
STAFF REPORT TO: AMADOR COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
FOR MEETING OF: MAY 9, 2016 
 
ITEM 7 -  DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE RECOMMENDATION TO THE AMADOR COUNTY BOARD OF 

SUPERVISORS REGARDING THE 2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING 
10-YEAR REVIEW. 

 
PROJECT PROPONENTS:  KIRKWOOD MOUNTAIN RESORT &  

  KIRKWOOD MOUNTAIN DEVELOPMENT 
  SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT:  3 
 
BACKGROUND:  The Kirkwood Specific Plan, approved in 2003 under Ordinance #1569, was prepared to 
guide development of the 732 acres of privately owned land in the Kirkwood Valley.  The Plan includes 
159 Conditions of Approval, which are based on the Mitigation Measures prescribed by the Kirkwood 
Recirculated Revised Final Environmental Impact Report (2002).  Condition of Approval #2 requires that,  
 

“During the tenth year following approval of the Proposed Project, KMR or its successor will 
retain a qualified consultant to review the development for compliance with the mitigation 
requirements in the MMPR and any other conditions of approval the Proposed Project.  The 
selection of the consultant will be mutually agreed to by TC-TAC.  The consultant will identify any 
shortcoming and make recommendations for adjustment to conditions of approval to overcome 
those shortcomings.  Additionally, the consultant will identify any new circumstances or 
unanticipated impacts that were not foreseen when the 2002 Final EIR was certified and the 
Proposed Project approved.  The consultant will recommend whether or not supplemental CEQA 
documentation may be necessary.” 

 
Resource Concepts, Inc., was mutually selected by Kirkwood Mountain Resort, Kirkwood Mountain 
Development, and the Tri-County Technical Advisory Committee (TC-TAC) to prepare the 2003 Kirkwood 
Specific Plan Mitigation Compliance 10-Year Review.  A Draft 10-Year Review was presented to TC-TAC in 
March, 2016, at which time written and oral public comments were submitted.  Those comments are 
identified in the staff report as “Draft Report Comments & March 11, 2016, TC-TAC Minutes.”   
 
TC-TAC requested Resource Concepts, Inc., to prepare a revised 10-Year Review including a response to 
comments and an assignment of responsibility for the implementation of applicable Mitigation 
Measures between the Resort Operator, Kirkwood Mountain Resort (KMR), and the Master Developer, 
Kirkwood Mountain Development (KMD), as a result of the purchase of ski operations and resort 
properties by Vail Resorts, Inc.   
 
The revised 10-Year Review and response to comments were presented to TC-TAC on December 9, 
2016, on which additional public comments were received.  The additional comments are identified in 
the staff report as “Revised Report Comments & December 9, 2016, TC-TAC Minutes.”   
 
Several mitigation issues that were predominant during TC-TAC’s discussion of the 10-Year Review were: 
 

Street sweeping – Condition of Approval #50 requires street sweeping twice annually.  There 
has been considerable debate as to which streets are covered under COA#50, and who bears 
financial responsibility.  The Mitigation Monitoring Program assigns KMR and the homeowners 
and condominium associations as the responsible parties.  However, Alpine and Amador County 
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Counsels have issued opinions stating that the permittee (KMR) is responsible for street 
sweeping. As for which streets are required to be swept, it is staff’s opinion that the lack of 
specificity in the MMP implies that no streets are to be excluded from the condition.  Staff 
recommends that KMR resume sweeping of all streets within the Kirkwood valley. 

 
Mitigation monitoring for ministerial projects/pre-construction meetings – Concerns were 
raised regarding ministerial projects that involve land disturbance and/or tree removal.  Because 
these projects don’t require approval at the TC-TAC, Planning Commission, or Board of 
Supervisors level, they are often undertaken without environmental precautions and result in 
violations of various mitigation measures and conditions of approval.  Staff responds to 
complaints for mitigation violations as needed, but only has authority to use administrative 
methods for achieving compliance.  Staff recommends that the current complaint-driven 
process for responding to mitigation violations for ministerial projects remain in place. 

   
Requests for future Mitigation Compliance Reviews (5-/10-years) – Development in Kirkwood 
has proceeded at a slower than projected pace.  When the requirement for the 10-Year Review 
was established, it was anticipated that Kirkwood would be closer to the build-out limits 
prescribed by the 2003 Specific Plan.  Several public comments were received requesting that 
subsequent Mitigation Compliance Reviews be prepared every five to ten years.  Requiring 
further Mitigation Compliance reviews would necessitate an amendment to the current 
Mitigation Monitoring Program.  If the Planning Commission recommends the preparation of 
future Mitigation Compliance Reviews to the Board of Supervisors, staff suggests the interval be 
no less than ten years.  

 
KMPUD assistance with mitigation monitoring – The Kirkwood Meadows Public Utilities District 
offered mitigation monitoring and reporting assistance to TC-TAC, given their daily presence in 
the Kirkwood Valley.  TC-TAC declined any formal arrangement for such services, but agreed to 
respond to mitigation issues reported by KMPUD or others.  Staff recommends that this ad-hoc 
arrangement continue provided there is no financial impact to the County for KMPUD services. 

 
Teleconferencing of TC-TAC meetings – The teleconferencing of TC-TAC meetings was proposed 
as a means to allow more opportunity for input from the public (primarily Kirkwood property 
owners) who are unable to attend TC-TAC meetings.  It could also allow TC-TAC members to 
participate remotely during inclement weather events.  TC-TAC accepted KMPUD’s offer to 
teleconference TC-TAC meetings which has improved public participation.  Remote participation 
by TC-TAC members, however, has not been employed as it creates advance notice 
requirements for the remote location.  Staff recommends continuance of TC-TAC meeting 
teleconferencing for the public. 

 
Traffic study compliance – The Mitigation Monitoring Program requires KMR to submit traffic 
counts and Level of Service modeling for peak visitation periods every three years.  The last 
report was submitted in 2010.  In 2013, at the request of KMR, TC-TAC opted to delay the traffic 
analysis report to 2014 due to the slowdown in Kirkwood development.  However, sale of the 
resort to Vail Resorts, Inc., who operates other ski facilities in the region, may have the impact 
of increasing visitors to Kirkwood through the use of “multi-resort” ski passes.  Staff 
recommends that the traffic analysis reports be submitted in 2017 and every three years 
thereafter. 
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Assignment of KMR and KMD mitigation roles – The sale of Kirkwood Mountain Resort’s ski 
operations and resort properties to Vail Resorts, Inc., created a division in mitigation 
responsibilities that had previously been assigned solely to the resort.  Kirkwood Mountain 
Development retained the majority of land holdings developable for single-family and multi-
family projects.  The division in ownership between “Operator” and “Developer” has been 
reflected in the Revised Mitigation Compliance 10-Year Review by a reassignment of mitigation 
duties to the responsible parties. 
 
Employee housing – The 2003 Specific Plan’s Employee Housing Ordinance requires Kirkwood 
Mountain Resort to provide employee housing for at least 30 percent of the average peak-
season full-time employees.  The ordinance requires new residential and commercial projects to 
provide additional employee housing units based on the number of new bedrooms, housing 
units, or square feet of commercial space constructed.  There have been a variety of employee 
housing types created including resort-owned dormitories, deed-restricted units in multi-
family/condominium projects, employee-owned housing, and the purchase of “credits” for 
available units in resort-owned employee apartment buildings.  The general consensus is that a 
new method of creating employee housing is needed; however, there has not been an 
agreement among the parties involved (KMR, KMD, KMPUD, and developers) as to the 
appropriate funding mechanism.  The direction to staff in the past has been to process an 
Employee Housing Ordinance update once a proposal that meets the requirements of the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program has been submitted. 

 
Grazing Management Plan – The Mitigation Monitoring Plan requires the implementation of a 
grazing management plan for the 120-acre Kirkwood Meadow to protect the Kirkwood Creek 
riparian area from grazing and to ensure that the meadow is not over-grazed.  Drafts have been 
prepared in the past, but, to date, no plan has been adopted.  Staff’s recommendation is that 
the matter be agendized before TC-TAC, and a draft Grazing Management Plan that is consistent 
with the adopted Conservation Easement be forwarded to the respective Planning Commissions. 

 
Noxious Weeds Management Plan - The Mitigation Monitoring Plan requires project 
proponents to implement a noxious weeds control plan to minimize the impacts from noxious 
weed species through the use of native seed, weed-free hay, and construction practices such as 
the cleaning of residual soil off of construction equipment transported from other areas prior to 
use at Kirkwood.  To date, a formal plan has not been adopted.  Staff’s recommendation is that 
the matter be agendized before TC-TAC, and a draft Noxious Weeds Management Plan be 
forwarded to the respective Planning Commissions. 

 
The Tri-County Technical Advisory Committee, on March 10, 2017, voted to forward the Revised 2003 
Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation Compliance 10-Year Review, the Response to Comments, and all 
public comments received to date, to the Alpine County Planning Commission and the Amador County 
Planning Commission for their review and possible recommendations to their respective Boards of 
Supervisors. 
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Executive Summary 

2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 
Mitigation Comp li ance 10-year Review 

................. _._ .. _-_._ ... _--- ........... _.- ............ _ .......• _-_ ... _ ...... _._._-_ ..... _ ...... - .......... _ . 

The Kirkwood Specific Plan wa s created in 2003 to guide development on private land within th e 
Kirkwood community. Anticipated environmental impacts resulting from implementation of th e Plan 
were analyzed and disclosed within the October 2002 Kirkwood Recirculated Revised Final Environmental 
Impact Report (Final EIR). A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) was developed to ensure 
that the mitigation measures committed to in the Final EIR are implemented appropriately, and th at 
environmental effects from development remain within th e context of impacts disclosed. This report 
serves as a 10-year review (2003-2013) of the overall compliance with the Specific Plan Mitigation 
Monitoring Program . 

Inclusion of mitigation measures into proj ect des ign, monitoring during construction, and annual 
reporting requirements provide a framework in which effective mitigation can be achieved. Of the more 
than 180 mitigation measures, most were found to be in compliance. Areas of non-compliance or partial 
non-compliance were noted with respect to weed management, site revegeta tion, street sweeping, 
graz ing management and recreation. Additionally, ambiguity in language of some mitigat ion measures 
makes it unclea r as to the party responsible for implementation . 
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Introduction 

Th e 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan was prepared to illustrate t he ultimate development of privately held 
lands within the Kirkwood community, located within Alpine, Amador, and EI Dorado counties, 
California . The Plan, which is enforced through county ordinance, was adopted by Amador and Alpine 
counties in 2003 and establishes the community's goals, objectives, and policies, and designates land 
use zoning. In 2003 EI Dorado County was in the process of revising their General Plan and not able to 
formally adopt the 2003 Specific Plan. Now that EI Dorado County has a General Plan in place (2004), 
Kirkwood Mountain Development is act ively pursuing formal adoption of the 2003 Kirkwood Specific 
Plan by EI Dorado County. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), a Draft Environmenta l 
Impact Report (EIR) was prepared in November 1999 to disclose the potential environmental effects of 
the proposed act ivities identified in the 2003 Specific Plan . The Alpin e County Planning Department 
served as th e lea d CEQA agency. A Final EIR was published in 2000, but later revised to provide a more 
comprehensive effects analysis t hat included potential impacts associated with the Kirkwood Mountain 
Resort's 2003 Mountain Maste r Development Plan and Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District 
(KMPUD) Wastewater Treatm ent Plant upgrades and expansions. In October 2002, the Kirkwood 
Recirculated Revised Final Environmental Impact Report was completed and included a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reportin g Plan (MMRP). Th e MMRP identifies mitigation measures required to minimize 
negat ive effects of the proposed act ivities and the entities responsible for review and enforcement . 

Proposed development within Kirkwood is reviewed for conformance with the Plan and MMRP by th e 
Tri-County Technical Adviso ry Committee (TC-TAC) which is comprised of represe ntat ives of Alpine, 
Amador, and EI Dorado count ies and the building department of the county in which the project is 
proposed. Th e joint powers agreement wh ich established TC-TAC was amended in 1985 to include 
representatives from EI Dorado National Forest, Toiyabe National Forest, and KMPUD as ex-officio 
members of the committee. Th e applicable cou nty planning department may be involved if the project 
requires a use permit, tentative map, or variance. 
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Purpose of Report 

This report is required by the Amador County Cond ition of Approval #2, which states the following: 

During the tenth year following approval of the Proposed Project, KMR or its successor 
will retain a qualified consultan t to review the development for compliance with the 
mitigation requirements in the MMRP and any other conditions of approval of the 
Proposed Project. The selection of the consultant will be mutually agreed to by TC- TAe. 
The consultant will identify any shortcomings and make recommendations for 
adjustment to conditions to overcome those shortcomings. Additionally, the consultant 
will identify any new circumstances or unanticipated impacts that were not foreseen 
when the 2002 Final EIR was certified and the Proposed Project approved. The 
consultant will recommend whether or not supplemental CEQA documentation may be 
necessary. 

The consultant's report and recommendations will be reviewed at a regular meeting of 
TC-TAe. Prior to the meeting, the report will be made available to the public. TC-TAC will 
consider the report and forward recommendations, along with the consultant 's report, 
to the planning commissions and boards of supervisors of all three counties. 

Any decision regarding preparation of supplemental CEQA documentation will be made 
by the lead agency subject to the requirements of CEQA. Further action - including 
additional mitigation measures, adjustments to the Proposed Project, and additional 
conditions of approval - may be considered and imposed only in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQA and other app licoble laws, ordinances, and regulations. 

This report se rves as th e 10-year review of compliance with the 2003 Specific Plan Mitigat ion 

Monitoring and Reporting Pl an. Specifica lly, the purpose of this report is: 

1. To review implementation of the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan for comp liance with th e 
mitigation measures found in th e Mitigation Monitoring Program and other co nditions of 
approva l of th e project; 

2. Identify short co mings, if any, and make recommendations for adjustments to overcome 
shortcomings; 

3. Identify any new ci rcumst ances or unanticipated impact s that were not foresee n when th e 
2002 Final EIR wa s certified and Plan approved; and, 

4. M ake recommendations as to whether new projects th at were not within the scope of t he 
original Environmental Impact Review require supplemental CEQA documentation. 
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Background 

Application of the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 

The 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan covers the privately held land in the counties of Alpine, Amador and EI 
Dorado. Rezoning, tentative and final subdivision maps and public works projects within Kirkwood are 
required by law to be consistent with the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan. All residential, commercial, 
mixed-use, public works, recreation and conservation projects must comply with the policies of the 2003 
Kirkwood Specific Plan, and implementation of those projects must comply with the Ordinances of the 
Plan (Specific Plan, page 12). 

The 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan states that the county planning and building departments will bear the 
majority of enforcement responsibilities as they relate to development projects at Kirkwood (page 100). 
When a proposed project is required to submit an application to th e appropriate county for a grading 
permit, building permit or approval of tentative map, the planning and building departments have the 
responsibility to review the project des ign for compliance with the Plan and are charged with monitoring 
and enforcing the mitigation measures. Each county has adopted enforcement procedures for addressing 
non-compliance with its adopted plans, policies, and regulations. 

Each county has adopted enforcement procedures for addressing non-compliance with its adopted plans, 
policies, and regulations. The adequacy of those procedures is outside the scope of the 10-year Specific 
Plan review. The TC-TAC is an advisory board and cannot enforce mitigation measures or levy fines. As 
necessary, TC-TAC can make recommendations to the appropriate county enforcement department. 

Status of 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan Implementation 

The 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan primary objective is to create a year-round destination resort. The 
proposed residential build -out is 1,413 housing units and a multiple use recreation and community 
center, with a maximum build-out (overnight) population of 6,142 persons . 

The following table summarizes th e residential development that was entit led prior to adopt ion of the 
2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan and residential development that was entit led or is pending under the 2003 
Kirkwood Specific Plan. Development entit led under the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan is subject to the 
conditions and mitigation measures presented in the Plan and MMRP. 

Table 1. Summary of Specific Plan Development to Date 

Development 

Development Entitled Prior to 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 

Single-fam ily (includ es built and unbuilt lots in KMA, East Meadows, Juniper Rid ge, 

Pali sades III , IV, and V) 

---~u lti Family (Includes Edelweiss, Thimblewood, Sentin els, Th e Meadows, M eadowstone, I 
Sun M eadows I-IV, Base Camp, The Lodge at Kirkwood, Mountain Club, Timber Ridge, I', 

Employee Housing, Caples View) 

Resource Concepts, Inc. 
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Subtotal of Entit led Development under previous plans I 
I 

# of Units 

331 

461 

792 
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! Development # of Units i 

Development Entitled and Subject to the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 

Single-fam ily (includes built and unbuilt lots in Palisades V) 15 

I Multi Family (Includes Sentine ls West and Sentinels Way) 18 
! 

! Timber Creek Lodge --i 
; 
! Recreation and commu nity center (phases 1 and 2) --

I Subtotal of Entitled Development Under 2003 Specific Plan 33 

I 
Pending Development / Tentative Maps approved pursuant to 2003 Kirkwood Specific 

Plan 

I Single-Fam ily (includes lots in Palisades VI-A and VI-B, Martin Point, East Village) 70 ~ 

I Multi-Family (includes Timber Creek Village, Thunder Mountain Lodge, Expedition Lodge) 123 ! 

Subtotal of Pending Development 193 

TOTAL ENTITLED OR PENDING DEVelOPMENT 1,018 

Development plans for Thunder Mountain Lodge and Expedition Lodge were also reviewed and 

approved by TC-TAC and Amador County for comp li ance w ith the co nditions of the 2003 Specific Plan, 

but have si nce been halted due to the econom ic downturn. Add itiona lly, the temporary redevelopment 

of the Timber Creek Lodge commerc ial facilities was reviewed, approved, and co nstructed pursuant to 

the 2003 Kirkwood Spec ific Plan. 
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New Circumstances and Potential Supplemental CEQA Review 

The 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan describes a development project that consists of a series of actions, 
where the actions are both geographically related and governed by the sa me regulations. Pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines, the 2002 Specific Plan EIR was completed as a Program EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
15168[a)). A Program EIR is suitab le for projects that have : 1) longer implementation schedules, 2) 
general parameters or conditions that will be applied to future activities, and 3) requires subsequent 
agency discretionary approva ls for future implementation of the Plan . TC-TAC and the county planning 
and building departments are responsible for reviewing proposed projects under the 2003 Kirkwood 
Specific Plan for CEQA compliance in the context of impacts disclosed in the Kirkwood Recirculated 
Revised Final EIR (2002) . If the review indicates that the effects of a new proposed project were not 
disclosed in the EIR, and the Plan has the potential to cause new significant environmenta l impacts, the 
Lead Agency must determine whether 1) the impacts have been avoided or reduced by existing 
mitigat ion measures or alternatives required by the Lead Agency, or 2) the impacts wou ld be avoided, or 
reduced by mitigation measures, or alternatives which should be adopted by another agency. However, 
under CEQA there is a presumption that the certified EIR is adequate unless one of the events specified 
under the law triggers the need for a subsequent or supplementa l EIR (Public Resources Code § 21166; 
CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) These include a proposal for modification to the prior project that would 
result in substantia l changes in the proposed project, or circumstances under which the project was 
undertaken, or new information that was not known at the time the EIR was drafted. Supplemental 
CEQA review is only required if the modified project will have new significant environmental effects 
(Public Resources Code § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162). As exp lained in detail below, no such 
modification, which would trigger this standard and require additiona l revi ew under CEQA, exists at 
Kirkwood . 

Electrical Utilities 

In July 2011, the KMPUD purchased Mountain Utilities, and the following year became the electric 
se rvice provider for the Kirkwood community and resort. Initially the KMPUD provided electrica l power 
via a diese l fired electrica l plant with an overall output capacity of 5.0 megawatts. Th e environmental 
effects of continued reliance on diesel generated electric power throu gh build -out of the 2003 Kirkwood 
Specific Plan was analyzed in th e 2002 Specific Plan EIR . 

