle miles traveled – cumulative conditions 

Implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 could result in an increase in visitation at KBSRA from 
expanded recreation facility capacity and increased number of special events. Implementation of 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would increase the trip generation of the KBSRA, and would therefore increase 
peak summer VMT. However, the combination of VMT generated by the alternatives and cumulative 
regional VMT would be below the adopted TRPA VMT threshold. Therefore, cumulative impact on VMT 
from Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would be less than significant. Alternative 1 would result in no impact.  

Table 5.3.13-10 Vehicle Miles Traveled 

 Cumulative No Project – Alternative 1 Cumulative Plus Project – Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 

TRPA Adopted Threshold 2,030,938 

Cumulative Regional VMT 1,973,780 

Additional VMT Generated 0 1,925 

Total Regional VMT 1,973,780 1,975,705 

Within Threshold? Yes Yes 
Source: Compiled by Fehr & Peers in 2017 

Table 5.3.13-10 shows the cumulative regional VMT without the project (i.e., with Alternative 1) and 
cumulative regional VMT with the addition from VMT estimated for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
As discussed in Section 5.1.2, Alternative 1 would involve no physical improvements or changes to the 
project site or any substantial changes in management approaches. Existing operation and maintenance 
of the existing facilities on the project site would continue. As such, Alternative 1 would not result in 
increased traffic or increased VMT, and there would be no impact.  

Alternative 2: Eastern Pier Alternative (Proposed Project) 

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 2 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 2 would also reduce the number of parking spaces in KBSRA. Implementation of 
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Alternative 2 would include removal of an existing boat ramp and construction of a new lake access 
point and multi-use pier.  

Increased visitation at KBSRA associated with implementation of Alternative 2 General Plan revision and 
pier rebuild project would generate an estimated 222 additional daily vehicle trips on a peak summer 
day. Using the average tourist trip length of 8.67 miles from the TRPA Travel Demand Forecasting 
model, this alternative would add 1,925 additional VMT. When added to the cumulative summer daily 
regional VMT of 1,973,780, the resulting cumulative plus project VMT would be 1,975,705, which is 
below the adopted TRPA threshold of 2,030,938. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have a less-than-
significant cumulative impact on VMT. 

Alternative 3: Central Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 3 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 3 would increase the number of parking spaces in KBSRA. Alternative 3 would also remove 
the existing boat ramp, construct a new lake access point, and reconstruct the proposed pier in the 
central portion of the project site. The trip generation resulting from an increase in visitation at 
KBSRA for Alternative 3 General Plan revision and pier rebuild project is estimated to be the same as 
Alternative 2; thus, the cumulative plus project VMT would be the same as Alternative 2, 1,975,705, 
which is below the TRPA threshold of 2,030,938. Alternative 3 would have a less-than-significant 
cumulative impact on VMT.  

Alternative 4: Western Pier Alternative  

General Plan Revision/Pier Rebuild Project 
Implementation of Alternative 4 could result in increased visitors at KBSRA from expanded recreation 
facility capacity and increased number of special events that could generate additional vehicle trips. 
Alternative 4 would also reduce the number of parking spaces in KBSRA, which could require more 
visitors to park elsewhere and walk, bike, or take transit to KBSRA. A component of the pier rebuild 
project includes extending the existing boat ramp. The boat ramp extension would be modest and 
while it would be expected to increase the period of time that the boat ramp is open, it would not 
provide access during all lake levels. 

The additional trip generation resulting from an increase in visitation at KBSRA associated with 
Alternative 4 General Plan revision and pier rebuild project is estimated to be the same as 
Alternative 2. The cumulative plus project VMT with Alternative 4 would be 1,941,084, which is below 
the adopted TRPA threshold of 2,030,938. Therefore, the cumulative impact of Alternative 4 on VMT 
would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  
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5.4 Other CEQA and TRPA Requirements 

5.4.1 Growth-Inducing Impacts 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Section 3.7.2(H) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances requires that an EIS evaluate the growth-inducing 
impacts of a project. Growth can be induced by eliminating obstacles to growth or by stimulating 
economic activity in a way that encourages increases in population and housing in the region.  

California Environmental Quality Act 
CEQA Section 21000(b)(5) specifies that growth-inducing impacts of a project must be addressed in an 
EIR. Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project is growth-inducing if it could 
“foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or 
indirectly, in the surrounding environment.” Included in the definition are projects that would remove 
obstacles to population growth. Examples of growth-inducing actions include developing water, 
wastewater, fire, or other types of services in previously unserved areas; extending transportation 
routes into previously undeveloped areas; and establishing major new employment opportunities. 