In 2013, KMPUD began construction of the 28-mi le Out-Valley Power Line Project, which provides a 
connection to the regiona l electric grid and sufficient electr ica l power to support build -out of th e 2003 
Kirkwood Specific Plan . Because the potential effects of th e Out-Valley Power Line Project were not 
included in th e 2002 Final EIR and had potential to result in significant impacts on both private and 
fed erally managed lands, KMPUD, in cooperat ion with the U.S. Forest Serv ice, prepared a joint EIR/EIS 
that analyze d the environmental effects of construction, operat ion, and long-t erm maintenance of th e 
power line (Kirkwood M ea dows Power Lin e Reliability, Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report, 201 2. ) Th e Fin al EIS/EIR for the Out-Valley Power Line (2012) 
ana lyzed the potential effects on natural resources (e .g. water resources, biologica l resources, air 
quality, gree nhouses gases) and other area s of concern related to human use and perceptions (cu ltural 
resources, land use, traffic, visual and aesthetics, noise, and public sa fety) of a power supply 
interconnection to th e regional electric grid inst ea d of diese l ge nerated power as disc ussed in th e 2003 
Kirkwood Specific Plan. The Out-Valley connection wa s commiss ioned in November of 2014 and the 
diese l plant was converted to a backup facility. Because the effects were analyzed in th e joint EIR/E IS 
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and no new significant environmental effects were identified, the Out-Valley Power Line is in compliance 
CEQA regulations and no addit ional environmental review is required . 

Change in Resort Operator 

In April 2012, the resort operations and remaining undeveloped "West Village" parcels were so ld to a 
subsid iary of Vail Resorts. Accompanying this change in ownership was the division of responsibilities for 
implementing required mitigation and monitoring responsibilities. These responsibilities have been 
divided and assigned to either th.e Resort Operator (Kirkwood Mountain Resort or KMR) or Master 
Developer (Kirkwood Mountain Development or KMD) and will continue to be implemented pursuant to 
the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan criteria . Therefore, this change in ownership is essent ially an 
admin istrative change and does not change the development plan or operational model assumed in the 
environmental analyses completed as part of the 2002 Final EIR. The ownership change will not 
constitute a change in the project or result in new significant environmenta l im pacts and no additiona l 
environmenta l review is necessary. 

Mountain Master Development Plan 

In November 2007, the United States Forest Service issued a Record of Decision approving the 
Environmenta l Impact Statement (EIS) for the 2003 Mountain Master Development Plan (MMDP) on 
National Forest Service land within the resort 's existing Specia l Use Permit area boundary. The MMDP 
documents long-term investment in the resort's facilities and improvements, such as cha irlifts, terrain 
and trails, infrastructure, and snowmaking facilities, and could result in cumu lative impacts on private 
lands ana lyzed under the EIR. In compliance with CEQA and in order to provide a comprehensive 
analysis of the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan in its full context, the Kirkwood Recirculated Revised Final 
Env ironmental Impact Report included analysis and disclosure of impacts associated with 
im plementation of the MMDP. Therefore, no addit ional enviro nmental analys is is necessary. 
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CEQA Compliance 

Th e MMRP contains over 180 mitigation measures, most of which are found to be in comp liance. Te
TAC's and the counties' planning department reviews of proposed development plans, on-going 
monitoring, and reporting requirements provides a mechanism to ensure that projects conform to the 
mitigation measures . Additionally, many of the mitigation measures refl ect sta ndard regu latory 
requirements duplicated in county, State, and federal permit conditions, further reiterating appropriate 
implementation and providing additional compliance review and a means of enforcement. Areas of non
compliance or partial compliance, were primarily related to weed management activities, project 
revegetation, grazing management, street sweeping, traffic control monitoring and reporting, and 
comp letion of recreation su rveys. 

Since adoption of the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan, numerous repo rts have been generated in 
co mpliance with or as documentation of compliance wit h required mitigation measures. Attachment B 
lists the documents that were reviewed to assess compliance with the various mitigation measures. 
Additionally, the following t able lists the persons that were interviewed to gain insight on 
implementation of the measures, compliance, and recommendations for improvement . 
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Mitigation Compliance 

General Compliance 

The MMRP and accompanying county conditions of approva l contain over 180 measures that were 
reviewed in this report . Determination of compliance with each individual mitigation measures is 
addressed within the Summary Table provided in Attachment A. The following sections provide a brief 
overview of compliance by resource topic and address issues that have been expressed as areas of 
concern and comp liance measures which are in need of a more in depth discussion . 

Table 2. Persons Interviewed Regarding Compliance with the MMRP Measures 

Chuck Beatty 
Planner 

Name 

Amador County Planning Department 

Casey Blann 

Vice President & General Manager 
Kirkwood Mountain Resort 

Bruce Giano la 
President 

Date 

September 4,2014 
October 31, 2016 

November 16, 2016 

August 11, 2014 

October 7,2014 

Kirkwood Community Association 
i·························-························· ·· ....... -•.... _ ..... , ........................................ -...•.... .................. -..... --............ -.......... -.-. - j ............ .................... -.. . ........... -............... .. 

Susa n C. Grijalva September 4, 2014 
Planning Director 

Amador County Planning Department 

LeAnne Mila 
Senior Agricultural Biologist 

County of EI Dorado 

Dave Myers 
Sr. Director of Operations 
Kirkwood Mountain Resort 

Brian Peters 
Director 

Comm unity Development Department Alpine County .................... __ ........ _ ............ _-_ .................... _ .. _ ............ _---_ .......... _ .............. __ . 
Michae l Richter 

Former Director of Enviranmental Affairs 

Kirkwood Mountain Resort 

Michael Sharp 
General Manager 
KMPUD 

Andrew Strain 
Vice President of Planning and Governmental Affairs 

L.. . .. ' .. ' ::C:.~""I: Ski Resort 

Nate Wha ley 

;-.. 

Chief Financial Officer 
Kirkwood Capitol Partner 

Zach Wood 
Planner /I 

September 29, 2014 

August 11, 2014 

September 29, 2014 

SePte~b~~19: ·2014 1 
November 16, 2016 I 

August 22, 2014 I 
September 18, 2014 ! 

..... ---- J 
August 11, 2014 I 

i 
May 15, 2014 : 

August 11, 2014 ! 

August 1, 2014 

Alpine County Community Development 
.~-------------~---------------

Geology, Soils, and Geologic Hazards 
In general, the mitigat ion measures designed to protect geo logy, so ils, and geo logic haza rds consist of 
construction related best management pract ices (BMPs) and building and pub li c works code 
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requirements. Many of these measures are taken directly from the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan Erosion 
Control Ordinance (2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan, Appendix 1). When a proposed project requires a 
grading permit, building permit or approval of a tentative map, the project proponent is responsible for 
integrat ing these mitigation measures into individual project designs and speCifications. Project plans 
are then submitted to the applicable county planning and building departments for review to ensure 
that the mitigation measures have been suffiCiently incorporated into design and that the project is 
consistent with the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan prior to final plan approval. Geotechnical reports 
prepared by a professional engineer are required for certain improvements pursuant to county 
regulations. When required, these reports are submitted with planning documents for county review. 
These reports address the suitability of soils and geologic stability of each development site and provide 
recommendations for design measures to avoid and minimize risks of geologic hazards. Certain activities 
and improvements, such as maintenance of existing structures, roads or parking lots, or minor activities 
that do not trigger the need for a permit, do not require authorization by the County or review by TC-TAC 
and therefore, monitoring by the County is not required under the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan . 
However, all activities must be in compliance with State and federal regulations. 

The State's Construction General Permit (Water Quality Order 2009-0009-DWQ) augments and further 
enforces many of the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan mitigations measures on private lands by requiring 
development and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that require 
weekly site monitoring by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner that has been trained in State adopted 
monitoring protocol. Additionally, SWPPPs require pre- and post- storm event monitoring to ensure 
proper installation of BMPs and review of effectiveness. This is an independent process from 
implementation of the mitigation measures, but serves to achieve the same water quality goals. 

This suite of mitigation measures for geologic and soil resources also addresses soil conservation and 
revegetation of disturbance post-construction . Pursuant to the MMRP, development projects are 
required to prepare landscaping designs and revegetation plans, many of which are incorporated into 
the site's improvement plans. These plans are reviewed by the appropriate county planning department 
for conformance with the Kirkwood Landscape and Revegetation Ordinance. Compliance with 
revegetation measures are enforced through the withholding of a security bond in Amador County and 
public improvement bonds in Alpine County. Final inspection of the project area and return of the bonds 
signify compliance. 

Compliance Summary and Recommendations 
Compliance with the geology, soils, and geologic hazard mitigation measures has been achieved through 
the process of design review, implementation and inspection during construction. Many of these 
mitigation measures are also required pursuant to State and federal law and county code, providing a 
redundancy in review and compliance enforcement. Interviews with resort personnel identified previous 
insta nces when measures were incorporated into design but were not implemented or initially 
implemented incorrectly during construction . Many of these instances were discovered during required 
inspect ions and corrected before project completion. Other insta nces resulted in water quality 
violations and enforcement actions and subsequent restoration and mitigation imposed by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. All known enforcement act ions have been, or are currently being complied 
with. 

The following mitigation measure regarding site revegetation requires additional discu ss ion and effort to 
bring into compliance. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.8 (h) requires th at permanent vegetat ive cover to be established on disturbed 

area, and rep lanting is required if initi al efforts fail. Th e respon sibility of implement ing this measure 

rests on the proj ect proponent, and monitoring and enforcement are th e respons ibility of the applicable 

county. 

Multiple areas were id entified as having fai led revegetation efforts, including Sentinels West, Thunder 

Mountain and Exped ition Lodge. Area s of temporary disturbance arou nd Sentinels West were 

revegetated as required by the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan but have subsequently failed . Amador 
County Planning Department withheld return of the revegetation bond and is currently working with the 

landowner on a remedial vegetation plan (Ch uck Beatty, persona l commun ication, October 31,2016). In 
this instance, the system of review, imp lementation, monitoring and enforcement has worked. 

However, for projects such as Thund er Mountain and Exped ition Lodge, permanent vegetation efforts 
were not completed, the projects were not finished and the developments were abandoned. Project 

abandonment is not specifically addressed in the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan or MMRP. If revegetation 

efforts are not completed or fail after initi al installation, responsibility to revegetate the site falls to th e 

property owner. Incidents where revegetation is not comp leted or has failed should be reported to the 

appropriate County for enforcement. 

Water Resources 
Similar to the measures discussed above, many of th e mitigation measures designed to protect water 

resources are intend ed to slow surface runoff and avoid soil compact ion. They are in corporated into the 

design by the project proponent, reviewed and approved by the appropriate county planning 

department, implemented during construction by the project propon ent, and monitored by the county 

during and post construction for complia nce. 

KMPUD's water supply and treatment syst em is regulated by th e Ca lifornia Department of Public Health 

(CDPH ) (Permit No. 85-015, amended April 2013). This permit regulates the add ition or remova l of wells 

to the water system. KMPUD has been proactive in implementation of conservation meas ures to reduce 

consumpt ive use as necessary and is actively pursuing additional water supply to meet demand at build 

out. In accordance with Mitiga tion M easure 4.02 (g}, KMPUD deve loped a Water Stage Alert System in 

2007, which was vo luntarily implemented in the summer of 2014. Based on recommendat ions in the 

2014 Services Capacity Ana lysis (M att Wh ee ler Eng in ee ring), KMPUD in tends to pursue the acquisition 

of surface water rights to meet th e water supply demand at build -out of the 2003 Kirkwood Specifi c 

Plan, and does not ant icipate the use of wastewater to meet future water supply demands as implied in 

mitigation measure 4.02 (f), though this simply increases th e opt ions avai lab le to th e KMPUD should 

conditions warrant. Additionally, KMPUD is planning to construct ad ditional water sto rage for future 
domest ic use and fire suppress ion as recomme nded in th e Se rvice Capacity Ana lysis (M att Wh ee ler 

Enginee ring, 2014). 

Add it iona lly, water resource mitigat ion measures address protection of groundwat er contam ination 

from discharge of treated wastewater. KMPUD's wastewater fac ili t ies are operated under th e 

jurisdiction of the State Water Resources Contro l Board (order number 2006 -003-WQ) and the Regiona l 

Wat er Qua lity Contro l Board Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR R5-2007-0125 ). Th e permits require 

monitoring and reporting on a regu lar ba sis for demonstration of permit comp liance. Co llection systems 

are operated and maintained pursuant to th e Sewe r Syste m Manage ment Plan (2012). Th e current 

wastewater treatm ent and disposa l fac ili t ies are capab le of meeting ultimat e build -out flows and no 
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expansion of the wastewater absorption beds is anticipated. KMPUD is in good stand ing with the State 
and regional boards (Michael Sharp, General Manager, KMPUD. personal communication . September 
18,2014). 

Compliance Summary and Recommendations 

In general, compliance with the mitigation measures designed to protect water resources are being met 
through the process of design review, implementation and inspection during construction, and through 
adherence to State permit conditions. While the objectives of the mitigation measure are being 
achieved, the following measures pertaining to the Grazing Management Plan and st reet sweeping 
require additional discussion and effort to bring them into full technical compliance. 

Mitigation Measure 4.02 (dd) requires implementation of the grazing management practices from the 
Draft Grazing Plan prepared as part of the 2002 EIR. The Draft Grazing Plan requires fencing of Kirkwood 
Creek, fencing of the grazing area, and use of remote water trough s. Based on interviews with KMR, no 
formal implementation of the Draft Grazing Plan has occurred. In preparation of this report, the grazing 
area and adjacent sections of Kirkwood Creek were inspected for evidence of overuse and degradation. 
Horse grazing was evident throughout the portion of the meadow used for grazing, but there was no 
evidence of degradation to the meadow or Kirkwood Creek. The dense willow stands along the creek 
act as a natural barrier preventing degradation of the streambanks from horse grazing. During the 
summer of 2015 and 2016, no horses were kept in the meadow. 

In November 2008, KMD proposed a revised Grazing Management Plan (Attachment D) as part of a 
comprehensive mitigation plan to protect Kirkwood Meadow to the US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 
and th e Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) as part of their Clean Water 
Act 404 and 401 permit applications. Once the final CWA 404 and 401 permits are issued by these 
agencies, implementation of th e revised Grazing Management Plan will be required whenever the 
meadows are used for grazing as a condition of the permits. The revised Grazing Management Plan 
requires establishment of baseline conditions, collection of use records submitted by the concessionaires 
and homeowners, and annual photo documentation and utilization mapping to track changes within the 
meadow. The Grazing Manageme nt Plan also requires evaluation of grazing practices based upon 
documented use and makes recommendations for modification of grazing practices as necessa ry. 
Because the revised Grazing Management Plan is based on actual utilizat ion data and annual 
monitoring, it is recommended that TC-TAC and the counties adopt the revised 2008 plan in place of the 
Draft Grazing Plan included in the Final EIR . Prior to adoption, th e revised Grazing Management Plan 
should be updat ed to clarify the roles, responsibilities, and authority of the variou s parties, including the 
COE and CVRWQCB, the developer (KMD). and th e property owner (KMR) . 

There are two mitigation measures which address street sweeping within Kirkwood: 

Mitigation Measure 4.2 (v) : Conduct street sweeping two tim es per year and when 
buildup of loose materials occurs on paved roads. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4 (e): Streets will be swept by a vacuum sweeper during per iods 
when road conditions are dry enough to allow the removal of ant i-sk id materials (i .e. 
sa nd). Th e streets must be swept from curb to curb, which includes the driving lanes, to 
maximize the control effectiveness. 

The wording of these mitigation measures is ambiguous as to which streets require sweep ing and who is 
responsible for doing the sweeping . Our research indica t es there are differing opinions among 
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stakeholders regarding interpretation of these measures. However, this comment raises lega l questions 

that are outside of the scope of this review. While the goal of these mitigation measures is to require 

street sweeping as a source control measure, implementation implicates lega l questions as to who 
controls the use and maintenance for roads and who has the legal authorizat ion to enter and / or 
perform maintenance in those areas. A potential so lution to this may be that the responsibility for street 
sweeping shou ld mirror the responsibility for snow plowing. 

Given the ambiguity of mitigation measures 4.2(v) and 4.4(e), the counties should ana lyze the lega l 

responsibility for the implementation of these measures. 

Aquatic and Biological Resources 
Several of the aquatic and biological resource mitigation measures are specific to the protection of 

Kirkwood Creek. As such, many of the measures designed to protect Kirkwood Creek focus on soil 
stab ilization and were included in the discussion on Geology, Soils, and Geologic Hazards above. 

Mitigation Measure 4.03.1 (f) requires implementation of the site-specific recommendations from the 
Kirkwood Creek Floodplain Study (EBCE 1996) including: 

1. Build a diversion structure to operate with the exist ing drain and inlet for diversion of 

surface water between Lifts 10 and 11; 

2. Prevent flooding in the area near Base Camp One condominiums by either clearing snow out 
of the sharp bend in Kirkwood Creek, or constructing a low floodwall; 

3. Replace the two existi ng footbridges upstream of Kirkwood Meadows Drive, which currently 
restrict the flow of Kirkwood Creek; 

4. Prevent the infrequent overtopping of Kirkwood Meadows Drive by en larging the bridge 
opening or co nstruct ing a floodwall eastward along the east creek bank; some boulders 

could be removed from the creek in this area as well; 

5. Proposed structures in this area shou ld be built a few feet above the floodplain elevation; 

and, 

6. Channel work such as bank protection (subject to permit requirements). 

Rev iew of the 2007 Biennial Review Report submitted to Amador County Staff in December 2007 

indicates that the diversion structure between Lifts 10 and 11 was permitted in 1997 and co nstructed in 
1998. The Report also states that the low floodwall near Ba se Camp One condom iniums and the 

floodwall eastward along the east creek bank had been comp leted, and permits and photos were 
previously submitted for County review. The 2007 Biennia l Review was reviewed and approved by TC

TAC. Although actual permits and photos cou ld not be obtained from either Amador or Alpine county 
for reference, discussions with Mike Richter, former Director of Environmenta l Affa irs for Kirkwood 
Mountain Resort (personal communicat ion November 16, 2016), indicted that both projects have been 

comp leted. 

Remain ing to be constructed are two replacement bridge cross ings which are included as part of the 
proposed East Village development plans. Future building pads proposed within the floodplain will be 

constructed above flood elevat ion as required by county code. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.03.2 (f) requires that all projects minimize impacts to wetlands and strea ms, and 

projects with the potential to impact w aters of the U.S., including w et land s, be reviewed by the COE. To 

comp ly with this measu re, KMD is in the final stages of permitting with th e COE and th e CVRWQCB to 
comp lete permits which authorize impacts to waters of the U.S. necessary for build-out of the 2003 

Kirkwood Specific Plan. A critical component of the agencies' approval is adequate demonstrat ion of 
impact avoidance and minimization. Additionally, as specific site plans are developed, KMD, or other 
project proponents, will prepare and app ly for a Streambed Alterat ion Agreement permit from the 

California Departm ent of Fish and Wildlife (CD FW), as necessary. 

Although KMD has been di ligent in obtaining appropriate permits, in 2005 the previous developers of 
Thunder Mountain Lodge proceeded with relocation of a jurisdictional stream without the necessa ry 
permits from the COE, CVRWQCB, or CDFW permits, and the developers were issued a notice of 

vio lation. The property is currently in compliance with remed ial actions required by the enforcement 
agencies. 

Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.03.2(h), pre-construction surveys for sensit ive wildlife and plant 

species have been completed for all on-going projects and were recently updated (July 2014) for Martin 
Point, Timber Creek, East Village, North of Highway 88, and the Northwest Parcel project areas. Wildlife 
surveys were also complet ed at Kirkwood and Caples Lake as requ ired by Mitigation Measure 4.03.2 (g). 
Surveys were comp leted using CA Department of Fish and Wildlife survey protocols when avai lable. No 

State or federally listed species have been identified. 