Typically, the growth-inducing potential of a project would be considered significant if it fosters growth 
or a concentration of population above what is assumed in local and regional land use plans, or in 
projections made by regional planning authorities. Significant growth impacts could also occur if the 
project provides infrastructure or service capacity to accommodate growth levels beyond those 
permitted by local or regional plans and policies. 

Growth-Inducing Effects 
Implementation of the KBSRA General Plan Revision and Pier Rebuild Project could result in an 
increase in visitation to KBSRA. The Plan includes a recommendation for expanded recreation space 
equivalent to 10 percent of the property, thereby increasing visitation by up to 10 percent over 
existing conditions. Improving pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure and connections between KBSRA 
and adjacent and nearby public lands may contribute to the potential for increased day use. 

The increased capacity may increase the need for additional permanent and seasonal staff. However, 
there is currently an unmet need for additional staff at KBSRA. These proposals would result in a 
minimal, direct population growth impact on the area. The project would not include improvements to 
the utilities at KBSRA that would encourage population growth in the surrounding area. 

The small (less than 10 percent) increase in visitation to KBSRA would not be anticipated to create the 
need for tourist services in the town of Kings Beach and surrounding area. Similarly, the project would 
not be anticipated to foster economic growth in the region such that an increase in supporting 
recreation and tourist services would be needed, such as recreation equipment, supplies, food, and 
related facilities.  

Development in the Tahoe Region is guided by the Regional Plan, which allows new development and 
redevelopment through authorization of residential allocations, commercial floor area, tourist 
accommodation units, and residential bonus units. As a result, development is capped in the Region and 
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implementation of recreation-related projects, such as the KBSRA General Plan Revision and Pier 
Rebuild Project would not result in a direct or indirect increase in the planned development patterns in 
the Region. Although population growth in the state and region will continue to create an increased 
use and demand for recreational opportunities, increased use and demand will not have permanent, 
irreversible impacts in the region.  

5.4.2 Relationship between the Short-Term Uses of the 
Environment and the Maintenance and 
Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity 

Chapter 3 of TRPA’s Code of Ordinances (Section 3.7.2.F) requires a discussion of the relationship 
between local short‐term uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long‐term 
productivity. This requirement recognizes that short-term uses and long-term productivity are linked, 
and the opportunities acted upon in the near term have corollary opportunity costs in relation to 
foregone options and productivity that could have continuing effects well into the future. The following 
discussion addresses how the project would affect the short‐term use and the long‐term productivity 
of the environment. In general, “short‐term” is used here to refer to the construction period of 
projects included at KBSRA, while “long‐term” refers to the operational life. 

The project site is currently occupied by picnic areas, a plaza area, paths, an extensive beach area, a 
half basketball court, pier, and boat ramp. The proposed project and project alternatives would result 
in continued use of the project site for recreation activities. The development alternatives, 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, would expand the recreational offerings at the park to include group pavilion 
areas, a shared-use path, an open lawn/event area, enhanced restroom facilities, and potentially 
wintertime ice skating in the future. The proposed construction activities would result in a short-term 
increase in use of the environment. 

Construction of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would result in the use of energy and resources. The no 
project alternative (Alternative 1) would result in reduced usage of energy and resources to maintain 
and operate the park because the project site would not include new construction. The development 
alternatives would result in short-term construction-related impacts such as: interference with local 
traffic and circulation, air emissions, increases in ambient noise levels, and construction-related runoff. 
However, these impacts would be temporary, occurring only during construction, and are not 
expected to alter the long-term productivity of the natural environment. 

Approval of any of the project development alternatives would commit the project site to long-term 
development and would result in a minor increase in visitation at the site for recreation and employees 
working on site. This increase in use of the project site would have associated impacts to hydrology 
and water quality, biological resources, traffic, parking, and circulation; air quality; greenhouse gas 
emissions and climate change; noise; and public services and utilities. The project would, however, help 
to sustain natural resources and support social and economic health.  

On the whole, the project’s substantial long-term beneficial effects related to enhancements 
recreational offerings and expanded bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, improved access for persons 
with mobility challenges, enhanced access to Lake Tahoe, reduction of coverage, and BMPs would 
outweigh the potentially significant short-term impacts to the environment resulting primarily from 
project construction and the long-term incremental increases in traffic with related increases in air 
emissions and noise. 
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5.4.3 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of 
Resources and Significant Irreversible 
Environmental Changes 

A commitment of resources is irreversible and irretrievable when the use or consumption of such 
resources is neither renewable nor recoverable for use in the future. Chapter 3 of the TRPA Code of 
Ordinances (Section 3.7.2.G) and Section 15126.2 of the CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of such 
resources. The commitment of resources refers to the use of nonrenewable resources such as fossil 
fuels, water, and electricity, and also to changes to land use which would commit future generations to 
similar uses.  

The irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources is the permanent loss of resources for 
future or alternative purposes. Irreversible and irretrievable resources are those that cannot be 
recovered or recycled or those that are consumed or reduced to unrecoverable forms. The project 
development alternatives would result in the irreversible and irretrievable commitment of energy and 
material resources during construction and operation. 

Energy would be expended in the form of gasoline, diesel fuel, oil for equipment and transportation 
vehicles, and human labor. Construction activities would generate non-recyclable materials, such as 
solid waste and construction debris. Electricity would be expended for the construction and operation 
of features of the General Plan, and the pier rebuild project. Required building materials would include 
a variety of materials such as rocks, wood, concrete, glass, steel, and other materials. Using these 
nonrenewable resources is expected to account for a small portion of the resources in the Lake Tahoe 
Basin and their area of origin (generally, northern California and Nevada) and would not affect the 
availability of these resources for other needs within the Tahoe Basin.   

5.4.4 Significant Effects on the Environmental that 
Cannot be Avoided 

Section 5.8.B (2) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances requires an EIS to include any significant adverse 
environmental effects which cannot be avoided should any of the alternatives be implemented. CEQA 
Section 21100(b)(2)(A) states that an EIR shall include a detailed statement setting forth “[i]n a 
separate section…[a]ny significant effect on the environment that cannot be avoided if the project is 
implemented.” State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires that an EIR describe any significant 
impacts, including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Sections 5.3.1 through 5.3.13, of this EIR/EIS address the potential environmental effects of the project 
alternatives and recommend mitigation measures, as necessary, to mitigate project effects to the 
extent feasible. The analysis concludes that Alternative 1, no project alternative, and Alternative 2, 
eastern pier alternative, would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts. Alternative 3, central 
pier alternative, and Alternative 4, western pier alternative, would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact on scenic or visual quality from the pier rebuild project.  
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5.4.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative 
CEQA calls for the identification of an environmentally superior alternative in an EIR, but gives no 
definition for the term (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)). However, CEQA does specify that 
if the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

From the standpoint of minimizing environmental effects related to physical disturbances, Alternative 1 
(no project alternative) would be the environmentally preferable/environmentally superior alternative. 
With Alternative 1, only minimal construction could occur at the site, such as installation of signage 
and interpretive programs. Operation and maintenance of existing facilities would continue, and there 
would not be substantial changes to the environment. However, Alternative 1 would not update the 
existing General Plan, which was approved in 1980 and only addresses 6.82 acres of the park/beach 
lands. Additionally, the no project alternative would not meet any of the basic project objectives 
described in Section 4.2, Pier Rebuild Project Goal and Objectives, and would not realize the 
recreation, bicycle, and pedestrian benefits of Alternatives 2 through 4. 

Many of the potential environmental impacts from each of the action alternatives would be similar in 
type and magnitude. For example, although each of the pier alternatives would require a different 
number of pilings, which would disturb the lakebed and resuspend sediments during construction, the 
marine BMPs incorporated into the project design and enforced through the 401 Certification process 
would protect surface and groundwater from construction impacts and would not alter water quality 
at KBSRA. Although there are differences in the number of pilings associated with each alternative 
(Alternative 4 would require 38 pier pilings, Alternative 3 would require 33 pier pilings, and 
Alternative 2 would require 27 pier pilings), implementation of any one of the three alternatives would 
result in a less-than-significant hydrological impact with implementation of BMPs. Resources that would 
not have substantial differences among the action alternatives include air quality, cultural resources, 
greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology, land use, 
transportation and circulation, and public services and utilities. 

While the General Plan revision would be successfully implemented with any of the upland feature 
design layouts or pier alternatives proposed in Alternatives 2 through 4, implementation of specific 
features or layouts associated with any of these three alternatives should not be viewed as mutually 
exclusive. Compatible upland features from any of the alternatives could potentially be implemented in 
a combined, hybrid design layout. Similarly, the pier location associated with Alternatives 2, 3, or 4 
could be implemented with any of the upland feature design layouts. Trade-offs in environmental and 
recreational benefits could be made by combining different upland features and pier locations. 

To determine the environmentally superior alternative, the comparison of the upland features and pier 
rebuild options for each of the alternatives provided below only focuses on those impacts in which 
there are differences in the type or magnitude of impact between the alternatives. 