Compliance Summary and Recommendations 

In general, compliance with the mitigation measures designed to protect biological and aquatic 
resources are being met through a process of pre-construction surveys, protection of sensitive resources 
through project design, and compliance with required permit conditions. Additionally, des ign based 
mitigat ion measu res are being successfully implemented th at protect deg rad ation of aquatic resources 
from increased erosion and sed imentation during construction. However, the following mitigation 

measure rega rding noxious weeds require additiona l discussion and effort to be brought into co mpliance . 

Mitigation M easure 4.03.4 (b) requires that KMR implement th e Draft Noxious Weed Manage ment Plan 
for Kirkwood Mountain Resort that was included as Appendix B in the Final EIR. The plan addresses 
prevention and contro l of noxious weeds through mitigation measures such as requiring th e use of 
native seed mixtures, ce rtifi ed weed-free hay, and construction practices such as the clea ning of res idual 

so il off of construction equipment transported from other areas prior to use at Kirkwood. Addition ally, 
the plan requires annua l monitoring for noxious weeds within Kirkwood. Intervi ews with KMR and KMD 
suggest that there has been no formal implementat ion of the noxious weed management plan, although 
aspects are implemented through other means such as annual county noxious w eed surveys, pre
co nstruct ion botanical stud ies, and implementation of Kirkwood's Landscape and Revegetation 
Guidelin es and Erosion Control Plan . 

Field inspect ion of the Kirkwood area and conversations with EI Dorado County's Senior Agricu ltu ral 
Biologist (LeAnne Mila, personal com municat ion September 29, 2014) indicates that the presence of 

State and federa lly listed noxious weeds within Kirkwood is minimal and limited to two (2) known 
occurrences that are act ively being treated. Th e environmental effects from esta blishment of listed 
noxious weed species is less than sign ificant at this tim e. However, to improve th e effect iveness, the 

Draft Noxiou s Weed Management Plan should be updated to identify the specific spec ies of concern, 
reflect the current status of targeted species within th e Kirkwood area, prov ide clarification and 
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prioritization on the monitoring, reporting, and treatment of the species managed, provide preventative 
measures to reduce the risk of noxious weed introductions, and include an adaptive management 
protocol to routinely update the plan based on the survey data. The plan shou ld be comprehensive, such 
that it includes all private lands within Kirkwood, and the parties responsible for implementation shou ld 
include all private land owners. Responsibilities shou ld be clearly delineated and a mechanism of 
reporting and review shou ld be developed. Survey efforts shou ld be coord inated with EI Dorado County 

staff to reduce duplication of efforts. 

Air Quality 

Mitigation measures designed to protect air quality within Kirkwood Valley focus primarily on the 
reduction of particulate emissions from diesel generated power and wood burning stoves. Mitigation 
measures related to operation of the diesel-generated power plant (MM 4.04 (a) and MM 4.04 (b)) are 
no longer applicable to the project. With construct ion of the new power house in 2012, the emission 
control technologies installed at that time supersede those of the old power house and greatly reduce 
emiss ions air pollutants. The emiss ions from the new diesel generated power house are regulated by 
the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD), and operation of the new power house 
is in compliance with permit conditions. 

Mitigation Measure 4.04 (a) requires that the counties develop and enact an ordinance to reduce 
particulate emissions from wood burning within Kirkwood. This ordinance is to include incentives to 
replace ex isti ng wood burning devices with Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Phase II Certified 
devices and require that all new residences insta ll wood burning devices that incorporate EPA Phase II 
Certification requirements. However, since publication of the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan, CA State 
Building Codes were issued that required installation of EPA Phase II compliant wood burning stoves in 
all new residences. Concurrently, funding was provided by Alpine County to implement a rebate 
program that provided incent ives to homeowners to retrofit their existing wood burning stove. Given 
the regulations in place, TC-TAC did not feel that development of a new ordinance with similar 
requirements to exist ing State Building Code was warranted and no new ordinance was developed. 

Complionce Summary and Recommendations 

Compliance with the mitigation measures designed to protect air quality is ach ieved through KMPUD's 
comp liance with exist ing permit conditions under authority of the GBUAPCD and adherence to EPA 
regu lations and Ca liforn ia Building Codes for wood burning stoves. 

Cultural Resources 

In preparation of the Fina l EIR, cu ltura l and historic resource surveys were comp leted for the ent ire 2003 
Kirkwood Specific Plan project area . The mitigation measures 4.05 (b), 4.05 (c), 4.05 (d), 4.05 (f), and 
4.05 (g) that require notification of newly found cu ltural and historic resources are standard 
construct ion protocols included on project design sheets. There is no new development or modification 
proposed to the Kirkwood Inn, and the spec ific plan development area has been modified to avo id 
impacts to Mace Camp. 

Comp liance Summary and Recommendations 

Development is in comp liance with all cu ltural resource related mitigation measures. No add ition al 
actions are needed to maintain comp li ance with the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan . 

Land Use 

No mitigation was required. 
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Traffic 
Mitigation measures for traffic focus on the control of traffic flow and provision of adequate parking 
during peak visitation. As required by the mitigation measure 4.7 (a), KMR contracts with the CA 
Highway Patrol to conduct manual control of egress and ingress at the intersection of SR 88 and 
Kirkwood Meadows Drive during periods of peak visitation. Mitigation measure 4.7 (b) also specifies that 
traffic counts and LOS modeling be completed every three years during periods of peak visitation and 
submitted to TC-TAC, who will then submit its recommendations to the Caltrans District 10. The 
frequency of submittal may be modified by TC-TAC. 

Under the Master Development Agreement (2012) between KMR and KMD, KMD is responsible for 
conducting traffic counts and LOS modeling. The most recent traffic study was completed in 2010 (Fehr 
& Peers). In 2013, TC-TAC allowed for the additional analysis to be deferred till 2014 (or until as may be 
appropriate) due to lack of new development within Kirkwood Valley since the 2010 traffic study. No 
new on-mountain facilities or private land developments occurred in 2014 that would contribute to an 
increase in peak traffic. However, documentation of any communication between KMR or KMD and TC
TAC since 2013 on this issue is lacking. 

Documentation of parking spaces in KMR's annual report suggests that adequate parking is available for 
the number of documented visitors. 

Compliance Summary and Recommendations 
The mitigation measure specifies that traffic reports are to be completed every three years or as 
determined appropriate by TC-TAC. No traffic reports have been completed since 2010 and completion 
of traffic reports were deferred in 2013. TC-TAC should determine if additional traffic studies are 
necessary based on current conditions or if further deferment is appropriate and notify Caltrans of its 
determination . 

Visual and Aesthetic Resources 
The 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan Design Ordinance forms the foundation from which the visual and 
aesthetic resource mitigation measures were developed. All developments approved under the 2003 
Specific Plan are required to prepare and submit landscape and revegetation plans (often included 
within site improvement plans) to the appropriate county planning department, which are reviewed for 
consistency with the Specific Plan mitigation measures. County approval of plans signifies that these 
measures have been adequately incorporated into project design and that the project is in compliance 
with the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan mitigation measures for visual and aesthetic resources . The county 
provides periodic monitoring during con struction to ensure the landscape design is implemented in 
conformance with the approved plans. 

Compliance Summary and Recommendations 

Compliance with the measures designed to protect visual and aesthetic resources can be met through 

design, review, and approval of landscape plans that incorporate the conditions of the 2003 Kirkwood 

Specific Plan Design Ordinance. County planning and building departments typically require a security 

bond to ensure revegetation success. Return of the bond amount to the developer signifies approval 

of the county that all project revegetation requirements have been met. However, project 

abandonment is not specifically addressed in the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan or MMRP. If a project is 

completed or abandoned and vegetation efforts fail, responsibility to revegetate the site falls to the 
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property owner. In cidents where revegetation has failed should be reported to the appropriate 

county for enforcement. 

Noise 
Mitigation measures for noise restrict hours of construction act ivity and loudspeaker use at special 
events, which are specified on the construct ion plans or within the use permit, respectively . KMR 

cont inues to implement the Snowmaking Noise Management Program and provides annua l reports 
documenting comp liance for TC-TAC review. 

Compliance Summary and Recommendations 
Development is in comp liance with all noise related mitigation measures. No add itional act ions are 
needed to maintain comp liance w ith the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan mitigation measures for noise. 

Socioeconomics 
Mitigation Measure 4.10 (a) pertains specifica lly to th e development of designated emp loyee housing. 

Mitigation Measure 4.10 (a) requires that the counties develop and enact an ordinance requiring that 
emp loyee housing be provided at Kirkwood . At a minimum, the ordinance should address the following 
eleme nts: 

A. A requirement t hat at least 30 percent of the number of average peak-season 

employees be provided with emp loyee hous ing concurrent with future development of 

the resort . 

B. A method of ensuring that the amount of required emp loyee housing will cont inue to 
be provided in the future . 

C. Consideration of poss ible allowance for a fee to be paid in lieu of construct ing 
emp loyee housing. 

D. Consideration of poss ible credit toward the employee housing requirement in 

exchange for KMR providing transportation for em ployees res iding outside of the 
Kirkwood area . 

E. Considerat ion of possib le cred it toward th e employee hous ing requirement for housing 

units located outside of th e Kirkwood area wh ich are rese rved by KMR for use by 
emp loyees w ith in the Kirkwood area. 

In 2003, and as part of the 2003 Kirkwood Spec ific Plan, Amador and Alpine counties deve loped an 
Employee Housing Ordinance (2003 Kirkwood Spec ific Plan, Appendix 5) th at meets the requireme nt 
that 30 percent of the average peak sea son fu ll t ime equ iva lent (FTE) employees be provided with 

employee housing and out lines a program for comp let ing new emp loying housing concurrent ly with 
approval of new project deve lopment. The ex ist ing Employee Housing Ord inance (Ordinance) also 
provides criter ia for rece iving employee housing cred it to fulfill th e 30 percent requirement ba se d on 
size and type of housing unit, and requ ires use restr ictions for new des ignat ed employee hous ing units. 
The 2003 Kirkwood Spec if ic Plan req uires an annual aud it comparing th e 30 percent housing 

requirement and th e amount of housing ava ilab le to be submitted by September 30th of each year. 

Sin ce t he 2003/ 2004 sk i season KMR has submitted annua l reports demonstrating compl iance wit h t he 
Ord inance based upon the number of FTE employees and the number of employee housing units 
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available. TC-TAC annually reviews the report to determine its compliance with the Ordinance, and to 
date has accepted all annual reports indicating compliance with the Ordinance. 

While KMR does not currently own or have plans to develop, or provide employee housing outside of 
the Kirkwood area, during the ski season KMR currently provides daily transportation for employees 
living within the South Lake Tahoe area. No emp loyee housing credit is given in compensation for these 
efforts. 

Compliance Summary and Recommendations 
Ba sed upon TC-TAC's acceptance of all prior employee housing reports, M itigation Measure 4.10 (a) is 
being comp li ed with and no additional actions are required to maintain compliance with the 2003 
Kirkwood Specific Plan mitigation measure. 

Although the mitigation measures pertaining to employee housing are being met, it is clear that the 
existing housi ng ordinance could be updated and revised in order to respond to actual conditions and be 
more effective in achieving the needs of the major stakeho lders. It is recommended that KMR, KMD, 
KMPUD, and the counties work together to update and revise the Housing Ordinance to meet the 
current conditions and housing needs. 

Based on review of the information presented above, and discussions with the county planning 
departments and the major employers within Kirkwood, it is recommended that amendments to the 
Employee Housing Ordinance be considered to address the following issues: 

• Target number of additional employee housing units required for bu ild -out. 

• Formalize a funding mechanism, such as in -lieu-fees / connection fees. 

• Clarify the language of the measure with respect to the employer's ab ility to receive credit 
towards the employee housing requirement in excha nge for providing transportation fo r 
emp loyees to and from South Lake Tahoe or other areas outside of Kirkwood. 

• Clarify that the employee housing credit for transportation or provision of off-site housing 
referred to in Mitigation Measure 4.10(aJ, subsections 0 and E is not limited to KMR and is 
available to any entity that meets the requirements. 

Hazardous Materials 
Maintenance, storage, and handling of all hazardous materials is out lin ed in the Hazardous Material 
Business Plans (HMBPs) prepared and maintained by both KMR and KMPUD in compliance with Title 19 
of the California Code of Regulations as administered by the counties . Additionally, Spill Prevention, 
Control and Countermeasures Plans (SPCC Plans) have been prepared for the handling of petroleum 
products used at the maintenance shop, power house and other facilities throughout Kirkwood. SPCC 
Plans are reviewed and updated on an annual basis an d submitted to the applicable counties for 
approva l. KMPUD and KMR provide regular training to emp loyees in the appropriate use and cleanup of 
hazardous materials . 

Compliance Summary and Recommendations 
KMPUD and KMR maintain compliance with the mitigation measures for hazardous materia ls through 
implementation of the HMBP and SPCC Plans as required by the CA Code of Regu lat ions. No additional 
act ions are needed to maintain compliance with the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan mitigation measures. 
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Recreation 
Recreational mitigation measures are des igned to protect recreationa l resources within and surrounding 

Kirkwood through public outreach. KMR has created education al posters and broc hures th at describe 
the area's se nsitive resources and regulations. These mate rials are made availab le at the Kirkwood Inn, 
The Lodge, Kirkwood Genera l Store, and are posted at Kirkwood Lake and Cap les Lake. 

Compliance Summary and Recommendations 
Mitigation M easure 4.12 (b) requires KMR to conduct surveys to identify on-and -off-site recreation use 
patterns of residents and guest every four (4) years . Th e most recent recreation survey report was 

completed in June 2006. Since 2006 little res idential development within Kirkwood or to on-mountain 
fac ilities has occurred that would significantly increase th e number of residents and guest s at Kirkwood 
or influence th eir rec reational patterns; however, to achieve compliance with this measure, it is 

recommended th at KMR consu lt with TC-TAC on the need for and timing of future surveys. 

Public Services 
Public services include the community's nee ds for police protection services, fire protection, medical 
se rvices, and educational facilities. In 2011, a Crisis M anage ment Plan was developed to guide and 
coordinate KMR's response to emergency situations and crisis that disrupt normal opera tions of the 
resort. The need for fire protection services is included in the Fire Services M aster Plan (1997), which 

outlines th e infrastructure and personn el that need to be maintained as th e Kirkwood community is 

built out. During the ski season, KMR contracts with Barton Medical to provide medical se rvices and 
temporary facilities as nee ded. Police protection se rvices are provided by Alpin e and Amador counties. 

The 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan designates a parcel north of Loop Road for educat ional faciliti es for 
elementary school children at Kirkwood. However, in 2008 it was dete rmin ed by the Alpine County 
Unified Schoo l Distri ct th at there was not sufficient need for an elementary school and th e property was 

transferred to KMR. 

Comp liance Summary and Recommendations 

Operat ion of the communities' basic public se rvices have been previously evaluated (Crisis M anage ment 
Plan, 2011; and Fire M ast er Plan 1997) and plans have bee n deve loped to ensure Kirkwood maintains a 

sa fe level of se rvi ces to protect th e community and its resources through build -out. 

Mitigation M easure 4.13 (a) req uires KMR to mon itor t he leve l of police protection se rvi ces required as 
deve lopment proceeds and the resident populat ion increases. Alpin e and Amador co unties wil l add 

deputies as dictated by community needs . Based on interviews with KMR, no formal monitoring has 
been co mpleted . However, KMR mainta ins a cooperat ive re lat ionship and meets annu ally with both the 
Amador and Alpine County Sheriff Departments to discuss police protection service s. 

Utilities and Infrastructure 
Und er management of KMPUD and w ith co mpletion of th e Out-Valley power line in November 2014, the 

primary power supply is currently provided through interco nnect ion to the regional electric gr id and is 
capab le of providing sufficient elect ri c power to meet the anti cipated build-out dema nd. The ex ist ing 
diese l generated power house w ill be used as a backup faci li ty and no future expa nsion is ant icipated. 

In 2014, KMPUD comp leted a Se rvi ces Capacity Analysis (Wh ee ler Engineering) which eva luated their 
capacity to meet both water supp ly and wastewater treatment under cu rrent and est imated bui ld-out 

demands. Based on this report, KMP UD has determined that th eir current wastewater treatment and 
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disposal facilities are sufficient to meet ultimate build-out wastewater flows and loads, and no 
expansion of existing or construction of new facilities will be necessary. The ana lysis also estimates that 
existing water supp ly wells will not meet maximum daily demand at build-out and recommends that 
KMPUD exp lore the options of increasing capacity of existing wells, drilling additional source water 
wells, or pursuing surface water from Caples Lake. 

Compliance Summary and Recommendations 

Operation of the community's utilities and infrastructure is in compliance with the mitigation measures. 
No additional actions are needed to maintain compliance with the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 
mitigation measures for utilities and infrastructure. 
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Summary of Recommendations 

Overall compliance with the nearly 180 mitigation measures is high, with very few measures requiring 
add itional actions to bring them into compliance. Review of proposed development plans for 
conformance with the mitigation measures by TC-TAC, and the county planning departments, is critica l 
to overall comp liance success for many resources. Additionally, many measures are successfu lly 
implemented through adherence to permit conditions of genera l state and loca l regulations. 

The following recommendations are made for TC-TAC's consideration to improve upon compliance of a 
few spec ific measures and mediate potential future impacts as development continues within Kirkwood. 

• Mitigation Measure 4.2 (dd) Implementation of a revised Grazing Management Plan. Formal 
implementation of the draft Graz ing Plan has not occurred since 2003. At this time, it does not 
appear that utilization of the horse grazing pastures within Kirkwood Meadow has caused 
degradation to the meadow or adjacent reaches of Kirkwood Creek. However, as development 
continues, and summer visitation at Kirkwood increases, potential changes to future grazing 
management practices could result in impacts to Kirkwood Creek and Meadow. County 
adoption and implementation of the KMD's revised Grazing Management Plan (Attachment D) is 
recommended in order to estab lish baseline vegetation conditions and annua l utilization, allow 
for concise eva luation of changes to Meadow productivity, and provide a means by which to 
review and formally modify management practices shou ld future use patterns result in 
significant impacts to Kirkwood Meadow and Creek. 

• Mitigation Measure 4.3.4 (b) Implementation of a Noxious Weed Management Plan. Although 
formal implementation of the draft Noxious Weed Management Plan has not occurred, 
estab lishment of State and federally listed noxious weeds within Kirkwood private lands has 
been minimal. However, increased development act ivities will create more favorable 
opportunities for estab lishment of noxious weeds through removal of vegetation and ground 
disturbance during construction. To minimize and avoid environmenta l impacts from the 
estab lishment of noxious weed species, it is recommended that the draft Noxious Weed 
Management Plan be updated to identify the specific species of concern, reflect the current 
status of targeted species within the Kirkwood area, provide clarificat ion and prioritization on 
the monitoring, reporting, and treatment of the species managed, provide preventative 
measures to reduce the risk of noxious weed introductions, and include an adaptive 
management protocol to routinely update the plan based on the survey data. The parties 
responsible for implementation of the revised Plan shou ld be clear ly delineated, and a 
mechanism of reporting and review shou ld be developed and includ ed in the revised Plan. 
Survey efforts shou ld be coord inated with EI Dorado County staff. 

• Mitigation Measure 4.7 (b) Traffic Control. Review of this mitigation measure determined that 
it was in partial comp liance. The mitigation measure requires that traffic counts and LOS 
modeling be comp leted every three years during periods of peak viSitation, but allows for the 
frequency to be modified by TC-TAC. To bring this measure into compliance, TC-TAC shou ld 
determine if addit iona l traffic studies are necessary based on current condit ions or if further 
deferment is appropriate and notify Ca ltrans of its determination. 

• Mitigation Measures 4.10 (a) and 4.10 (b) Employee Housing. As written, implementation of 
these measures is current ly in compliance. However, there appears to be a need for a new 
Employee Housing Ordinance that better reflects the current needs of the communities' 
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employers. It is recommended th at KMR, KMD, and KMPUD, and the counties work together to 
update and revise the Housing Ordinance to meet the current conditions and housing needs. 