Upland Features 
All action alternatives would provide additional, new recreational amenities at KBSRA. Under 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, new upland features include a multi-purpose lawn and event stage, large and 
small group pavilions, a new shared-use path that would accommodate a larger number of pedestrians 
and bicyclists, and expanded changing room and shower facilities at a central comfort station. Where 
alternatives differ is chiefly in size and location of amenities.  
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Alternatives 2 and 4 would include removal of some parking spaces to afford more space for 
recreational amenities. Alternative 4 would result in the greatest removal of parking spaces at KBSRA. 
Alternative 4 would result in the removal of 58 spaces compared to 20 spaces removed with 
Alternative 2 and six spaces added with Alternative 3. The increase in visitation associated with each of 
the alternatives is estimated to be similar resulting the same amount of demand for parking (193 
spaces) with implementation of each alternative. Although each of the alternatives would result in a 
shortfall of parking spaces at KBSRA to meet parking demand, there would be sufficient parking in the 
Kings Beach Town Center to meet the parking demand for all alternatives (see Impact 5.3.13-5). 
However, Alternative 4 would still be considered to have the greatest impact on parking.  

Alternatives 2 and 3 would feature racks for non-motorized watercraft storage, while Alternative 4 
would not. 

Upland development at KBSRA currently exceeds TRPA coverage limitations. Alternatives 2 through 4 
would all comply with TRPA land coverage regulations and would reduce the total amount of coverage 
at KBSRA relative to existing conditions, due in part to the inclusion of a shared-use path, which would 
be exempt from land coverage regulation (TRPA Code Section 30.4.6.D.3). Alternative 2 would create 
the largest overall reduction in regulated coverage, and Alternative 3 would result in the smallest 
reduction (see Impact 5.3.4-1 in Section 5.3.4, Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage). 

From the standpoint of providing the most flexible and enhanced recreational experience for KBSRA 
visitors and implementing the goals of the project, Alternative 2 does this most successfully, and is 
therefore the superior alternative. However, Alternatives 3 and 4 both achieve the basic objectives of 
the project and would implement the General Plan revision, realizing its attendant benefits and would 
therefore be beneficial to Alternative 1, the no project alternative.  

Pier Rebuild Project 
Each of the pier rebuild project locations included in Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would provide access to 
Lake Tahoe at all water levels by constructing a new, longer pier with a fixed section, a transition 
gangway, and a floating section. The primary difference among alternatives is in the location of the pier, 
and pier length. Alternative 2 would locate the pier at the eastern end of KBSRA, Alternative 3 would 
locate the pier in the center of KBSRA at the location of the existing pier, and Alternative 4 proposes 
that the pier be situated at the western end of the park. Differences in the pier location do not 
translate into differences of achieving the main objectives of the pier rebuild project identified in 
Section 4.2. All pier locations would enhance recreational access from the lake to KBSRA by providing 
consistent, year-round access to KBSRA for various watercraft types at all lake levels. The location of 
the pier for all alternatives would also meet the recreational objectives of the goals and policies of the 
Area Plan and Regional Plan by making it accessible at all water levels for a broader range of users than 
the existing pier.  

Alternative 2 proposes the rebuilt pier at the eastern end of KBSRA, partially within prime fish cover 
and feed habitat (see Impact 5.3.2-1 in Section 5.3.2, Biological Resources), while the pier locations 
proposed by Alternatives 3 and 4 would not be located in prime fish habitat. Thus, Alternative 2 would 
result in a greater impact on fish habitat than the other action alternatives.  

The central pier location proposed under Alternative 3 and the western pier location proposed by 
Alternative 4 would both result in significant and unavoidable impacts on scenic or visual quality. 
Because of the length and location of each of these piers, views from TRPA Scenic Resource 9-2 would 
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be degraded. The additional mass of the new, longer piers would also be visible from other viewpoints, 
including from KBSRA looking out on the lake, and would alter the upland features visible from the 
lake. While mitigation is identified to reduce the visual impact by redesigning the pier as an entirely 
floating structure and implementing stylistic features intended to make it more innocuous, the effects 
on the scenic viewpoint would remain significant and unavoidable. The location of the eastern pier 
proposed for Alternative 2 would not obstruct or degrade views from the scenic viewpoint, and is 
therefore less impactful from a visual perspective.  

Implementation of Alternative 4, western pier alternative, would retain the boat launch and extend it 
to be accessible by motorized boats over a wider range of lake-level conditions, which would support 
emergency access between the lake and Kings Beach. Although Alternatives 2 and 3 would remove the 
motorized boat ramp, these alternatives would include construction of lake access points that meet 
minimum requirements for emergency access to the lake and would provide easy access for non-
motorized watercraft (see Impact 5.3.6-2 in Section 5.3.6, Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Risk of 
Upset). The western pier location provided by Alternative 4, coupled with retention of the motorized 
boat ramp would provide greater motorized access to the lake. 