Specifically, amendments to th e Employee Housing Ordinance should consider and address t he 
following issues: 

• Determine the t arget number of additional employee housing units required for build 
out. 

• Formalize a funding mechanism, such as in-lieu-fees / connection fees. 

• Clarify the language of the measure with respect to the employer's ability to receive credit 
towards the employee housing requirement in exchange for providing transportation for 
employees to and from South Lake Tahoe or other areas outside of Kirkwood. 

• Revise the language in conditions D and E of the mitigation measure such that employee 
housing credit for transportation or provision of off-site housing should be given 
regardless of who provides it and not be limited to KMR. 

• Mitigation Measure 4.02 (v) Street Sweeping. As written, the wording of these mitigation 
measures is ambiguous as to which streets require sweeping and who is responsible for doing 
the sweeping, and there are differing opinions among stakeholders regarding interpretation of 
this measure. TC-TAC should provide a recommendation to county decision makers specifying 
which parties are respon sible for sweeping of which streets and parking areas. In assignment of 
the responsibilities, TC-TAC must consider who controls the use and maintenance for roads, and 
who has the legal authorization to enter and / or perform maintenance in those areas. 

• Mitigation Measure 4.12 (b) Recreation Surveys. The measure requires that surveys be 
completed every four years to identify on- and off- site recreation use patterns of residents and 
guest s. The most recent recreation survey was completed in 2006. To comply with this measure, 
KMR needs to complete a new survey, or demonstrate to TC-TAC that one is not warranted 
based on the lack of new development and changes in population from when the last survey 
w as completed. 
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Attachment A -

Table 1. Summary of Compliance with 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan MMRP 
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..... _~.~I.~)~ I.~.I.~~.~~ ~: ... I~.~I.~.~.~.I .. ~ :1.P. .. ::.~~ .. ? I .t.~ .. _I.~!?c.~.:~.~.r~.~.~ .~ .. ?.~:~~~.~1.~.~.~ ............................................................................................................. . 

PrOject 

. ... ~.~.~.p..~.~.~.~.~ .... 
TC-TAC, County Compliant 1 All approved development project!> include grading and erosion conlrol plans that incorporate th is 

.. ... ~.I.?.~.~.i.::.~ ........... 1.. .............................. .1. ~~~.~~:.~: .. ~p.p.:.9.~?L9..~ .p!.~~ .~ .. ~~~~~~.~.~~.~?~~p!~~. ~~_~ .. ~i.~.~ .. ~~.~.~~.~.~.: .. . 

Attachment A - Page 1 
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2003 Ki rkwood Specific Plan 

~i~!?~ti~.~. Compliance 10-year Review 

[. ... ~~~:~~en ··.···. r ..•. ·.·.· •. ·..·~:~:.~~~~~~i~~~~~e~ure . . .................... .. -I -I;~I;;~~~D~~I~~~ ~U~~I ~~;~ ·r~~.~ =~~~= ~~_~~~~ __ ~~~~~:::~~ ~:~_~~~~~~_. ___ . _ __ .~ ==~=~ _ 
i 1\ I (I;) ) Prr<,PrVC fMtural f(>,)t lJre~ (e !~ , eX I~tlng vegel <l tlon, we t 1,1nds) throueh effectIVe construc tion· si te Project! TC-TAC, County Compliant ! The county completes perio~ic inspec ti.on.s dur~ng construction to i.nsure compliance with 

; I m,11l.Jgcmrn t Proponent Planning i measure. When applicable, Impacts to Jurrsdlctlonal wetlands require state and federal permits 

: It I (I) I l J!il ll C construction ro,1ds only whe rr ,1nd when nrcessary. : Project i TC· TAC, County , Compliant ~ Project specific improvement plans are reviewed by TC·TAC and the appropnate county planning 

!I i Proponent ! Planning. ~ ~nd building departments for incorporation of this measure into design . Approval of plans 
. I i i i Indicates compliance with measure. r .1 I (t) .... ···· · !I··· ~;~~~::~~f;~~;~;~:~,~~t~~:~~,~:,~;:~~;;:~~~~; ii ~;~iyp~;~;~~~id;;i~;b;~;~i~;;i;;~;;~dih;;~;;~;; p;;:~~~tnt .. "" TC::~~n~~~~;V ' ... c~;;;pii~~i !:~~~~-~t~n;~:~~:;~~~~::~n~::~~:~;~~~~sP;;.n~n:~e.~:~:~:~do~~~;~:;s:~: ~~:o a::~~~'~~:mval 

i of plans Indicates compliance with measure. County completes penodic inspections dUring 

1.. .... ..' .... ....... _. ....... . .. _ ...................................... ........... .. ....... ...... ........................................................... ~ .... . .... j ............. .................•............................. .LE?~ .. s_~.~.~.~~~?~ .. ~.?_~.~.~~~~_i.~.PJ.~.~~~£?..!.~?_~.?!..~.~:: . .P..~~~.~.~.9.~~.~~.~.~.~ .. ~~.~ .. ~.p..p..:.~.~.~9.: .... _ .................... ............... . 

I 
Cons! ruction rO.Jd s ,1nd ro"d heds w ill f('qUlre wilte r bars, mulching, and other erosion control . Project i TC-TAC, ~ounty Compliant j Project speci~ic grading ~n.d erosion control plans ~re reviewed to TC:TAC and. the appropriate 

t ec hnlquc ~ Proponent ~ Planning ! coun ty planning and bUIlding departments for review and incorporation of thiS measure Into 

I 1 ill design. Approval of plans indicates compliance with measure. County completes periodic 

Ii , [ 1 inspections during construction to assure implementation of the plan as designed and approved. ,.. ... ..... .... ..... ................................................................ ...... .. .. .. ................... .. .. .. ............. .... ........ .. .... T ........................................................................................ ................. ........................ .......................................................................... ................................................................................................................. .. .. ...... . 

I 
KMPUO will Include sedimenta t ion monitOring as a component of wate r quality monitoring efforts, I KMPUD . Central Va lley . Compliant : KMPUO doe.s sedime. nta. tion. monitoring as ne~ded after large sto.rm e.ven.ls or when activities are 
Inc1udll1j; te<,ts for tot,11 slJsprndrd solids Regional Wa ter ~ occurring that have potential to Increase erOSion and sedimentation within Kirkwood Creek. 

I ! Quality Con trol ! Sedimenta tion monltorlng.!i..QQ!. a requirement of their current permit from the CVRWQCB. 
I • ~~ 

r("~~~·~·i;~;0·;~;~-:~~·I;~~·;~··;lli·t;~··;:;;·~·~·;i·~;·~·~·d··!~·;·~~·;;·;~-;;;·~·;;·~~-~;'Wi!h soli eros ion prevention practi ces and Project Te·lAC, County Compliant [County completes periodic inspections during construction. Additional oversight provided through 

, Ilkl 

, ti'l 

.11(m) 

! ITlI tll~,lt lon measures, ou t linrd ahove Proponent Planninr. i compliance with SWPPP, when required, which requires weekly monitoring of erosion control 

.. -J ............................................................................................................................................... :. .............. .. .............. .................. ................. .......... .. . ......... .. .... ~ .... . ............. 1 ......... ... .... ........................ ~ .................. ... ... ..... ..... t ... ~~.~!:.~~~.~~! .. ~.::.~ .. p..~~.: .. ~0.~ .. .P..9..~~.:.~~.9.~~: .~.~~~~ .. ~9.~!.!?:..i.~.~: .. .......................... : ........................................ : ........ _ ............. : ............... . 
11 j (mill) i Utdltlrs (power . phone, watf' l . <'('WN . (,lble) for n(,w prOjects Wi ll be placed In a common trench ! Prolect . TC·TAC, County Compliant ; Project specifIC utility plans are reViewed by TC·TAC, the appropriate county planning and budding 

! whrne vef fe.lsihlc Proponent Planning, i departments and KMPUO for Incorporation of thiS measure into deSign. Approval of plans indicates 
I ! ! i KMPUO ! compliance with measure. 

, .'t I (Il) I Prompt ly rpvrgC't.'l i r all dlsrurh(-'(j ground ImmC'dklt ely follOWing construct Ion. ThiS revep,etat Ion effort w ill . Prolect ' TC· TAC, Coun ty Compliant i Project specific revegetation plans are reViewed by TC ·TAC and the county planning and budding 

i he supplemenl ed hy I h(' placement of rroslon ma ll inI'. during seeding 10 preserve topsod and prevent Proponent Planning t departments for incorporation of this measure into design . Approval of plans Indicates compliance 
I rrmlon If ,1n unfnrrS('f' n runnff ('vrnl o,(urs Tr'mpO(,lf1ly disl ud)('o areas will be reseeded [0 re ·establlsh ~ with measure. Alpine and Amador counties typically require a bond to Insure revege tation efforts 

t the vrgetd llon type and dcn~lt y romp.Hdbl(' to native vel~e tallon surroundlnB the dis turbed area . ~ are completed and successful. 
...... ·······;i···i·(·r;·)··_··_··· __ · ; ··-M·~;·i~·h·;~·;~.-··h·~-ci7c;·~~JI·~·h·;~i·~:··i;·;~·~j·~~·;-p-~··~·~·;·~~·p.·.-··;;·~~·;i~··~·;·~;-;.;~·;-;·~[·h~;P;~~·i;e ma[~nals will be used [0 Project TC· TAC, County Compliant 1 Project specific revegetation plans are reviewed by TC·TAC and the county planning and building 

i maintain sad mOl~ ture This will enh.1nce revece tat lon eHorts. Proponent Planning ~ departments for incorporation of this measure into deSign . Approval of plans indicates compliance 

. I ~ : : ~ with measure. The county typically requires a bond to Insure compliance with this measure. r .. ............................................................................................................. .... ................ .. .. ........ .. .. .. ........................ .. .. .. .. .. .... .. .. .... ........ .................................................................................... .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
, 1\ l (q) ! Fill pl.1(rd In arc-as to be rcvq~c(ated will he compacted to a bulk dens ity and porosity Simila r to adJacen t ! Project TC·TAC · Compliant ~ Per project plans and specifications, areas to be revegetated are wheel roll compacted or tracked 

[===_~-t~~~:~:I~:;:;;:~-:i~-- ..... -. -----.-.--------------.- -.. Pmponent i with heavy equipment to achieve .. Ia"ve compaction p.io. to seeding. 

, II 1 (r) 1 If ~ hfl nkf<,wrll soile, ,Hr rilsrnvc rrri at proposrd budri lng slles they should be aVOided by r~locatlng the Project TC· TAC, County Compliant Presence of shrink swell sods are identified dUring pre.cons~ruction geotechnical investiga.tlons, 
i proposf'd f,)(llit y. or the m,)tr'(I"ll shnuld be removed and replaced With non·expanslve sods Proponent Planning and if necessary, make recommendations for removal of soil . Geotechnical recommendations are 

! j incorporated into design plans and submitted to the applicable county planning and building ! 1 departments for review and approval. Final approval of plans indicates compliance :,ith mitigati~n l 1 measu ... The county completes pNiodic inspections duhng construction to assu'e ,mplementat,on 

, ~·-·:·~~·:·~··-i~;·=~:;~T:;~~~;~~~;i·i·~;·i~~~; .. io·;·;i·;~(·i·;;~~;-;hO·;;·ld·;;;-,~";a;·e;ngine .. ine and d'''gn Slandords appmpriate to Pmject TC·TAC, County Compliant, All development pmjects "e designed 10 Uni to.m Building Code standa.ds as requi .. d by the 
! 1 UR( SeismiC Zone III to minirmle struc tura l effects. Proponent Building t county . Improvement plans are reviewed for compliance by the applicable county building 

j... ... . .f...... ............ ........................ ......... ................................. ......................................................................................................................................................... ..i .......................................... ~ .. ..... !?~.I?..~_rtment .... ~ .~.~.I??..0..'!.'.~.!:l.~.: ................................................................. _ ..... : .............................................................................................. ........ .. .... .. ... ...... .. . 
It I (t ) i SpecifiC hUl ldlnG Slles will he evaluated hy," geotechnICa l or soils engineer to determine the level of ~ Project TC· TAC, County Compliant ~ A geotechnical report which assess the proJect's liquefaction potentia! has been prepared and 

i IIC]u E' fact Ion hal,1(d The factors to conSider Include : soi l denSity, porosity, moisture content, water table, I Proponent . Planning , i submitted to the appropriate county for review with each set of improvement plans (see 

.. j · :;;~;;~;: i~;t;;";ro;:~i~;(·i·;~~·;;oi~~;i;i:·~~g;~~~;;·~g·;;;O~id·i~;i·~d·~·;;;~ci;;d;:;;~;;~;~;i~g:i~~;~;;;~g;;;~ ··1·· Project ············ 1 TC·TAC. (ountv"+ ···C;;;;;pii~~t ·I Z;;i;.:c;f~·~~~1i~~~~i;~~;~~-p;;;~~ii;i;;-;id~~iiii~d~iihi·~p;;;j~(i;;:;~(iii(g~~i~~h~i(;, .. I! \(11) 

! denSit y of foundation soils, emplOYing larger foundations, and site drainage) to Increase stability . i Proponent , Planning; I' i~vestig~tio n~. The geotec.hnic.al inves~igations fO.r Palisades 5&6, Timber Creek and Sentinels West 

! ............... ...................... ............................. _ ...................... L ................... J ....... 1 ............................ .. _ .. ~.~9 ... ~9..~.!9.!:.~~.~tt .. ~.:.~~~ .. ~f .. ~.~~~ .. !~9.~~.!~~.!.I.:?~.P.!?.~.~~!!.~!.: ........................................................................................................ ... .... ... . 
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2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 

Mitigation Compliance 10-year Revi.ew 

r 
'I M itigation 

. Measure J Impact and Mitigation Measure Comments / Recommendations 

i .. 
1\ li~-l 

1 .. R.o~.~.~_I.I .. ~_!:l.~ .. ~~~~~.~.~!:: . ~.lg.~.~. . ....................... , ... . 
i DIU II\I~ ('X( ,IV.!t Ion. r('IllOv,· loo,>£' \l'(l lllll'nt ~ .)no I,!q~(' hould('r" by '>c .-IlinC to mrnlmize the hazard I Prolect 

! Proponent 

I 

, i 

i .. ·. . ...... _- .. .................. L. . ........................ 1 .............................. .. ........................ _ .... ___ .. _._. ________ . __ ... ___ .............. . .............. _ 
! TC-TAC, County ! Compliant i A geotechnical investigation report has been prepared for each development and evaluates thc 

Planning : ! soil and rock excavation characteristics and makes recommendat ions site excavation. The 

~ geotechnical recommendations are incorporated into prolect design. which are submitted to the 

~ applicable county planning and building departments for review. Approval of final design indicates 
l compliance with the mi t iga tion measure. The county completes periodic inspections during 

j construction to assure Implementation of the plan as designed and approved 

II 1(w) I 11 .Irprorfl:lt(', rn,>t.lll tt·mpor.1ry b,lfflcacl('s and/ or wire mesh fcncm/! Project TC-TAC, County Compliant A geotechnical invcstigation report has been prepared for each development and evaluates the 

Proponent Planning soil and rock excavation characteristics and makes recommendat ions site excavation. The 

geotechnical recommendations are incorporated into project design, which are submitted to the 

applicable county planning and building departments for review. Periodic inspec tion by the 

geotechnical engineer would identify loose sediments and large boulders and the appropriate 
measures would be taken, which may inc lude installation of temporary barricades and/or wi re 

fencing as appropria te . 

i -~· .. j(·~l----T;;-n-;-o~~;:;n<ll c~~~·~-;;-~~-~·-~c~('crrnCC;;)loelst7hould (C;i;fy tha t slopes assOCia ted with eXCJva tlon a-;e ! Project TC-TAC, County Compliant ! A geotechnical investigation report has been prepared for each development and makes 

i ! df'''lnncd to en~\1r e <, t.1 blllt y Proponent Planniog i recommendations for fill and cut slopes. The geotechnical recommendations are Incorporated into 

j ~! for review. Periodic inspection by the geotechnical engineer and county inspectors during ~ 
.! project design, which are submitted to the applicable county planning and building departments 

l=--- ···················· ~~:u~~;~~~~~~~ _:. . .................. .......- .. ... . ····---------- -----T...... .. __ .. I .. ~:~~.~==t~~,:":'~r~':::~=~~~'.Ih.~~~I~~e'.~~~_~~:_I~:~'~~~:~~~'~~~d~...._. __ 
I II l(v) AlhlVI,11 "ods ,1t thc site of spcciflc structures ,>hollid be ev,1luated by a geotechnical or soils engineer to ProJec t ' Te-TAC. County Compliant ~ All projects since 2003 have been evaluated by a geotechnical or soils engineer and the risks 

'I' df'terrnlne If the risks associ,lIed with cround scttlement are sicnificanl. Proponent : Planning ! associa ted wit~ ground settlement were eva luated (see references In Attachmen t B . . ) 
~ l Recommendations made by the geotechnical.engineer were incorporated into the proj e~t design 
~ ~ ~ and submitted to the applicable county planmng and build ing departments for review. Frnal 

, j ! j approval of plans indicates compliance with mitigation measures. 
• tl I(z} Where fE'<I'>lble, remove susceptible soils to elimInate fISk . .. ............................ _ . .. _ .. _ .. - · .. · .... T .... · p~~j"~·~t·· ...... ·j""iC-TAC, County··"l .... ·c~;;:;·pii~·~t .. ""rG~·~i:;ct;'~;~"p~;;-ide·ntify soils th .. ;;t-;~~;;-i-~~it-;-bi;"f~; .. ~~-pp~;t .. ~f .. ~~~~·~·;~·ci·~;~~ .. ~·~d··;;:;ake 

I Proponent Planning ! recommendations for removaL Recommendations made by the geotechnical engineer were 

. 1 incorporated into the project design and submitted to the applicable county planning and building 

Proponent 

, I r" ..... · .. ;t-.. ji:·~ .. - .. -~·ll;;;;~ .. p;;;""a[;;~~;p[;;d- rnglneerin/! cont rols 10 mlniml~c effects on Ihe structure, or avoid problematic 

· ! Sll(',> 

1 
Project 

. ... ... Jm ....... .................................................... .................. ..... .................................. . 
· II I(.!b) I Not(' watN t,lblc ('trv,ltlo",",. anolorn tlfy .I(tlve springs at ('.lc,h site and adjust deSigns or preventatIve 

·l· -' _ ... _ .. --- !_~!:~_"_,,C_,_P"_>'_,1c_r~~('r! ('~,In('p. r lng <,t,Jncl~~~ ___ _ 

Avalanches. 

f· . PrOject 
Proponent 

! tl 1(.lC) In ,1c(Ord.l nc{' WIth the' 2003 Ki rkwood ';p('(lflc Plan . dVOld resldeotlal development . or development that ! Project 

TC-TAC, County 

Planning 
Compliant 

l departments for review. Final approval of plans indicates compliance with mitigation measure (see 
! references in report text). 

All projects since 2003 have been evaluated by a geotechnical or salls engineer . GeotechnicaJ 

reports make recommendations made by the geotechnical engineer were incorporated into the 
project design and submitted to the applicable county planning and building departments for 

review. Final approval of plans indicates compliance with mitigation measure (sec references in 
. : report text) . 

............... ! .... c~·~·pii~~t .. · .. ·r Aii .. p;~j~~·t·~-~ince 200j .. h·a~~~b~~~ ·~~~i~~t·ed by a geotechnical or ;;ii~' engineer an'd"~~i'e( table 1 TC-TAC, Coumy 
Planniog . eleva t ions and actIve springs were identified wi thin a geotechnical report prior to design. 

i 
TC-TAC, County 

((lnc{'n[f.1ICS hum.ln ilr.!IVlly (tlckf' t M(,.l ~. pMkInClot\. trar! h('i1ds. etc) In .1f~as de'>lcnated as high hazard I Proponent Planning ! areas desllwated as hie.h hazard and KMR has oosted signs aloOl~ ski runs to warn ceoole of 

(r!gurc II 1. Mc,w. J<)<)~M. 0. 1'1'17) ! Itllltcd mad construction In thf'sC zones IS ,lcceptable , ; 

Prooonent Plannmg 

It 1I.ld) (~;lSt;~J(t-lon ·~·i · r;lv;II£' · hll;iciinl~~ r~av he;rc('Pt.lhic .. ;~ .. ;~~~~ ~f ~~d~;~'i·~ .. h;·~~ rd" (F·;g:u';~ .. 4 .. ij Ho";;~~~;:"''''''T · .. · .... p·~·~·j~~·t ............ · .. ., .... TC-IAC. Countv Comoliant Construct ion 01 buildinQ.S has not been orooosed within moderate hazard zones. Palisades VtlS PrOJect I C- T AC,"c'~~~i'y""" ... 

Planning i I fPrnfQf(crnent or prot('(tlon for dcs!/!n aval,loche load,> IS nccessary Incorporation of Mear,> (1997) four Proponent 

! "trurtllr.,J t ypcs nf ,lV.-l l.JnchC' mltlgatlnn I" rpcommended (I) cllrf'ct protectIon structures. (2) deflectlne i the lOne. Prior to the stan of development, ~ igns warning of avalan~he danger must be posted 

f 
'>trtJClUff'S. (1) retard ing mOllnris. dnd (tl) c.'!"hment ddms ! where haza rd zones encroach on roadsor pnvate property boundaries 

... - ...... ~i·-·i{:~;~j·--·---·l-l·;;·~jnln~i~ .. ~ ha7..J;d;,th~"(-;;;~! a vai;;:;~h~ .. i~;~·~~-;ji~·e-;~·;;;;;-~i-prog~;;:;;· carried ou t within the ski ~ KMR 1 TC-TAC, County : Compliant ! Annual report s are submitted to TC·TAC by September 30th of each year . 

I .1rf',1 boundaries at Klrkwond should con t InllC. With annual evaluation of the program's effect iveness . l l Planning 1 ~ 

· I' 1{it?ntlfYIfI[l the potentr,ll for thts hazard Proponent Planning ~ Palisades VI is proposed adjacent to a moderate hazard zone. Prior to start of development. signs 
! warning of avalanche danger must be posted where hazard zones encroach on roads or private 

.l .... ......................................... ............. ........ 1.... .. ....................... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ~ ......................... ........ .1 .p..~.~.p..~.C!.y. .. ~.~.~.~.~.?.:.i.~~.: .. . 
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M it igation Compliance 10-year Review 

r-

Mitigation 

Measure 

• )1,>1 

, 

minimize slopes, construct detentIon 
h<lSIrI<, . ,md dr<,lgn sW,llps to d iffuse runnff ,1nd absnrb excessive energy 

lJsC' v('grtatlnn, [;f'ot('xt 

'1 )(c) ! AVOid (ff'atlon of future flow harrlf'rs, oh<,tructlons and constrictions in streams and gullies. 

, lid) 
,ii,;d) 

, 71e) 

'ill) 

, Jle) 

Implement maximum water conservation and xeriscape landscaping measures, such as limi ted yard 

watering and use of drought re sistant native plants 

Rerliwn wils tewatcr If necessary to help meet future water supply demands. 

T~'-;'~~';d'~~;I~;-;:;;~d-d~~;-d;-~;:;-of the Kirkwood Valley wa ter table, KMPUD will develop and implement a 

W:l1f'r Stace Alert System estilblishin/~ a 51idine sCille from voluntary to required water conservation 

mf':J<,ures h:Jsed on their on/;olOg monitoring nf aquifer levcls. coupled with their projections of water 
supply (based on prt"cipltatlon d<l1a) clnd W:lter demand . This system would be triggered when aquifer 

Ipvc-Is rail to I('ss th,lO 1\0 rect <lhov(' thf' top of well pumps. SpecifIC water conserva tion measures may 

Responsible for 
Impiementation1 

Project 
Proponent 

PrOject 

Proponent 

Project 

Proponent 

KMPUO 

KMPUO 

Review Authortty 

TC-TAC, County 
Planning 

TC-TAC, County 

TC-TAC 

TC-TAC 

Complian<:e 
SiaM 

Comments / Recommendations 

Compliant i "'p'~'~j~~t";p~'~i'f'i~"g;~di~g"~'~d'~'~;';;;~'~~~t;~i"~;i~'~';"~'~~';~~i~:;';d"'b'y'TC~TAC'~~d"i'h~"~'p'p'i;~'~'b'ie 

. county planning and building departments for incorporat ion of this measure into design. Approval 

of plans indicates compliance with measure. Implementation of this design features was eVident 

--1 IIlcludp r('~t flct Ions on v('hiciC' washing. landscape wa tPring, and"h"'oc::u"'se::.:h::.:o::.:ld.::c:;::on"'s::,:um=p'c:::'o::,:n __ ---ccc==+_---,:-,=:-:-_-+-_"7.:=--;:--+-;:--;:--:-i--:-----:--;-----,~=:-;,----------:-:----;--:----,,-----,--:-:-:-----;:----:c-----:-:o--:--:-:-----;:-;-:--:------I 
II )(hj .... --.. 1 -·l-~~~;;I~-·;;~~;~~~~P,;~!~·I~~~;·~;~.;.tj;"~~7~· Kirkwood ( repk and downstream wa terways. KMPUD! KMPUD TC-TAC Compliant [Pumping from WeI[ 2 is discontinued when the Water Stage Alert System is in Effect. 

will limit or ((':is!'' pumrllne frnm Wf'1I 2, whl(h !,1PS the sh:lilow :Jqulfer and IS indirectly associated wi th 

11)(1) 

implC'm('I1L1tlon of thr' I'rnpn<'Ni Prlll('( t 

.1 )(1) ! "VOI(! <,011 r ()fnp.l ( t Ion In <Ii<,! III bl'l! .111 ' ,)<' hy 11n11!IIW \)<,(' 01 hf'~Jvy Njlllpn)('nt . 

of IIH(,~! dull .Hld tnp\nd., .Int! 11\(' (j ll ',!'nt,'xtil,'\ 

.... -........ _ ... . __ ......... _ .. -... _ .... _ . __ ..... _ .. _ .. 
,I )(~) In<,t,)lIlllw \ IIIIW P('II1)f',11111' <'w.II,'\ pnrllU<' rI,l l n~ .,IJ( h :1<' h,IY h,llr'\ C'arth('n b'-'nch('~. dnc! 1I1llltr.1tlon 

-1){1) 

! 111Jdlit v 1'.llllJndw.ltf'1 (.Intl <,Wf.lfl' w.)t"!)llItll PlIlnpr'll ,llIudel" 

Project 

Proponent 

KMPUf) 

TC-TAc' County 
PlannlOg 

TC- T"C. County 
PlannlOi', 

T( ·T"C, (ounty 

HCdlth 

.. ~.('.I.~.artl.ll.~~ ! 

Compliant i "II wellheads have a sealed casing for a minimum of lOO·feet as required by County Health Code 
. standards. No new wells are planned . 
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.. _~~tj.?~~o.~.Complian:e lO-year R~view 

[ 

....... . Mitigation - [- --- --- ---- - ------ ------: -ctandMiti aoooMea::-e ---~------- -- -¥¥- ~-~esponslblefor 
Measure pa g ImpiementaOon1 

••• H_' H _ 'R , _~n __ ~ ._ R. _ _ ___ _ _ , _ ' n _ _ n ____ . _ __ ARR , ._ 

leakage or spIllage of untreated wastewater. !:; . 
1 In \1 all <' (,W.1J,!<' <,plll ( .l l( h b,ISln<, .II vlllnC' r.1 ble 10(.1110n<, IO( ,lled ou t Side 1 he nooo pia';~"'''''''''''''''''''''''''' '' ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''KM·PLio······· .... ···· .. ··· ...... CV·R·v:ioC's·· .. ·· .... ·• .... c~~·p·ii~~t·--·rse;;.;:;g~-~piii·;~·i·;h .. b·~~·i·~~··i~~;·i·~·d .. :;;i·t·h·i·~ .. fi~~d .. pi~·i~~··~·~e .. ~·o·i··p;opo~d·a~d··~·o·~·id··~·o·t··ii·k~·iy·b~· .... 
I : i authorized by the CA State Wate r Resources Control Board. 

-l--l·J::(,··:·;~~-;P!;d-(,-;w.~;-;.7r;;~p. .. ;i~~·,~~~~~;~I;~·r;;:~;·~~;~-;~od.pron; 10Ca!iOnS.-pa rtl cula;lv~~·· .. -----I· PrOJ~ct' TC·TAC, ~ounty Compliant I Project specific improvement plans are reviewed for consistency with this mitigation measure by 

[
I crmslng~ . . Proponent Planning i the T(.T AC an.d applica.b~e county planning and building departme.nts . Approval of plans Indicates 

I ! i complia nce With the mitigat ion measure . 
r-··.. 4 )(0) · -·-.. !·-I~~·~I~ii-h:;;k~r~-;-~~·~y<,t~~~~·';:;~~;·~;y;;~~~-~-;;-;:~:;;<, . and syst('m f.1~e-;larms ! KMPUD : TC-TAC : Compliant l The cu rren t system includes redundancy measures to proteci agalOstleakage or spillage of 

l~ .~.~=~~l§~~~~~~~~~.~~~;~;;;~:~;~;;~:~,~~~~;::;;;~~~~:;;~::;:;:-·~-=-=~==-j·T ··J ·j~~~~a::~~~.~~~~:~~~=~......."~~:~~. 
. " lip) I Av,,," ,nl,I',a',on ace" "n",·,I."n by ,,",,<'<moable 0' poorly permeable:,,;I' . ...........................J .. :~:~: J ~~::~~~ ........ ; ~:~:I,:~: J i~,:~;~i~;en;;~~~~~;.;~:.;~~~;:.;;.;~~~~~~~;~~ei~,;;;~~;:~~~~~~:~~t~;E'~~?r; l,~ 

Il l/II ) ! Pr(' ssure tran::.duCN S have h('en connrcted 10 the eXisting absorption bed mOOiloring system in selected ~ KMPUD ~ CVRWQCB ; Compliant [Pressure transducers are no longer used in the wastewater treatment system Groundwater 
'I monl\nrlne wells to mOOJlnr lh(' pro jf'r tro lncrcascs In groundwater surface eleva lions KMPuD Will take : ! ! ! elevati~n within. the absorption b~d is measured in monitoring we~ls . If monitonng results IndICate 

:wO!d,lnce .lrlions such .l~ morr «11)1("1 rotation of 1 he dlsc haq~e to alternate beds and/ or abandonment of i ; ; potential surfacing or near·surfaclng effluent, KMPUD stops pumpmg. 
1I10TvlCiua\ beds th<lt Ol.-lY ( all5r prohlems. If monitOring resul ts indicate potential surfacing or neM· i : i ' 
~lJI f,wne of efflurnt ; : 1 

. li"?/ ;')" '!-· · p ~~·~~~i;;;;··~·f" ·~·~~·~·~~ ;~~· I ·~-i ·;ii·~;; · i ·;~;;~ · ~f ·~~~~·;;ii~ .. ~·~·ii~~·i·;~~·:~~d· ·d·i·~po~~i··~y;i·~·~·~··b;;·~i·o;~··;,::;~·i·~·~ .. · .. · ....................... '''1' ''' KMPUD ·········· .. i·· .. ·····cvRvioc·s ······ .. ·r· .. c~~·pii~~t ~ ·K·M·P·UD .. ~·~·i·~·i·~·i·~~·; .. S~;,::;~;·Sy·;i·~·~ ·M~~;g·~·~;~t· .. P·I~~ ··i'SS·M·pT~~ .. p~·rt··~i .. ih~;·;··o·p~·~~·ii·~'€'·p'~'~'~'i't"'''' 

I I through the Cent ra l Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board which outlines procedures to 
! ! prevent excessive Infiltration of sewage collec tion and disposal systems by storm water. SSMP was 

i ! ! most recently updated in 2014 . 
····r .................... ........ - "'--'''T ................................ ... .... _!... . ... ! ...................... ......................................................... ... .. .............. ........ _.-_ .... .. -.-.. .... _ .... ---.--- .. .. ......... .. ..... - ... . 

i KMPUO CVRWQCB Compliant j SSMP outlines procedures for monitoring unau thorized discharges to the sewer sys tem and 
! stopping any such discharges de tected. SSMP was most recently updated in 2014 . 

--.... -l~r~-;:;~lth;~~Ie";ai;;;b;~-;Pt-;;~;hr~~··;-;;d-(-o-n7t~~t··~·~;-;nes in SUitable ar~"---- ----t---K:::M-:cP"'U"oo---i'--,C"'V7.'R:::W""Q"'C"'B-+--:N7:07"t - -+'1' "'Ev::::Cal~ation of the existi ng wastewater absorption beds (20 14) indicates that the capacity is 

applicable sufficient th rough build·out of the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan. No need to expand wastewater , t ! absorption beds or construct new ones. 

\

'-.. --~)--- Uldl2e low flow water conscrvlnU plurnblne fixtures whe reve r pOSSible Project TC-TAC 1 Compliant i Project ~pecific i~prov.e~e~t plans are reviewed by TC-TAC. an~ the county. building depa rtment 
Proponen t 1 for co nsIstency With mitigatIon measure. Ap proval of plans Ind ICates compliance. Implementa tIon 

, ~ of ap proved plans would be assured by inspections by county building department. Use of low flow 
I ! wate r conse rving plumbing fixtures is not required by KMPUO; however, they do have a "low flow 

f

-.... _.-- ~ii~~:~~~~~i:~f~i;Et.e~:~t~·;;~;~'Og the tn~n;e~ .~d .~~'~~~~d w~~~~~~~--"1 mm:~~~m-'~-':~~-'mm .. mm_.'." 'r ................ _ ........ : :~:~:~:~:.::~::::~.:~~g~,~::~~~:~~~~~n4.2.iP~h,o~gh4~2 (U)· ... __ •• m.._..._. ___ .. . 
- ~-n~:~~~:;~~~~-;o~~t ~~:~ -~~I~s~~~n storm water runoff from Impervious and disturbed I I ............... -... -... -... - ... ~ .. -.--.. _ .... --....... -.-.----....... --... -.-.. -.. --........ ······_ .. ···_ .. __ ._._ .. _ .... H ••• __ H. __ • __ ... H._ •• H ............ . H._ .. _._._ .... _ 

~. areas. . ....... ,_....... . .................. 1.... . ........................... 1 ....... _ ....... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ .. .j_ ... _ •• _ ... ____ -;_._H ________ .. __ ... _ ........ __ ._._ .. __ ._ .. _ .. __ ._._._ .. _._. ____ ._. _____ ._ ... _ ....... . I 1\ 7/v) ( onduct street sweeplOC fwice·a ·year and when buildup of loose materials occurs on paved road ways . Not CI.e.a rly ! TC-TAC . Partial : Documentation of st~eet sweeping was fo~nd for 2008, ~01O, 2011. 20.12, and 2013 . . Sweeping 
., SpeCified Compliance ! was com~leted one time per year, except In 2010 when It was done tWice. KMR prOVided the 

: ~ : County With photo documentation and recei pt from contractor. See text with in report for fu rther 

~~-=A~fii~~~;~:~~~!;~~~~~:?~;::~.e:;~~:~ K"~~~~~~ 
' 7(d 

Re~~_~~~~~~~~[~.~--~"-·.__ ._ ~m=~.:'~:=~~d.t~ns .-.---.--.-----

ImplemC'nt mltication m('.:tsure<, 1\ . 1 /.1). I) 2 (a) and 4 .2 (b). Implement surface and channel eroSion N/A TC-TAC Compliant See comments for mitigation measure 4.1 (a), 4.2 (a), and 4.2(bl 

, 

f 

.1 J(m) 

11 J( n) 

,, ) (,) Police for ,mn eranl (<lt(' Iln,luthorJlrn dlscharef'S to the sewer system . 

, 2( t) 

Water quality degradation from erosion resulting from increased flooding or increased surface runoff 
velocit ies. 

control 1nf'<lsur(,5 such as rn(k rl,J(f'menl. bank stahilizatlon. geotextiles. sedimen tation basins and traps, 

_._ .. _ .. _ ._. _,_.~~j~~~0.:~ ______ ~_. 
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Revised November 23, 2016 
2003 Ki rkwood Specific Plan 

Mit igat ion Complia nce lO-year R evie~ 

i 
L .. . 

; 
~ .. 

Mitigation 
Measure 

II )( .Ih) 

II J(. H ) 

II )( .td ) 

,1 { .! (.I) 

·1 -; 1( b ) 

. 1 ·'; J( r ) 

:1 ~ I (d) 

11 1(1' ) 

" I1II 

I . . Impact and M't,ga~~ Mea~ur~ - ~ ___ n - -- -- ---~=-T;~;;~~~~:r~~~ ~~~-l ~~;;: _L ___ . __ . ___________ . ___ .. ___ ~mmen~:.~~:~~~~_~~ ______ . __ ._. ____ =~=--.-.-
! KMI'UD wdl monitor for 101,11 "' lI~p(>nd ed solids In Kirkwood ( reek and ensure that construction activities I KMPUD CVRWQCB Compliant ! KMPU? does sedimentatlo.n mO~lto ring as ne:ded afte r I~ rge sto.rm e~en.ts o.r when activities are 

1 .lr!' monlturC'd ~o d~ to ImplC'rT1C'nl nr>cesSdfy sralrnpnt prevention me(lsure~ ~ : OCCUrring that have potential to Increase erosion and sedimentation within Kirkwood Creek. 

'I 1 i Sedir:nentation monitoring is not a requi rement of thei r current permit from the CV Regional Water 

, i i j ! Quality Control Board. 

I Pr (lV lri r .I ( (Ommnri.ltIfHl<' fm W.·I<,t('W.lt C' r \tm.IW' or h,lullng In C1 ~f' o f emergency <'Ilua tions i Agency· KMPlJD l TC-TAC Compliant j KMPUD has eXisting storage tanks to use in emergency situations. Due to the Kirkwood's remote 

! ; ' : location. KMPUD is not likely to haul eff:o:lu~en::.:t..!:o::.:ff~si:.:te.:,.. == __ ---,-;-,-______ ---' 
: Since approval of the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan, KMPUD has upgraded its wastewater treatment 

i system to an advanced membrane process which provides for a high level of Mrate removal The 

... . . 1 __ . ... _. . .. .... ..... _._ ... _._ ... _ .. _._._ ....... _._ ... .. _ .. _ ._ .. __ .. __ __ .. _ .. ... __ .... _,, __ .. __ ... _ .. ____ .. _ .... ____ ~: _ .. ______ .. _._~ .. __ ._ .. __ ._ .. __ l-.. 
i Ad d .1ddltln ll.JI nllr.ltf' rC' rll llv.ll tn th,' .]( iV;lIlff'd l (('.!lmpnt prn(r' ~ <,r<, i Agc'ncy · KMPUD; CVRWQC8 Compliant 

~ level of nllrate removal is in compliance with State permit requirements 
i trnplf' rnrn l pr ('VlClll \IV {k~( I lh,-'d nOll pOli l l ~ () I rr ( , ' ,] nd { :; ~·~I~; ~~·;-~ I; ;~·Z;!;;~l~-s7nilii-;-;;~T~IJ:e~!-- N/A : See comments for mitigation measures 4.2 (a)· (d). 4.2 (w) · (z) . and 4.2 (aa) . (a b) . 