In conclusion, because the Alternative 2 pier rebuild project includes the only pier option that would 
not cause a significant and unavoidable environmental impact, it would be environmentally superior to 
the other pier action alternatives. 
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7 Glossary 
adaptive management: The process of implementing policy (and management) decisions as 
scientifically driven management experiments and/or monitoring programs that test predictions and 
assumptions in management plans, and using the resulting information to improve the plans. 

air quality attainment area: A geographical area identified to have air quality as good as, or better 
than, the national and/or California ambient air quality standards (National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards/California Ambient Air Quality Standards). An area may be an attainment area for one 
pollutant and a nonattainment area for others. 

aquatic invasive species (AIS): A nonindigenous species that threatens the diversity or abundance 
of the native species or the ecological stability of infested waters, or the commercial, agricultural, 
aquacultural, or recreational activities dependent on such waters, as identified in the Lake Tahoe 
Region Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan. Aquatic Invasive Species include but are not limited 
to: zebra mussel (Dreissena polymorpha), quagga mussel (Dreissena bugensis), Eurasion water milfoil 
(Myriophyllum spicatum L.), curly leaf pond weed (Potamogeton crispus L.), and large-mouth bass 
(Micropterus salmoides). 

aquifer: The underground layer of water-bearing rock, sand, or gravel through which water can seep 
or be held in natural storage. Such water holding rock layers hold sufficient water to be used as a 
water supply. 

archaeological: pertaining to the material remains of past human life, culture, or activities. 

area of wave run-up: The area landward of the shoreline that is subjected to wave run-up during 
high water conditions and an extreme wind event. An extreme wind event is an 80 miles-per-hour 
onshore wind of one-hour duration. 

backshore: The land area located between the highwater line of the lake and the upland area of 
instability or the wave run-up area. 

Basin: The Lake Tahoe Basin. 

bedrock: The solid rock underlying unconsolidated surface materials. 

best management practices (BMP): The most current methods, treatments, or actions in regard 
to environmental mitigation responses. 

bollard: A short post used to divert traffic from an area or road. 

buffer: Land that protects natural and/or cultural values of a resource or park from adverse effects 
arising outside the buffer. A buffer may also provide screening from noise generated at adjacent land 
uses. 

buoy: A float anchored to a lake bottom that serves as a boat mooring, navigation guide, hazard 
warning, or similar use. 
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caisson: A retaining structure in which the water can be pumped out to create a dry work 
environment. 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): A state law (Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et al.) requiring state and local agencies to take actions on projects with consideration for 
environmental protection. If a proposed activity may result in a significant adverse effect on the 
environment, an environmental impact report (EIR) must be prepared. General Plans normally require 
a “program EIR” and park development projects require a project environmental document. 

California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR): This program encourages public recognition 
and protection of resources of architectural, historical, archeological and cultural significance, identifies 
historical resources for state and local planning purposes, determines eligibility for state historic 
preservation grant funding, and affords certain protections under the California Environmental Quality 
Act. The list includes buildings, sites, structures, objects and districts significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of 
California. 

California State Parks and Recreation Commission: Established in 1927 to advise the Director 
of State Parks on the recreational needs of the people of California. In 1928, it gathered support for 
the first state park bond issue. The Commission schedules public hearings to consider classification or 
reclassification and the approval of State Parks’ general plan (and amendments) for each park unit. 

carrying capacity: As it refers to recreation, is a prescribed number and type of visitors that an area 
will accommodate given the desired natural/cultural resource conditions, visitor experiences, and 
management programs.  

classification: Official designation of units of the State Park System. Classifications are established by 
the State Parks and Recreation Commission at the recommendation of Department staff and are based 
on the sensitivity and kind of unit’s most important resources and what types of use the unit will 
receive from the public. 

Clean Water Act (CWA): Enacted in 1972 to create a basic framework for current programs to 
control water pollution; provides statutory authority for the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES). 

concessionaire: Persons, corporations, partnerships, or associations that have a contract with CSP 
(or other landowner) for the provision of products, facilities, programs, and management and visitor 
services that will provide for the enhancement of park visitor use, enjoyment, safety, and convenience. 
Concession developments, programs, and services must be compatible with a park unit’s classification 
and general plan provisions. 

constraints: Restrictions or limitations within prescribed bounds. 

criteria air pollutant: An air pollutant for which acceptable levels of exposure can be determined 
and for which an ambient air quality standard has been set. Criteria air pollutants include ozone, 
carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, PM10, and PM2.5. 

cultural landscape: A geographic area (including both the cultural and natural resources) associated 
with a historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting cultural or aesthetic values. This type is a 
landscape that evolved through use by people whose activities or occupancy shaped it. 
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cultural resource: A resource that exists because of human activities. Cultural resources can be 
prehistoric (dating from before European settlement) or historic (post-European contact). 

cumulative impact: As defined by the state CEQA Guidelines (Section 15355) two or more 
individual effects that, when considered together, are considerable or compound or increase other 
environmental impacts. 