&il1I" ' , IWJ(I J.,nd' ,I.,.,J I.'hJ 

::'·~III~i11!."'!!!! ._._._---- ._---_._ .. __ .. , 
1~.~r~~E~e.k Sh~~~a.~~~!'g:t!rl!!...~~dimenta~~acts _~ __ 

Imp t.'nl ('l1 t Ml tll~,!IIOn MI ',)\II I,'<, tI ) (.1) t l1 l(),j/'.h 11 ) (d) . I! ) (wl. l1 ") (x). I! ) (I). ,md 4') (.Jd), d~ des( flbrd N/A See comments fo r mitigation measures 4.2 (a) th rough 4.2 (d), 4.2 (wI. 4 2 (x), 4.2 (z), and 1\ 2 (aa). 
: 1I1111o' W.ltf'rl{" \()lIf r ('\ \c'( t I( 1I1 

;-"I\ow IlIl t l(" ;~V (n ll\llurtHHl C'q lllpnll'nt In IlP" I.ll p Within th (' K;;~~~~·r~(j(~;k~odPI;;;-~·;-~~~OO·-·-·+-··-··-·P~·~I·--'-"+-Tc-':TAC- Compliant j SpeCified on plan sheet~ and monitored in field prior to construClion . 

i 1"I, t rl f thO' KII f...wnnd (H'pk \t rr .11ll ( 11.] 11 111'1 dlllll1l~ pl'rl()ri~ whf'1l sod ~ <Ir e <'dturat cd from r.·lIn or , Proponpnt , i . 

! .... ~.~ 1C l ~fn~ l: .... ........ ..... ..... . ...................................... _ ............. _ ............ _ ................................. _ .............................................. .. .. ............. ... .. 1.. .. .................................... 1.... . .. 1.. .. . .... ; ....................................... .. .. .......... .. ..................... .......... ........ .. .. .. ....... ... ................................... .. ..... . 
I llllplNn('nt MI11f' .. ltlon Mr,l<,urp\ I! ") (k ) ,mril! ") (I ) <)rclirnf'n t control structures w ill rp.maln in place until ' Project . TC·TAC, County j Compliant ~ Field review indicates that this measure is being implemented . 

... +_~~.T .. ~~~~!.~.?.r.: .. ~:!.~ .. !.;~~~.~:_.~::!.:~!.:!.:~~_':!.~.:,~:5~.~ ~~,::.:,~~.:.~~.:~_:.~::.~~ ........ _ .. _. ____ . ____ . . Proponent Planning ~ J...-;-__ --:-;-____ ----:7._;_:7.;;-;-;-;-_;_:7.--;--;--;-;-,-;-
i IrnplC'lllcnt MllI!!,ltlon Mr.)~\lrf' 1\ Ha).1! 1(1). I! I(rn). 11 I(mm). and 1\ 1(0) to prevent erOSion ;)nd N/A j : See comments for mitigation measures 4.1(a). 4.1(I},4.1(m), 4.l(mm), and 4 .1(0} 
I ~uh<,C'qllc nt ~(' (linl('nldtlon Int o Kir kwood Crcf'f... 1 : 
T M;; ; n~;;~· ;:,ii;~;; :; ;; ;i /;;·,;:,;;;i , ~;;~ i ;';'; k'; ~i;'i;; i'~ ~; ;;'ih; ; ·;;;;·p~,~;~;;;;;;;i;·;~; ·~;ih;~ .. ioo i~~i·~Tih~····KMR··· ............ ; · ·· ·· · · · ·· ·TC:TAC ·· ; c~;;;pii~~; T KMR uses sand p,imarily on sloped a'eas and steep portions of road, and it is not typically used ,n 

, floodpl.lIrl i Project 1 1 ~ flatter flood plain areas. KMR inslruc~s snow removal ope rators to be judicious In use of sanding 
i Proponent f i . within 100 feet of Ki rkwood floodplam. 

: 1'10(,) rflo r In lfl(' Inl1l.ltlon of .Iny propmrd (O f1 ~ lru c tlon KMD~ ~ Club was butl t . Item 2) A low flood wall /bank stabilization Improvement was constructed around 
i I) Rutlri .1 dlvrr~lon ~!rwtur(' to np('rdt(' w llh th( ~ f'XlstlnC drain and Inlel for diverSion of surface water : 2001; Item 3) Not ye t complete, but will be constructed as part of East Village development and 

I
, lwt wrf' n Ilft~ JO <Inri II . i has been included in approved improvement plans. Hem 4) boulders were removed and floodwall 

") ) pr(' vC'nt fl oodlne If1 thf' .Irr a nC:11 Ba ~r C~mp One condominium!> by either cleaflng snow oul of the ~ was const ructed . ~ ridge opening was not enla rged, but due to other measures, does not appear to 
~ h.lrp henrlill Kir kwood l r f'f'f.... or constructing a low floodwall; l be necessary as Kir kwood Meadows Drive does not flood . If flooding becomes a problem, KMD will 

l~ ) rl'plJ ce Ih(' two ('Xlst Ill!,. fOOl iHldl'P<' upst rf'arn of Kirkwood Meadows Drtve, which currently re~trict the i consider enlarging bridge opening. 5) Nothing has been constructed or planned to be constructed 

I flow of Klrf... wood ( rf'€' k. " _ [ within Kirkwood floodplain . Proposed new building pads will be constructed above floodplain 

'I' il l prf' v(' nt tlV' Infr('q u('nl nvrrtnpPlnn of Kirk wood M eadows Drtve by enlarg!ng the bridge opening or ! eleva t ion as requ.ired by County Code. 6) bank stabil.izatlon was completed along Kirkwood Creek 
w n"'lrt !C tlng d fio()d wdll e .! ~ t wMd .llon(; th~ east u €,pk b;)nk . some boulder~ could be removed from the ~ downs t ream of Kirkwood Meadow Drive Road crOSSing in 2001. 

I cr('l'k III thl~ (ll(';) .I~ well ; . 

I 5) ,my propos('d ~truc tures In tim arca should bc huilt ,1 few fect Jbove the floodplain elevation ; 

. ~[hann('I MlrkSu(haS~nkprol ('c tIOn(SllbJe ( tto~p~N~m~"~'~~~u~~~.m~.~n~ts~~~ ________ ~ __ ~~_~ _____ ~ ____ ~~ _ _ ~~~~~~~_~~~ _______________ ~ 
1'- "'-'41-'l(fr-J -] lmplempnt the waz inl~ manal~emellt plan (Appendix B). KMR : See comments for Mitigation Measure 4.02(dd) 

r-'·-··· .. ··-;i .. J ... l(!~)----··I-·i;.;;I;;;;;:;tMltiB~·~~m M e-;~·;;·~~Z2~~i."""4~iTbj~4"'2 (·;;)~~lnd 4-:2-(kit~ reduce Impacts associated with sto rm N/A . See comments for Mitigation Measures 4.2(a), 4.2(bl. 4.2(e), and 4.2 (k) 

i wat er runoff from parking loIs and other Impervious surfaces. ,i [ I'· .---... --..... -.... -.. -- -..... -.-----.----- ---... -.-.- . . .......................................... , ······ ················ ·····················1 ................................... ! ... . 

I 
Impacts to Kirkwood Lake Fisheries 

... ······· ·· ···· ~···l··'·i·f~"j"··-·········· 1 ·K-MR--;..ilG~~·i~i·i·~·;d·~-;z;tlng Ki~;;:;;od··~;d·~nl ... and visitors abo~ t fishing regulations at Kirkwood Lake , KMR TC-TAC, .Forest ~ Compliant : K~R annually posts fishing reg~ lations at the Ki rk~ood Inn, The lodge. Kirkwood Gene ral Store. 

t~:W ~]~~~~~~~:;::~=:':~~':~=o':,~:;"i::,:;~';;':;";;"c::"",",cL 'M, ' . I KS~'·" ' """, .. I ~~:;:!.:'~;;i',1::;;;;;;;:'*~,",~"," 
! :1 1_7(01) ! All dngs w ill he kepi Indoors or controlipo on a leilsh Projec t TC·TAC Compliant All new developments Include thiS measure in CC&Rs. KMR, under Vail ownership, has tried to 

IJ ............................................. pm~~~ent ~:~:~~~:: a:~r:r~~~~U~~b~~Ii:;:a:ppmach to enforcing the teash laws, including placement of 
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2003 Kirkwood Spec ific Plan 

Revised November 23, 2016 ...... _ ... _ ... _ ... ____________________________ ~.___ M itigation Comp li.~~~_~~~~.:.~~~.~. 

Mitigation 

Measure 

.11 

41 

Impact and Mitigation Measure 

R('qtJlfC household up 

cats Indoors 

Responsible for 
Implementation1 

Review Authority 
Compliance 

Status 
Comments I Recommendations 

-·-···-·-·~·1-1id)----·TNiP~t;:-;illb;'f~d·~~~;d·c, ,)nd pet food will nol be Slored or provided to pets where wild anima ls 

f·· .. -

. 1 '}(e) 

"1)(f)' 

11 ~ 

II ~ ) (t) 

etlJn tlCc('<,s 

Implemenl reslric ttons to rrohtht l thf' f('ecltne of wtldltfe, except seed feeders j All new CC& Rs include regulat ions that prohibi t the wildlife . 

for humm1l1ebtrds. Proponent 
HOA 

I mpl(';';'cnt ·~;i·;g .. ;t ;~ln mca"u'rC's Ij . 3'3' (.1) '\ h·~~~·;i;:i~ .. ;i:i·3 .. (·k·i ... ;·~·d;~~·~·;b~(i .. ;~ .. fh~'\;;j~ti'~~d~" R~~~~'~~'~'~ ............... ·· .... · .... · .... ·p·~·~·j~·~·t · .......... ·rC·~·~·~·ty .. PI~-~·~i~g: .. r.. Partial 

s('cttOO (4 1.3) of thts oocument to avotd or mtnimize tmptlcts to wetlands and streams. All projects with Proponent ' COE : Compliance 

-A 404 I ndivid u a'i"p'~'~'~ i t has been s~·b·~itt;d-U;th·~ .. COE .. f'~~·~-~th~~i~~-tion of a'ii"p'~'t';~'t ial impacts to 

wa ters of the U.S. resulting from build-out of the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan, with except ion of 
the Thunder Mountain lodge Developmen t (Lot 7 Timber Creek). The previous landowner look on 

the responsibilit y of permitt ing and failed to get the COE permits for relocation of the stream 

channel through the lot. The violation was detected by the CA Department of Fh:,h and game and 

Ihf' pOI('nttal to tmp,l(t W,lICIS of Ih(' U c:" tncludlne wetlands. will be reviewed by the COE and the 

,1Ppropfl.11C' county .1m! will hf' destcnf'rl In .lVOld tmpacts aori/or minlmtze impacts to the maximum 
('xl('nt pO ..... lblc 

dn,tlY"'I~ ("N' ! .-lhlC' It I 'l.tnd (,.,1.lhl,'.,h h.1~,· I II1(' (nndtl lnn'" /\fIN I hE' Inltl,ll ~urvr'y In (>~tJblt~h h,l~f'lm(' 

tfHldlllClIl<,. "urvl'Y'" wlllll!' w't1otm"d I'VI'IY ~ V(',JI" fm d r, YC'. IJ pf'rtod {t f' . Iwo add,ttnndl ... IJrV('y' or (IS 
df'II'rrnm,'d In h,' nf'l'dl'd hy Ihf' Inrl· ... 1 ' ... ·,Vlrl'l Ihf' '.,IJflUn.tIV rf'sult" wtll h(> "uhrntllf'd wtlhtn 60 ddy<' of 

: 111(> "'IHw'y(mnpit'llon 101111' rlm.Hlm H.lnl~"r jl, ... lrtrl If Ih(' wildhf.· POPlJt,lltnnSnr I(>SourCf'~,Ir>p('.lr to t)(' 

11I'1~.tltVl'ly .dlN Il'd. Ihr I !HI· ... ' '-,I'IVlrj' wrll df'Vf'lop m,tlldl'.,·llh'ol rl.m<, df'''lgnl'd In mtlte.ltP IhE' ('ff('cls 

dll' 11I111'n l t'll hv lhf' .,'IIVI'V" rh,'.", p1.tn ... wil llnrlltlff' <'Pl'flf l( rlli' .]"Ulr<, ~1J(h .l~ Irilll rf' IOll t tn,' .. 

IIllpIPII' I IV,' "tl:ntnl~ IIIOfl'l ItVI' fl'n, Illn ,1I1'.t 110""11('\ .l nd It1l111" nn II ... r l llumhl'I"(l r "'f',l<,nn\ of u"';> ThPy 

Ill. IV ,11"0 (,111 for KMH IIlVIlIVI'nwnl tn till' rkv('lnprllC'llt .Int! Imp/f'mf'nlaltOn of ,}O ed(J( (Ilion prClcr.1m for 

Ktr~w(l()d vi""lOr" lh(' obW( Itv(' of Ih., mlndl~('m('nl pl.ln., Will hf' In ('n!our(' IIMI th(' pf'rttnt'nt "t<llulory 

Llhl(> 1\ 1 II arc met 

,lilt! c,('n"tllvc' wtldltfp "rf'fh'''',"I I K.fi.-.wond prill! 10 tndtvtr!u.,1 prOlcct cons lnKlton. Surveys wtll be 

(oneill! tc'd wtlhll1 Iwo hrrrdlllg "'(',I\on" prior to commencemenl of tndlvtdU.11 proJC'ct conSlructton These 

I "'lIrv.'y., WIll he cornplf'tl'n dwttl!; tlH' .lppIOprt,llC "('.Isml dddresstng speCtes for which suitable h,lbttat 
. ('xt .. I" 111 Ih£' prnj{'CI ,IIC,I Ttli' 1',1'ClI'.f.ljllll( ~CflpC' of Ihe survPYs should bE' Itmtted 10 the are(l tn whtch 

(\trf'( t or I ndtr('(I I Il1I),'rt~ rnuld {)rcur A rrport oU l llntng (e!oults of the surveys will be submtl\C'd 10 Ihe 

(nl'(' .Hld In lilt' , (,"PI'rltV(· (rlunly whl'rt' ctln ... lruclton t~ 10 t.lk(' pl<'1ce wtlhtn one month of comptetion of 

Ihf' "urvey <In(\ pnor lornn"lrwl,nn .l(Hvtlte~ If Sl.]\f' Itstf'd "Pf'ClCS (Ire found, a 2081 Permit wtll be 
nnl.ltn('d frnm the ('nrc, If Jf'df'f.1t1y II ... INI IhrC'.llenf'd or ('ndancered Spectes are found , KMR Will enter 

t"Io cml ... ull.!t!on WIth Ih(' IJ,)~W"' tn drtNmtnr thf' approprtale (ou rsC' of ac t ton, includtng obtJtning.1n 

PrOlec t 
Proponen t 

TC·TI\C, Forest 

Service. 

TC·TAC. County 

Planning 

Compliant [Baseline surveys completed in July 2004/2005 with follow up surveys in July 2007 and 2010. 
! Reference list of wtldlife studies comple ted in Att achmen t B. 

· .. ·C~·~·pi·i·~·~t .. · i ·S~·~~y~··i~;··~~·~·~iti'C;·;i·idi·i·i·~ .. h·~~~ .. b;~·~ .. ~·~·;;:;·p·I~·i·~·d··p~i~·;· ·i·~··i~d;·~id·~;i· ·p· ~~·;;~·i · '~~'~'~'i'~'~'~i'i~'~'" 

, SenSllive wildlife surveys have recently been completed for the Martin Point. Timber Creek, East 

Vi llage, North of Highway 88, and the Northwest Parcel project areas. No state of federally listed 

species have been tdentified . Reference list of wildlife studies completed in Attachment B 

·-~-·i··li·;) .. --· .. -.. +·~~~~:~~~·~~:::: .. ~!·!}:'..~~~·..'.~~~~~~..r.:!~~!.:~~..:::.r.~_._,_,_. , ---;--:-:-:-;-:-, -. -.,- : "_L __ ._ .,,__ _. __ __ :.: •. _ _ __ ... , ._, .'- __ .. _'- • ." ,-, 

I n !.~1.: .. ~ .~.: ~.~ .. I.~.I.!.~.~~~.~.~ .. \.~.~ .. ~!.~.~.~I.~.I. '.~~ .. ~ .. !~:.~:.~ .. ~~I.I~ :' ~.~~.~~,~~.~~:~ .. :!.~~.~~.~.'.~ ... ~.'.~~.:!.'.~.~ .. ~.~~.~.~!.~.~..... . .......................... L ............ _ .... _._ .... _._ ......... 1 .................................. 1 .......... _ .. _ .. _ ... __ ._._ ..... ___ ._ ... _ .... _ ....... _ ............................... .1 
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Revised November 23, 2016 

2003 Ki rkwood Specific Plan 

.... ~.!tiga!!.?~ .. ~~~p1iance 10-v~ar Review 

I 

I 
! 

Mitigation 

Measure 

ill :\(.1) 

il ll{b) 

.'1 " i( ) 

, ,1(1) 

tlll()'.) 

1\ ~ 1(11) 

,I "Ik) 

Impact and Mitigation Measure Comments / Recommendations ~:I,;~~;~~i;;E~:.~~~ L:~~~: .! " ".,,,,, .. ,,,,,,.,,.. ,,,, ,, __ "" .. "" .. "."." .. _"."" .. _.,,_ ... __ ""_,,_'''_.. .. _ ~ 
rhe proW'e t proponent wrll necotl.l te ,mel ahl(ie by .In Jccept,lble Streambed Al teration Agreement (Fish 

dnd Gilme Code S('ct lon 1601) with CDFG prror to construction of any Improvements affecting 
str('.lrnbeds 

rhe prOlect ·P;~·;;·~~~·~i··~·li·~bi~l·n appropriate permits from the CaE pnor to any placement of fill in 

w(>tlands The applicant Will also comply Wi th the terms and conditions specified in any permits obtained 

from the COE 

Project 

Proponent 

Project 
Proponen t 

TC·TAC, 
Department of 

Fish and Wildlife 

Compliant 

TC-TAC, Corps of : Compliant 
Engineers 

All projects with approved plans having potential impacts to stream beds have obtained requi red 

lSA (Palisades S & 6; Sentinel Way. Timber Creek Phase 1) wi th the exception of Thunder 
Mountain lodge. The CA Department of Fish and Wildlife issued a Notice of Violation for not 

acquiring a Streambed Al teration Agreement for a st ream relocation during grading for Thunder 

Mountain Lodge. These violations have been rectified with the agency and brought into 

compliance. 

i A 404 Individual Permit has been prepared and submitted to the US Army Corps of Engineers for all 

i potential impacts to waters of the U.S. , including wetlands. for build ·out of the 2003 Kirkwood 

i Specific Plan with exception ofThunder Mountain Lodge, In 2008, Paragon Development was (( ted 

i fo r ~ :-iolation for a stream reloc~tion without the appropriate COE permit. This violation has been 

. "1" .•.......•. ...........................................•............. ...................................... ..• .•......••••..••.•.............•...........•.......... .. .....•...........•... : ................................................................... ................. ................................................................. ...i. . .................... J H . ~~.~.~.:~.I.:.~.:~_~9.}~.~.?.l::!:~t Into CO~.E!.I.~~~e :_ ................... _ ..... H ..... _ .. _--:_: .... __ .H ... H._H.H. 
'I. DUrlne cons t rtl~tlon of Jny utility Infr.l structurc wlthrn wetlands. the construction contracto r will plac~ i Projec t . T('TAC: Corps of . Not ! Not applicable at thiS time, bu t conSidered a standard condlt!on of all COE permits . 
. Side C.1St matenals In upland ,lrea~ to minimize ImpJct~ as a result of temporary storage These matenals Proponen t Engineers applicable 

·~~··· ... I!···!;~;:~;~~i;~~;~~~:;,~t:~I~~~;~: ~:~~~~~B;;;~;~~~l·~~~~~r:~t~~·~~~7t~~tr~;~:;~~:;rs:~~~s . _+---,-p:;;r;,!::"'~;C";C;ln,--1 - +-, -T;:;C:o\;!n:~~nC",~c::~rrse-s:-1 +j -~~~~~~li::Olia"'b~.".~-+~-:AC;II:-p-roC"je-c:-1 p-cI,-n-s-, -re-r-evC";e-w-e-CdC"b-yCC'h-e-co-u-nC",y-:f-or-,-p-pr-o-v,CCI.-:A-s-p,-r-, o-'f'"";-he-4::0C":4C:p-er-m-'-;'CCf-ro-m-'C"h-e-;:co:::C[::---1 
I Fnrf'st SPrvICC. If In the ')lJP are,~ . ,md th f' cnE to ensure Ihilt SPf'ClfIC pro)f'cts have been de~igned to Proponent Service. Corps of i ! and the 401 permit from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, the project 

I .IVOIO ,lny imraCl~ to wet l.lOds Of other wat('r~ of the U ') to the maximum ex tent practicable In cases Engrneers ~ ~ proponent must first demonstrate that wa ters of the U.s. are avoided to the extent practic;rble 

i whf'rf' JvolcLiO(f' IS not ff'a~lhlf' . su( h ,I~ " roarl rro~<,rne of <I linear wetland feature . then th(' Impact :: and that impacts are mrnlmized before either agency will issue a permit authorlzrng an Impact to a 

I ~hOllld be rnHllrlll/f'd hy 1ll,1~lng thp crOSSing ,IS nMrow .·l~ pOSSible and crOSSinG at a narrow pOint In the [j wetland or other waters of the U.s, Permit authorization indicates compliance With mitigation 

"j ... '!:f.f'. ! . I;:. :~,~ ......... , .......... , ...... ".".", .. , .................. , ......................................................... : .. .. .......... :. .. .. ... .. ...... .. ... ........... ........... .. ................................................... . ... ~ ................... ............... ~ .~~~.~~.:.!7, : " ........ , .... " .... , .... " ..... , ................ ..................................................................................................... , ......... , ..... "" ... : ........... ...... .. ............ . 
Thf' prOlect proponent will r('vl('w proposcd stream crossings with the respective counties or the Forest Project TC·TAC, Forest . Compliant i A deta iled analys!s of all stream crossmgs anticipated to be construc ted through bUild out of the 

')I'rvlce. If In the SliP are;] . Jnd the (OE and determine. based on the quality of the stream system and Proponent Service, Corps of ! 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan has been submitted to the COE and CVRWQCB as part of the 404 and I adlacent rrpJrran htlbltclt . which Sill' would be <1Ppropria te for brldgmg Engineers.! 401 permit applications. 

j 
I CVRWQCB 

lh;·!)-;~~~·i·p-;~;;r~-~'~I~·;li~J;~~I;-;;-;;~-·;~pi~;:;;-~~·t~ Inlt lcatlon plan to replace any wetland losses due to Project TC·TAC, Corps of j Compliant 1 A mitigation pla n has ~een prepared and submitted as part of the CDE and CVRWQCB as part of 

I thf' prop()<,('d ocV('iopment Thf' Inltlg,1I10n pl;lns wilj bc reViewed and approved by the CaE and the Proponent Engineers i the 404 and 401 permi t applications. 

I .Ipprnpriat(' (Ountl('S prior to Imrlementil t lon i 1 ; 

I If on prrvdtf' Lwei , t hf' county wll h jllrrc.dl(\IOn will r('(lulre a mrnimwn 3S -foot buffer of undlst urbed Project TC-TAC, Forest Compliant : Setback Incorpora ted Into deSign. whICh is reviewed and approved by county planning and building 

i Vf'I'.('t.lllnn hf'tw('(>11 wctlilnd<,. and perennial or Intermittent s tream~ With rlparran veeetatlon, and Proponent Service 1 departments. lnspect!on during const ruction insures implementation of project as deSigned and 

! rll~tlJrh('d ,1(f',1<'. (cons trlJctlon sites). or p;rrkmg lot~ . or other ImperVIOUS areas th,l t produce run off. If in I thf' ')lJP ,rr('<I . mlnllnUm st"'tha( k requ lrcmf'nt<, ou t lined f.or rrparian conservation areas In the Sierro 

1 
... ~:.~~;;;.~~I~;.t~~.t~;;.~:.;~.'.;;:~'.~~.~~S,.~: .~;,~ ,;.~!,~,~I~,~:t,~;::~;:~~~~~~.~~;;.I.~~~~;.::.;.~.;~.~.~.=~.~ .~ .~ .. ~.~ .. ~.~.~ .. f.~.~.~ .. f.~.~ ........... ...•.... 
KMR'~ bnds(ilpe and r('vegetatlon gUldelmes (KMR 1998) will be followed. and reVised If necessary, to I Project 

l ilmil th(' lJ<'(' of trad itional m,lnlcured lawns In bnd~caprng: to IImll fertilizer use to direct application to . - - )nent 
TC·TAC. 

1 approved. 

J 
Compliant i Use of KMR's Landscape and Revegetation Guidelines is ~pecified In all CC&R's 

~ into project design. Plan sheets reviewed and approved by county. 

I pl.lIl t <, m<,tilllcd ourin!,. revegetation eHorts : ;rnd to IIml! the use of herbiCides. pestiCides. and fungiCides : 

"_l~y'n~'~~"'''!l',0l''''.':0'~~~e>..d~.il£!'~~:,,,~~j_,O'-'-~Ir_O''_~£'!5.~-'~EL__ . .L ............ ··········.··.·r· ":::r:1 ....... "". 
Vegetation Communities 

· .. K·M·R·~i"ii··i~i"i~·;;··;h~ ··i~·~d·sc(]pe Jnd revegetation gUlde!ines (KMR 1998). unless an item is specifically ! Project i TC-TAC Compliant i Use of KMR's Landscape and Revegetation Guide!ines is specified in all CC&R's and incorporated 

.. .1 .. ...... ~.~.<?.P..9.~.~.~~~. ~~._j .. ___ ~ __ ~_~_~_~ __ L .. _~ ___ ~ _______ .. J .. ,~~~9..P!.~i.~.~~.~.':~.~~~.: .. ~.I.~.~ .. ~~~.~.~.~...::~~~~::~~5!_~.P~_~~~~~~~~!Y:._~ ______ ~~_ .... _ .... _ .... . ~ .J.pd.~.~ e.~ .. ~X . ~.::.9.~.J. !~~. ~.~.~.~ .~ .. 0 f . t h~ ... ~.?x.~?~ .~ .. ~.~.f:'.~ .. ~.?..~.~.~.?..~.p..I.~.~ .. (~.e.P..~.~.~.~~ .. ~L. . 
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Rellised NOllember 23, 2016 
2003 Kirkwood Spec ific Plan 

Mitiga~ion Compliance 10-year Relli~w 

Mitigation 
Measure , , 

,., it1(d 

., 'In) 

.... , :1 'i~) 

., .(.1) 

Impact and Mitigation Measure 

nnXtou~ W('Nt (onl rol pl,1n (Appendix 8) pnor to conSlruction of any elements 

.IPP/olled Hllhl<' (IR Thr pl.ln ilc!drc'<,<,('s wred Issup<,of concf"ro through measures such as reQUlnng the 
1 11\(' of ,lrrroIlCd. natlvp \prO. WCN! fr('p hdY . .:Inri constrll.tlon practices such as the cleanine of residual 

<,(111 from off of (on\trurllon equlpnwnl tr,m\pnrtC'd from other areas prior to use al Kirkwood As under 

MltllPllflI) Mp<l\IHC'''' 1'" (,I), KMR wlliultlllC current .'Ind ,IPPHwed seed mixes and rellegelation 

INhnlqllCs. CllJlltnf'd 1I1111{' I.=!!l(hc..!!lf" ,mel revcgPldtlon !:",lJIdelincs. except for specifically updil l cd 
1~I!ldf'lmr ..... .1\ fnllow .... 

,I ("trnngly H'wmmpnrkd lI\r of n.ll ll1e l'.r.l<,<,p\ onlylhls would ehimgc the seed mix ~lln the landscape 

ilnrl tl"Vf'gel ,lllon l'.lJIdl"line .... hy {'xclutiln!t the usc of Dactylls elomerata (Orchard grass) 
h A\ ()ulllllf'd undf'l thf' [lrln r.ldn Na1l0n,11 rorr<,t Sf>f'd, Mulch. and Fertil izer Prescriptions (Forest Service 

i'OOO), rlfl' \tr,lW, (Ioe,ll) rlcltlvP ~~r,l<'~ str;lW. o r plnl"' neC'dle mulch (If certified 10 be from a non·infected 
<Iff',)) mav he uSNIIn pl<l((, (11 CPrtlfl('d w('cd fref~ hd Y, pC'ndlnt: dellelopment of the Californl<l crrt ificJt ion 

prnl~rdm ! 

( lJ5f' of quick rp.I('I,) .... I"'. Inorg.101C frrlllilp r~ should hC' ,lI/olded. a~ their LJ~e tends to favo r e5tabhshment of 1 

Responsible for 

Implementationl 

KMR, KMD~ 

Review Authority 

Te·TAe 

Compliance 
Status 

Non-

Comments / Recommendations 

There has been no formal implementation of the Noxious Weed 

compliance ! It is recommended that this plan be updated based on cu rrent conditions at Kr rkwood. The new I plan shou ld clea rly delineate responsibility of implementation. See report text for further 
. discussion. 

. :-~~~~~~~~:;:~~1'~~~~~'~l:'~~~r;![~;~;~;;';'i;'~~i~'~ i'~';~'d'P;~f~'~~'i~'~';'i'F'~'~'~'~i'~'~'i'~'~~~'~'~~'f~;;~·t"~·~~d;·i·i~·~·~·~·~d .. "t.... Project .. · ...... ·t TC· T AC, " ...... -L·--co~Piia~t .. · .. i' .. Aii·Ti;:;;·b·~·~ .. H·~-~~~·~t·pi·;·~~ .. h'~'~;"b~~-~"=':':':-:'~:":'-':='-''''----''''''-'---'-''-- .. ~ .. ;.::. ,,- - _. -__ .J ,,- -, - • - ' 

. Proponent I Department of i Forester . ml"('t the requlrem('nIS for suhmlltlf1l?, tlmher h<lrvc~tlne plans. 

Threatened, endangered, and special-st3tus plants 
KMR 'w;I"i'~blJ'i~ih~'serv;'~es '~T;I'q'ualiiied b~'i~~;'~i"i'o'~-~nd uct preconstruct ion surveys fo r speCIal-status 

pLln t species If IndiViduals ,He known to potentially occur in the area of proposed disturbance. A report 
ou tlin ing results of th(' survcys will be submi tt ed to the respec t ive county where const ruction is to take 

pl,]e(' wll hin on(' monlh of completion of the survey and prior to construction activities. If semit ive 
sw'elC'S are found, comlruellon envelopes should be redesigned (if feasible) to aVOid the populatIons of 

s('nSltllle pl;lOts If federally li\ted IhreJtened or endangered species are found on federal land, the 

prowcl proponent Will enler 1010 consultation With the USFWS 
"i;~pi~~'~'~'i"~'~'~~'~;:;';~'~d~;'i;~~'~';'i' ~"~~'~'i~;~'~"~'~"~'Ii;:;';'i'~;'i'~";~'pa'ci'~"t o speclal ·s tatus specie s, as cited in the 

hO\,lnl(;ll \urvey reporl (Jones ()nd StokC's 2000 ). which include: uSlOg a helicopte r lift to transport 

equ ipmen t and supplies, USlnc stakes Jnd nag!~lOg to carefully delmeate and reSlrict the const ruction 

Project 

Proponent 

Project 
Proponent 

Forestry and Fire 

Protection 

Preeonstruction botanical surveys were completed for Palisades Unit 6 in 2005; East Village In 

t 2007, Community Park Parcel in 2007; updated surveys were completed in 2014 for Martin Point, 
. East Village, Timber Creek, Northwest Parcel, Communi ty Park Parcel, and North of Hwy 88 

In.~.~~~.~.~ .. ~ .~ .. ~.~.i.~':I.~~t.~ .. ~.~~!7.~ .. ~.~i.~~~.C? .~~:.... . ............ +.. .. f.... .. .......... i........ . ........... j ....................................... : .......................................................................................................................................... : ................ .. : ...................... . 
fh(' coun ttl"s will dC'velop ,lnd f'n.Kt ;In ordln,ln((' to rt'dllec P.'Irtlcula l e emissions from wood burning Amador, Alp ine, TC ·TAC. . Not ~ TC ·TAC determined that based on new sta te and federal building codes whIch reqUi re the use 
wl1hln Kirkwnncl The nrdlflJncc \h:l l l Include tht~ f{)lIowln(~ f'lcments : 

,I In(f'nIIVCS In f'hmln.llf' nr rC'pl.l{f' f'XI\llnr. wood burning dellrcf'\ which do not comply wllh EPA Phase II 

LNI.fJ(.ltJ(lO reqUlrt'mcnl 
h /I rCQUlfC'm{'nt th.lt .)11 nl"W rl"SldC'n(f'<; prcvlou\ly approvC'd for the IOSlalia l lon of new wood burning 

rif'VIC!''' InfOrpnr,lte FPA !lhasp II Cf'ftlflf'd rt'qUlrempnts 
I: A ff'qlIJrf'menI that. upon H1s1:1llation of;, new EPA Ph,)se II Certified wood burntng delllce, at leas! one 

noncompl!;rn t wood hLJrntnJ~df>vl(c be ('ltmlnalNi wlthm the Ktrkwnod area 

d /I prohibi tion on zn<;I,1IiJ1IOn of npw wnnrl burning df'vtCcs. Including open hear! h·style fireplaces. which 
eln nol (omply With ~PA Ph. ,\C' II (crtlfiC,l lIon (C'qurrcm('nIS, C'xceplthal one noncomphant open hearth 
\tylC' f1fPp1.1C(, WIll he ,lllowf'o In th(' fnllowlng loc,lIlons 

,I (nrnmnn lohhy drP;lior,lted In :l blJlldlnf~ ( nntilinln!l, marC' than four multi · famlly units, 

,,(ommon Inhhy ,Jr(.' .! IOCd lf'rl WithIn Indj;C's. hole ls, mott'ls, bf'd and hreakfas t accommoda tions, or a 
pilulle rec rpiliion/mc(,llnl', f,1(llity. 

cl har/ s.11oon or rC'staurclnt . 

and EI Dorado Applicable ~ EPA Phase II Certified wood burning stoves for all new dellelopment that a new ordinance was 
Counties i redundant and unnecessary. 

L .. ____ !. __ ...:~~~~>!:-. 111 tll\.: VIl1<I~t~~~_ 

.- _ .... _ ... __ .- _ ... _-_. - . __ . __ ._-_. __ ._ ..... _._-_._- ------_.-
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Revised November 23.2016 
2003 Kirkwood Spec ific Plan 

....... M.!~i.~.~tion Co":,plia.nce 10·year Review 

t' ...... , '1""' ....... -.-..... -... -....... ~ ..... - · ·············· · · ·· ·· ~·····-····-r -'"··~··· -·-···~w- .- .··'"· -· ·T-·--~···~·~ ·-~T'"'···-·--···~·-r-----·-··---·--------.~-------.-----.. ---... --------
Mitigation 

Measure 

It 11(.1.-1) 

Impact and Mitigation Measure 

Prrf]( to the ,lddrtron of a scmno o lcsf'1 gener,llo r at the wastf'water trealment plan t. particula te mailer 

SOllrf f' tesllng wrlllw (ondu(led on Ih(> flrsl generator to determine liS emiSSions wi th the catalyt IC soot 
(tlll'r In pb((~ The reo;ulls Wll! b(' (Omhtn('d wllh estimates of emtSSlons from the second genera tor and 

<11<'0 wl1h pml<'Slons produced hy genera tors assnciated with the MU power plan! expansion, to assess the 
pOlentl,ll ( <Infer nsk P.lrTlCulatf' mat!N source ·tl'sting will he conducted on the second generator once it 

1<' Inst'lll('d . Andltlorla t envlronment,ll ( ontrols. such as a GltCllytlc sool scrubber on the second genera tor, 
wril bf' Install('d as nf'(f'SS;rry to mef't ,111 cur ren t. applrcable air quality standa rds. Any additiona l 

gcner.liors wi ll need to meet the GRUAPCD performance standard of (cu rrentl y) a cancer ris k less than or 

equJI 10 ten In one mdlron , 

Responsible for 
Implementation1 

KMPUD 

, Authority 

TC·TAC, Grea t 

Basin Unified Ai r 

Pollution Control 

Distric t. 

Status 

Not 
Applicable 

Comments / Recommendatlons 

Wi th completion of the new KMPUD power house in 2012 and interconnection to the regional 

electric grid in 2014, the wastewater treatment plant is no longer powered by stand-alone diesel 
generators. and the refore. emissions testing is not applicable . Emissions generated from the new 

power house are regu la rly tested and in compliances with GBUAPCD standards. 

~crease in SO~ and NO. . 
1111(h) j MU will continue to operate the power generation plant with the SCR (Se lective Ca talytIC Reduction) KMPUD TC-TAC, Great Not Mountatn Utilities was sold to KMPUD In April 2010, and KMPUD completed const ruct ion of a new 

" «e) 

" '(0) 

1111(~'i 

sys tem In place as reqUired by the GBUAPCD. Basin Unified Ai r Applicable power house in 2012. Current technologies in use meet all emission standards as required by the 

Regional Haze 

I To mitil~a.t e regional h(lze dLJri~g the wint:r, EPA-compli~ nt wood bu rning fireplaces and stoves will be ! N/A 

..... L:.~.9y.!~~~ ... I.~ .. ~~.!! .. ~.~.~ .. ~.~.~.~}.~.e·.y.~.!.1.~ .. ~.~ .. 9:::.~~.~.1.~::.~ .. ~.~ .. ~. !~.!.~~.~.!~:: .. ~.~~.~,~r.~ ... ~:,~.J~L ........................................................................ 1_ .... . 
Dunne summer months. the application o f dust suppressants Will be reqUired in areas where earth- Projec t 

movinr, actiVit ies 3fe beinc conduc ted , Proponent 

i 
· <..!reels Will be swept by a V<l(lJum sweeper durrng perrods whe n road conditiOns are dry enough to a'li~~"" "r " " Not Clearly 

I ~he removal ofa~ t l . skld ma lenals (I.e .. sand) . The streets must be swept from curb to curb, whICh Specified 

1n(ludes the driVing lanes, to maXimize Ihe con lrol effectiveness. 

Pollution Control GBUAPCD. 

District. 