dredging: Removing or rearranging earthen materials that are lakeward of the high-water line. 

easement: Acquisition of rights and interests to a property. Easements may apply to entire parcels of 
land or to specific parts of the property. Most are permanent, although term easements pose 
restrictions for a limited number of years.  

ecosystem: A community consisting of all biological organisms (plant, animals, insects, etc.) in a given 
area interacting with the physical environment (soil, water, air) to function together as a unit of nature. 

effect/impact: An environmental change; as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15358: (1) 
Direct or primary effects are caused by the project and occur at the same time and place (2) Indirect 
or secondary effects that are caused by the project and are late in time or farther removed in distance, 
but still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect or secondary effects may include growth-inducing effects and 
other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density, or growth rate, 
and related effects on air and water quality and other natural systems including ecosystems. 

endangered species: A species of animal or plant is considered to be endangered when its prospects 
for survival and reproduction are in immediate jeopardy from one or more causes. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and/or the California Department of Fish and Wildlife make this designation. 

environment: As defined in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360, “the physical conditions which 
exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, mineral, 
flora, fauna, noise, and objects of historical and aesthetic significance.” 

environmental impact report (EIR): A report required by CEQA that assesses all the 
environmental characteristics of an area and determines what effects of impacts will result if the area is 
altered or disturbed by a proposed action. If a proposed activity may result in a significant adverse 
effect on the environment, an EIR must be prepared. General plans normally require the preparation of 
a “program” EIR appropriate to its level of specificity. 

environmental impact statement (EIS): An EIS is prepared to analyze, among other things, 
whether a proposed project will have a significant effect on the environment, provide alternatives to 
the proposed project, recommend methods to mitigate significant effects, and identify significant 
adverse impacts that cannot be avoided. The Tahoe Regional Planning Compact (Public Law 96-551) 
and TRPA Regional Plan and Rules of Procedure require that TRPA perform an environmental review 
for all projects within the Lake Tahoe Region, and prepare an EIS prior to approving any project that 
could have a significant effect on the environment. 

environmentally sensitive: An area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or 
especially valuable because of their role in an ecosystem. Such areas can be easily disturbed or 
degraded by human activities and developments. 
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erosion control: Structural or nonstructural techniques applied to a particular site or region to 
prevent or minimize over land loss of soil or nutrients. 

exotic species: A species occurring in an area outside of its historically known natural range that has 
been intentionally introduced to, or have inadvertently infiltrated into, the system. Also known as non-
native, ornamental, or introduced species. Exotic animals may prey upon native species and compete 
with them for food and habitat. Exotic plant species can convert native ecosystems into a non-native 
dominated system that provides little benefit to other species in the ecosystem. 

fill: Any rock, soil, gravel, sand, or other material deposited by man. 

fish habitat: The combination of qualities that creates suitable conditions for the growth, 
reproduction, and production of fish. The term specifically refers to the environmental characteristics 
necessary for food, water, cover, and reproduction needs. 

floating docks or platforms: Structures designed to float on a water surface that are attached 
either to the shoreline or to a lake bottom. 

floodplain: A lowland or relatively flat area adjoining inland or coastal waters that is subject to a one 
percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year (i.e., 100-year flood). 

floodway: The channel of a natural stream or river and portions of the floodplain adjoining the 
channel, which are necessary to carry and discharge the reasonably-expected floodwater or flood flow 
of any natural stream or river. Floodways may also be designated by flood control agencies. 

General Plan (GP): A general plan is a legal planning document that provides guidelines for the 
development, management, and operation of a unit of the state park system. A general plan evaluates 
and defines land uses, resource management, facilities, interpretation, concessions, and operations of a 
park unit as well as addressing environmental impacts in a programmatic manner. A park unit must 
have an approved general plan prior to implementing any major development project. 

geology: The scientific study of the origin, history, and structure of the earth. 

grading: Cutting through or otherwise disturbing the layers of the soil mantle so as to change the 
existing landform, including, but not limited to, disturbing the soil mantle for construction of a driveway, 
parking area, utility line, building, or other structure. Also includes filling, excavation, and clearing. 

grading season: The period each year during which grading is permitted in the Tahoe Basin 
commencing May 1 and ending October 15. 

habitat: The physical location or type of environment, in which an organism or biological population 
lives or occurs. It involves an environment of a particular kind, defined by characteristics such as climate, 
terrain, elevation, soil type, and vegetation. Habitat typically includes shelter and/or sustenance. 

hazardous material: Any substance that, because of its quantity, concentration, physical or chemical 
characteristics, poses a significant presence or potential hazard to human health and safety or to the 
environment. Lead-based paint is an example of a hazardous material. 
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high-water elevation: Also referred to as “high-water line.” The established upper elevation limit 
of the surface of a body of water. (For Lake Tahoe, the high-water elevation is 6,229.1 Feet Lake 
Tahoe Datum.) 

hydrology: Pertaining to the study of water on the surface of the land, in the soil and underlying 
geology, and in the air. 

impervious surface: Any material, which reduces or prevents absorption of water into land. 

infrastructure: Public services and utilities, such as sewage-disposal systems, water supply systems, 
and other utility systems. Often includes transportation systems. 

interpretation: In this planning document, it refers to a communication process, designed to reveal 
meanings and relationships of our cultural and natural heritage, through involvement with objects, 
artifacts, landscapes, sites, and oral histories. 

invasive species: The term refers to species, both aquatic and terrestrial, that establish and 
reproduce rapidly outside of their native range and may threaten the diversity or abundance of native 
species through competition for resources, predation, parasitism, hybridization with native populations, 
introduction of pathogens, or physical or chemical alteration of the invaded habitat. Through their 
impacts on natural ecosystems, agricultural and other developed lands, water delivery and flood 
protection systems, invasive species may also negatively affect human health and/or the economy. 

kilowatt: A measure of the rate of electrical flow equal to one thousand watts. 

kilowatt–hour: A measure of quality of electrical consumption equal to the power of one kilowatt 
acting for one hour. 

lakeward: In the direction of a lake or other body of water as applicable. 

lakezone: The zone including that area of a lake located beyond the lakeward limits of the nearshore. 

land capability district (LCD): A soils unit designated on the adopted TRPA land capability map and 
denominated by a numerical rating of one through seven (e.g., Land Capability District 1). The system 
was devised by Dr. Robert G. Bailey for the U. S. Forest Service and is detailed in the Bailey Report. 

land coverage (coverage): A man-made structure, improvement, or covering, either created before 
February 10, 1972, or created after February 10, 1972, pursuant to either TRPA Ordinance No. 4, as 
amended, or other TRPA approval, that prevents normal precipitation from directly reaching the 
surface of the land underlying the structure, improvement, or covering. Such structures, 
improvements, and coverings include, but are not limited to, roofs, decks, surfaces that are paved with 
asphalt, concrete, or stone, roads, streets, sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, tennis courts, patios; and 
lands so used before February 10, 1972, for such uses as for the parking of cars and heavy and 
repeated pedestrian traffic that the soil is compacted so as to prevent substantial infiltration. A 
structure, improvement, or covering shall not be considered as land coverage if it permits at least 
75 percent of normal precipitation directly to reach the ground and permits growth of vegetation on 
the approved species list. 
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level of service (LOS): For an intersection or roadway segment, the level of service is the delay to 
motorized vehicles and the volume/capacity ratio and is expressed by a series of letter grades from 
A (low v/c ratio and delay) through E (high v/c ratio and delay) and F (blocked). 

littoral processes: The redistribution of sediments within the foreshore or nearshore in response to 
energy generated by waves or longshore currents that have not been disrupted by man-made 
structures. 

low-water elevation: The established lower surface elevation for fluctuation within a body of water. 
(For Lake Tahoe, the low water elevation is 6,223.0 Feet Lake Tahoe Datum.) 

maximum land coverage: Allowable base land coverage plus allowed transferred coverage. 

mean sea level (MSL): The average altitude of sea surface for all tidal stages. 

mitigation measure: A measure proposed that would eliminate, avoid, rectify, compensate for, or 
reduce significant environmental effects (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15370). 

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP): The official federal list of buildings, structures, 
objects, sites and districts worthy of historic preservation. The register recognizes resources of local, 
state, and national significance. The register lists only those properties that have retained enough 
physical integrity to accurately convey their appearance during their period of significance. 

native species: A plant or animal that is historically indigenous to a specific site area. 

nearshore: The zone extending from the low water elevation of Lake Tahoe (6,223.0 feet Lake Tahoe 
Datum) to a lake bottom elevation of 6,193.0 feet Lake Tahoe Datum, but in any case, a minimum 
lateral distance of 350 feet measured from the shoreline.  

non-attainment area: A geographic area identified by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
and/or California Air Resources Board as not meeting either National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
or California Ambient Air Quality Standards for a given pollutant. 

Office of Historic Preservation (OHP): The governmental agency primarily responsible for the 
statewide administration of the historic preservation program in California. Its responsibilities include 
identifying, evaluating, and registering historic properties and ensuring compliance with federal and 
state regulatory obligations. 

open space: An area with few or no paved surfaces or buildings, which may be primarily in its natural 
state or improved for use as a park. 

paleontological resources: Any fossilized remains, traces, or imprints of organisms, preserved in or 
on the earth's crust, that are of paleontological interest and that provide information about the history 
of life on earth, except that the term does not include any materials associated with an archaeological 
resource or any cultural item. 

prime fish habitat: In Lake Tahoe, the zone of water and substrate less than 30 feet deep where 
suitable habitat exists for purposes of spawning, feeding, or escape cover, or as designated on TRPA 
Prime Fish Habitat Maps. 
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project: As defined by the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15378, a project can be one of the 
following: (a) activities undertaken by any public agency; (b) activities undertaken by a person which are 
supported in whole or in part through contracts, grants, subsidies, loans or other forms of assistance 
from one or more public agencies; or (c) activities involving the issuance to a person of a lease, permit, 
license, certificate, or other entitlement for use by one or more public agencies. 

Public Resources Code (PRC): In addition to the State Constitution and Statues, California Law 
consists of 29 codes covering various subject areas. The PRC addresses natural, cultural, aesthetic, and 
recreation resources of the State. 

resource management: Uses, facilities, and activities pertaining to the utilization, management, or 
conservation of natural resources. 

riparian: Riparian habitat represents the vegetative and wildlife areas adjacent to perennial and 
intermittent streams. They are delineated by the existence of plant species normally found growing 
near fresh water. 

riprap: A loose assemblage of broken rock or concrete often used to prevent erosion. A type of bank 
reinforcement. 

runoff: That portion of rainfall or surplus water that does not percolate into the ground and flows 
overland and is discharged into surface drainages or bodies of water.  

scenic highway and corridor: As designated by TRPA, a roadway that has been determined to have 
outstanding scenic value. The scenic corridor includes the roadway right-of-way and extends 100 feet 
perpendicularly from the edge of the right-of-way boundary. 

scenic route: A segment of roadway that has been officially designated by the Director of California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as a scenic corridor. 

sensitive receptor: Sensitive receptors are people, which could be categorized by land use type, that 
may have a significantly increased sensitivity or exposure to excessive noise or contaminants by virtue 
of their age and health (e.g., schools, day care centers, hospitals, nursing homes), status (e.g., sensitive 
or endangered species), proximity to the noise source or contamination, dwelling construction (e.g., 
basement), or the facilities they use (e.g., water supply well). 

shoreline: The highest line normally covered by waters of a lake or body of water. (For Lake Tahoe, 
the shoreline elevation is 6,229.1 feet Lake Tahoe Datum.) 

shorezone: The area including the nearshore, foreshore, and backshore. 

shoulder season: The months of the year immediately before and after a park’s busy recreation 
season. This term generally refers to April and October, but could also extend into late March and 
early November, depending upon activities under discussion. 

significant effect on the environment: As defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15382, 
substantial or potentially substantial, adverse change on any of the physical conditions within the area 
affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a 
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significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to physical change may be 
considered in determining whether the physical change is significant. 

siltation: The process of silt deposition. Silt is a loose sedimentary material composed of finely divided 
particles of soil or rock, often carried in cloudy suspension in water. 

solid waste: A mixture of items discarded by agricultural, residential, and non-residential activities. 

special-status species: Plant or animal species that are typically listed (state and federal) as 
endangered, rare and threatened, plus those species considered by the scientific community to be 
deserving of such listing. 

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO): The chief administrative officer for the Office of 
Historic Preservation and is also the executive secretary of the State Historic Resources Commission. 

stream environment zone (SEZ): Generally, an area that owes its biological and physical 
characteristics to the presence of surface or groundwater. The criteria for identifying a SEZ is set forth 
in Section 53.9 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. 

sub-classification: A separate classification for a portion or unit of the State Park System. The 
California State Park and Recreation Commission establish these at the recommendation of CSP staff. 
For example, Cultural Preserves and Wilderness are sub-classifications. 

threatened species: An animal or plant species that is considered likely to become endangered 
throughout a significant portion of its range within the foreseeable future, because its prospects for 
survival and reproduction are in jeopardy from one or more causes. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and/or the California Department of Fish and Wildlife make this designation. 

topography: Graphic representation of the surface features of a place or region on a map, indicating 
their relative positions and elevations. 

toxic air contaminant: An air pollutant that may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or 
in serious illness, or that may pose a hazard to human health. 

watercraft: A waterborne vessel of any type or size including, but not limited to, boats, barges, 
ferries, yachts, houseboats, floating homes, kayaks, rafts, canoes, personal watercraft, pleasure craft, 
marine craft, and amphibious vehicles. 

watershed: The total area above a given point on a watercourse that contributes water to the flow of 
the watercourse; entire region drained by a watercourse. 

wetland: Land including marshes or swamps; saturated land. 

viewshed: The area that can be seen from a specified location. 
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