TC-TAC, Coun ty . Compliant 1 New state and federal building codes require EPA Phase II compliant wood burning stoves in all 

Planning i i new development. Refer to comments for mitigation measure 4,04(a) . 
..··rc~~~·ty··E;gi~-~~~:·T .... ·compliant .. ·r·T·h-i~-·~~·~~~·~~··i·;··~-~·t~-~d·~·~·d··~~·~·~t~~~·t·i;~··p·~~·~·t·i~··~·~q·~-i~~d··~ith·i~-~·~·~·h-·p·roject SWPPP and is 

. [ monitored weekly during const ruct ion for compliance. There are periodic inspections by County 

. ~ during construction . .................................... ............. , .. c~;pii~~t· '''1 ·v~·~~~;;··~;~~·p~;~··~·~e used to sweep the roads under dry conditions. TC-TAC, Coun ty 

Planning 

,... . .. _. ___ . ___ .-kehistoric Resources 

! .1 5(.1) I Anyared ui l lmatelYldentlfled fo r prOlect development ~hould be sLJ~v~yed for prehistoric cultu ra l Project TC -TAC, State 

! resources by a qualtfled clrch<1eologlst pnor to ground ·dlsturbrng activIty . Proponent Historic 

. "(h) ···· [ ii ;,;ii;;;;i ~~;~;;;~~; · ;;;;i~;;;;d-;~rl;ilh;;~;;;,;;~,;·d;;i~;;;:;~~;;;ii;b~;;C~~i~~~t-;;~d~~CE6AiCRHR-- proJect--'-=-p,-r~:::;s~c:.::='-'--,---cc--+.:::;===="7======:c:,:=------,--,--,------,---,-----I 
I cn tcn.l . or IS a un ique ,)f ( ha('olol:'.lcai resour( e. mltteat Ion throueh da ta recovery or other approprrate Proponent 

vation 

TC-TAC, State 

Historic 

I rl1('.l<,lHl'<' <'holi1d bf' d('vlsf'd .mr! (<lmf'd out by.1 qualtfted arChaeologist. tn consulta tion wi th all 
: fonrprn('d p:Jrtles 

Preservation 

Officer. 
II ',() . f'··'i .. N~;·;;·~~ · t:;;;~;;~·: ;·~-t~~·;;;:~ i· · ~;·; ~~-~;·~·~··f;;·;';;~·~i ·:·~·p ~;;f;'~-·I~·;'!;f~;·i·;~~··~~;~~;~'~-~~·~id···b~·d~·;~~·~~-d~·--·-.. -·· 

L_. ___ ... _ ... 
. Prolect TC-TAC, Native 

.t ',(d) 

.1'+') 

! (m1<,t llt ,ltlon With NdllV(' J\mi'rt( .m mmt l1k('ly rlf'<,Cf'ndilnts . . Jo; lorntlflf'd by Ihe NAHC , Options coulo 

: Illr llld(' i!'.Jvlng eI hIHI.!1 In pl.! f(, II trrrllH'r dlo;twh.rllff' fel n hf' dvolof'Cl. or rf'mav,11 and rebllrtdl wllh or 

: wll hol l l !HI'VIIlU'" .H rhc!i'IlII)I~lr.11 Ir(',lIrTl('nl All <,uch pr o('dur(''> should b(' conducted within the context 

; III ( r OJ\. V>r tlon I '>m,.-1 ... (il llr!('lm,'<' .1nOll11' r .t lllmnl.! Puhl1 r flC'<'OUfC(' <' ( odf' C,0C)7 gil. 50g7 9R and 
: '-,0'1/ qq 

In ! 11(' f'vr'nl th.!1 rn ll",! rill tlnn ~w r <'IJnnp l n!l<'I'rvf' pr r'vloll~IV lIndl<'( OVcrf'd <,uhsllrfacc prf'hls tofiC 
, .lr ( h.II'Dln),.I' .11 {if'pn<,l l \ (I' I~ lorl( ,'n tl.lll on<, Ilf hnrH' .1<.,11 . (!1dr{o.tl. c!ncf/of Jrttf,lrtS) or human hom'\ ;lff' 

f'rli (JIHl l f'll'd In dn .11f'.1 <'1 11 111'1 I tn dl'vf'lnpl1!('111 .I ( Il vl l y, wOlk In Ih(' Immf'dl. lt C' v1crnlty of th(' frnd <,holllci 

hf' h.III('d .Intl .-I prnfp<'<' lon.!i dr(h.I('I)lnl:I~1 I r)n~\II!f'd Of . In thl' I .1 "''' of hlHTI"n hurl.lls. Ih(" Coun l Y 

Proponent American 

Heri tage 

Commission. 
applicable tribal 

... .... .. .....• ... ...... ~~ .~ .~.~~~~.~.Y.: .. 
PfOtc'Ct . TC-TAC. State 

Propon('nt HistoriC 

Preserva tion 
Officer 

· (ornnp r .Ind Ihf' .!flflroprl.tti' N.llIVI' !lrnrorl(.ln nrml 1i~('lydf'<'(f' nd.!Oi~ (Irlr'ntrflC'd hy the NAI-K) If th(' ! j 

, r('<'IIUf((, 1\ rlpl(,1"rl1Irl('rf tn hr' hl~tnrl( ,ltly ~1J:nlll(dnl I lndf'r I I O/\/(IUtl{ ( rltcrl;] . mtlll~,11Iw' d"la r('(overy or i i 
· nlh,'( rIlP.I\rrr,'''' \hlHdd Ill' d,'v l\i"'d . . Int! r .l lr l('d Oli! hy.1 qUdlttlPd .lr c hdf'()I()'~I<'1 In ( nnO;Ulr,lll(ln wl lh all ! i 

,nnrt'rn"d p.lrl lf'''' [ ~ -"1---"-' --.. -... --.--.. -... --: .. ------.~. 
_..l~isto~!£.R_e_so_u,"'ce"s __ _,_-.-

i I\ny .Ir (',lliltllll.!i ,·ly Idf'r1 llf'I'd for !lnl,'ntlill prtllf'l I df'W'lnpmenl <,hould h(' sli rvey('d for hlstonc cullu r:Jl 

I t,'<,mu c p<, hy ,I qll,rlrflf'd i)rch.h'olol', lo; l prrnr In ground dlSlur!Jrng <lCllvlty 

-p·;;i~~l--·-; TC·TAC,St;W:· 

Proponent Historic 
Preservation 

Officer . 

Compliant i No Native American bunal Sttes have been found within the 2003 Kirkwood SpeCific Plan project 

! area. 

Compliant ···· T··T~;i~··~~;~~;~··; ~ ··i~~~;p·~·;;t~d .. i~·i·~··~·ii ··p·i~·~·~·;~d··~·p·~·~iTi~~·i·i~~···· 

Compliant Historic resource survey,> have been completed many times throughout Kirkwood since 1973. Most 

recently, in 2009, a Heritage Re source Inventory was completed for the 2003 Kirkwood Specific 

Plan Development and Mitigation project that covered aU proposed development projects 

authorized by the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan. 
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Mit igation 
Measure 

AW) 

";I-;~it~i 

"5(i) 

• 11,1) 

Impact and Mitigation Measure 

If historiC culturdl resourcec, ;lfe found, ,lOci If I hI" resource is determmed to be a historic resource or 

unique archaeoloElc.l l rec,ouree uncler CEQI\/CRHR (rltcn<1, ml!lgatlon through data recovery or other 
.1pproprute mea':.UfC<' ~hntlld be devls('d .lncl carned out bY.1 quahfled archaeoloe1st, In consultation With 

all conCC'fncd P,1rtIC" 1\11 such procedufe .. should he wnductecl wlthlllihe context of CEQA Section 

m.)len,lls) In an .'lfl'.1 !>ubjf'( 1 to dev('lopm('nt .~(tiVlty. work In the Immediate vicinity of the find should be 
h.\l tpn.md.1 prof(,<'':.lnll.ll.lf(h,l('n[oglst ronc,llhpd All c,uch procedures should be conducted wilhln the 

COlltl'xt of ([0;\ 

~l'ltlnl' ... houle! 1)(' c,uh!E'(! tn (('W'W hy I\lpIIW and [I Dnraclo countie<'. Any lulure additions ~hould follow 
ttl(> ".Im!" dr,liltf'rtur,)] slyle I\ny futwf' .lddltlon<, must ;11 .. 0 (.onSlder the view to aod from the huilding, 

(,c,p('n.llly from thE' Iront 01 hll~hw.JY "Idf> For c,trucltJ r<l1 rE'asons, any new development and rel,lted heavy 

f'Clwpm(>n t should h(' Otc,I;lIlcf'd from the' KlrkWClod Inn so as to not place additional stresses on the 
pXIc, ttng found,lIlon R('vlew c,hould IIlcludr df'v("lnpment of meac,urf'S to mlligate indirect impacts to the 

Ktrkwood Inn to .11(>s .. · t\),Ul ·SII'.nlficiln l l('v('1 SpecifiC mltlt',atlon measures to be Implemented by KMR will 

Include c,orne or till of the follOWing 
,) Include usc of .)fchl te ct ur <Illy compatlbl(' mJlerials ,tIld deSign developed with the input of a qualified 

hlstonC.11 architect , If the fl.'W con .. tructlon affects the visual sPttlllg of the Kirkwood Inn and it IS 

determlll(>d that JiS settlll(~ (Qntrlhutes to JiS slcnific.:lIlcf> 

h. Use of vegetatIVe screcninc 
c. Ust> of architecturally harmoniOUS matf'flals and senSItIve placement of new structures. 

d Placement of an appropnate IIlterpretlve sign near the Kirkwood Inn explaining the sign ificance of the 
in local and 

to private developers, then the followlne protective measures will be undertaken by KMR or the project 

proponent· 

;) The ilrCh.leological site ,Ind a 100· foot buffer area around the si te will be excluded from sale to;1 
private Individual. 

b No structurcs, other than those necessary to protect the lIltegrity of the Site, will be established within 

the JOO·foot protected buffer area 
( With the cooper.ltlon of a qualified archaeologist and Eldorado National Forest to determine 

appropriate cleslgn and content, KMR Will Install a low visibility Interpretive sign at the site as an 

CcluCilllonal ilnd pro tective measure 
d KMR will monitor the si te annua lly to assu re the site is not degraded by vandalism or over use. If 

df'gr.ldatlon occurs , KMR will work With the EI Dorado County Cultu ral Resources Commission and the 

measures for the site 

Effects of increased traffic volumes on state and local roads 

Responsible for 
Implementation1 

Project 

Proponent 

Prolect 
Proponent 

A";~'~'r'i 'h'h~~l;nrl"i'~'~('C,II;c~'Jt;'d ' l;fl~i~1 n <l(CCIN.;il~;~·i~ '~~· ~~. SR88 '~h~~'id'-b~ ~realed to accommodate left· "'T ' .. K'M'O: KMRs 

lurn mOVf'rllpnt .. Klr~ wond Me,ldnw" nnvc' should he restrlped Jnn/or wlclenecl to accommodate three 

10 fool Wide I.1n('<, (minimum). whIch would IIlcluclC' om' ~ollthbound lane and two northhound lanes 

(Olli' 1" It I lim. orll' 111:111 tllm) . Fl thc'l 1 f'.\ lflPIllI~ ddd lt inn.1ltllCll I,lnes or tcmpora rily pl.:tong traffiC cones 

dlJllnl~ p('.l~ pC'clnd<. tn IC1Irll tlHtlI.1I1!'C, wOlJld .lllnw Jrft · tlJrn vehlCic ~tol.:tef' whil(> allowmg fiGht twomg 

Vf'illri,· .. tn flow 

Review Authority 

..... -.. "'.~~~ ..... ~~.-

2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 

Mitigation Complianc.: . lO-year Review 

Comments / Recommendations 

County Planning, Compliant [There are no sign ificant cultural resources proposed to be impacted through development of the 

TC-TAC, State ! 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan. 
Historic . 

Preservation 

Historic 

Preservation 

Officer. 

TC-TAC, State 

Historic 

Preservation 
Officer. 

TC·TAC, 
Ca!t rans 

Not 1 No new Kirkwood Inn . 

Applicable 

Not i Mace Camp was previously located within Ki rkwood North Development Plans, but the 2003 
Applicable ~ Kirkwood Specific Plan was modified to avoid impacts to the archeological site . 

Compliant i Kirkwood Meadow Drive is c-~-;;;~tiy:;;ide'e~~'ugh to a~~~;:;;modate three lO·foot wide I~'~'es at the 

intersection with SR 88. During peak use periods, traffic is controlled through temporary 

placement of traffic cones to form designated turn lanes. As t raffic increases, rest ripine to allow 

permanent turn lanes may be warranted . 
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2003 Ki rkwood Specific Plan 

_ .. ~i~.i.~~~i.,?_~ .. ~9~~ti.~nc~J.~:yea .~ .. RevieV:' 

_ .. __ . 
M it igation 

Measure Impact and Miligation MeaSUre eemm ......... ...J I;~I~;~~ti~~' J ~~:.~~".~ t :e~;'~ L e"""ee eee .............." ... e.~e~:~~!.~:=~~~~~:~ .... e.e ..... MmM.ee. 
II / (b) 

II / (f) 

(ontrol OWing rf'dk pC'll()ch. {'II her through <' Igndlilatl(lrl or m;Jnual control, 31 Ihe SR 88/Kl rkwood ! KMDu TC-TAC, Partia l - : During peak periods, KMD con tra cts with uniform CA Highway Patrol to conduct manual control o f 

Mf'.J(jow\ nflV(' Itltf'r<,1'( linn wtwld 1J11[110Vt' Ihr LOS r,l l mB 10 n.11 hUlld -ou l (modellnp, rc~ult:; In Appendix CJl tran:; 

! /\) u vm will (ondw 1 !i.Jlh( ( Ollll!\ _ll1d I 0<;, mndl'lltl!~ dWlnl'. p('rloci<' of I)(·.l~ vl~l tatlon . which could 

1111 ludl' <,Wl1nh'l <'P('( Idl ('VI'nl \ ('V('IY ~ YI'd l<, .H ld prnvldp 1 11f' 1(,<'tll1<, 10 1 C II\C Thr Irc<luf'ncy of I hi:; 

. 1('q lllrl'I1H'nl rll.IY hi' rl1lldlfll'd by ]l 11\( h.I\('d (lJl1hr r.lll' of growth In Ir,llflf f'XPI'rI('I1((,ci <'lnC(' Illf> 1.1<,1 

i ,'v.IIII.lllm) .Hld Ih.11 {'xp" f r('(lrll Iht' lli'. 11 lutIJl(' "'1/~Il,III/.lll()!1 or m.lnlJ.!I {onlrol of th(' Int('r~('(llon will 

()('IH If Ir,tlh( finw', rllf'{'1 {.tll r.HI<' 11111111111 1111 1 ('qlJ lff'ml~nl<, 1m "lgnclli/d1iOI1 I\l l{'rn,l!lv{'ly, KMH may 

p\(l~lh ' 0111<'1 Ir.llit( (nllllni 111('. )<,1111'\ .11' "pl,IIII,' tn (.JlII. III\ ,)lId .tlllilrPI' r nUlllu'~ 1h.11 wOllin Improvf' 

i 

I 

I h,' I (l\ 1.11 Ul/~ nl II\(' '.It~.~ /Klr kWI)()d M'''ltinw', I)r IVi' Inl ('I <,,'1 11(1I1 In I 00.., I~ 

lh,' hlIl11W1t1j' .. 1' IlrH)\ <'h ,dl !I(' ( Olllpl"it' l ! bv ~: ~'l l l' vl 'ry I I1I('f' y t',I1\ h('/~lnnill/~ In 700'" ,I net f'Vf'fy Il1r('(' 

YI',I!\ 111(''''.1111'1 or ,j <, dr'il'IIllIIlI'd!lv j( Il\l PIJ(\II,lnt I II til(' .. t.lll'd rnillg.llion m(',I<'WI' 

(,J) {OIiNI II1(HJllnf~ .Inil " vl'nll\!~ pl'.1~ hllw III! 1\111/; 11lnV('ITlI'n l (Ount" </1 til(' <.,R R.I-:/Kllkwood 

MI',u!nw<, nflW' IrlIN<'(,lllnn ,nll',!\1 on pt·.Jk .. umlTlf' 1 ,mel Wll11el w{'d:dilY ,1nd wcC'kcnd d,l!.'! 

(tlll.JI III ,It 1,',1\1 i\ d.IY\) wl lh IlHlII' t!Lin 11000d.IY 1)\(' VI<, llnr<,,,t Ihf' r(,,,or! , 

(h) (1lI IN llilrr'" YI ',II ,If , Idrl1l hl<,tnry from r ,tllrdl1\ ,md/ or CH I) for ¥(Irif'nts th,ll OC(lJff('n wi t hin 

"'001('('1 of Ihf' 1I11f'1<; f'( llnt) 

(I) 1{f' 1.lIn.1 IC'gl"lf'ff'd rrn ff' .... llln,tI f'ngll1l','r In pNlorm I h(' follOWing 

(I) H('vlf'w th(> ( 1I1If'l1t ( nndllllHl nllhl' 1I11 ['fs('(llon IncllJdlnggf'ometrtc<,. sight dlslance 

( On<,Ir ,l lt1tS. dnd lip id oh<,crVdtlon<; (lkidy~, qucu('s, elc l. 
(II) Comput!· Ih .. LO<:' ,lithe II1I ('r .. ('(lIOI1 Ollltrll: th{'sc pf'dk hnurs In acco rdJnce wllh t he 

1l1C'lhndnioglf''' pr(>S( llhN! In I hI" most r('(ent v('fSlon of the Hlehway Capacity Manual ; 

(III) I.v,-tilJ,ll(' lhf' dUld('nt ri<lLllll rletf'rrTllr1e If the typP Of I<lck of control at the in tersection 

(onlrlh lll!'riin ,lI\yof tl1(> r('port{'d ,Icc rd('nl:;; 

(IV) CondlJct a <'len,!1 wa rr, lf1t~ an,liyslS basf'd on the peak hour counts and the accident 

~Xp0.'I~"'( e p~r (:jIll :)n<,' ·ll·;-t[f,( rvLlnlr.)I. 

(v) fkrOnlnl f'no rh,lnI'P<; to lhf' Int(' r"f'ction ~wom{' l rtC~ and/o r traffIC conl rol deVices necessary 

to m,llnlatn ,1(c('plahlf> 100;, and 

I '"' 

(VI) Oocum('nt IhE' rc sul t~ of lh(' tasks df'scrlbed above In (c) (i) t hrough (v) for review and 

cnrnmf'n t hy Call r.lrl<; 

KMH will suhmlt 111(' rE'port 10 Te .TI\C, who will then submlt l helr r("commenda tl ons to Ca ltrans 

Dlsl/lCI to Imflrovem('nts m,!y Include <'Ir,ndlild tlon, manual control dUflng peak days, lane 

,tdcliIIOIlS, Slgnmg <md/or Slnpme Improvcm(' nts. ~ Ighl distance modifications and other 

,1pproprlatC'medsures. KMR Will thE'n hc responsible fOf constructton of the improvemen ts as 

I 
d('cmcd n(,CE'ssary by TC -TI\C .1nO Cal trans KMR may work With the counlles, regional 

t rilnspo rt atlon planl1m!~ agcnCICS and Cal lrans 10 pursue Sta l e sources to help fund these 

\ Improvemcnts 

'1''''A i 'r'I;~~' 'c;'~;';;~ 'iy ':;';; 'ii '';;;;';; 'i~';';';~;~t a tr,lff lc Impact mltlCdtlon fee fm future developme~t within Kirkwood The 

1 fcC' wou ld be used 10 mltleatE' traffIC Imp.Jets on SR 88 both the cast and west of Kirkwood (In Amador 

I Cnunty) t~at arc partially al1rlhutable 10 Alpine (ounty development . The .fee.system would be based on a 
! ~lfnilar mi t Ig,ltlon fee proer,lfTl <llreaoy in place wlth lf1 Amador County, which IS applicable to development 

11 .JI Klr~wood Within Amddor COUn ly _. __ ....... __ ... _-------_. 

Agency County TC·TAC 

compliance i egre:;s and ingress at the intersecltOn of SR 88 and Kirkwood Meadows Drive. The mosl recent 

. traffic study was compte ted in 2010 (Fehr & Peers) , The 2013 review by Te. TAC allowed for 

analysis to be deferred to 201.1 (or as appropriate) due to lack of new development within 

Kirkwood Valley Since the 2010 trilfflC study; however, Since 2014 there has been no additional 

review or diSCUSSIons addreSSIng the need for additional studies Additionally, communications 

between Cal trans and Te. T AC IS lacking. TC- T AC needs to determine If traffIC s! udles are necessa ry 

based on current conditions or If further deferment IS suffiCient and notify Callrans of their 

determination 

No 

670-06 adopted April 18, 2006. 
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2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 
Revised November 23, 2016 ._._._._ .. _._._. __ .. _._. __ ._ . . ~l~.?!~~~_c:..~.~~.~.~..:e 10·y.!~~ .. ~.!.~.i.:.~ 

r···· ·· ---- - '-1--- -- ----- -- .. -... ----...... ----.-.-----.--. 
~~::~~en Impact and Mitigation M easure Comments I Recommendations 

1-···· • • ---- - ..............••.. -..•.. - ••....• -........ -..• - --.---..• -- ..... ----••.. ----.--.. -.. -.... -----------.---.----.-----.-.. ---..... -------.-..... --.-.. -.-•• 
Adequacy of parking. 

·· ··~ ··7·(·d·i · · · · · ·········rK·M·R·;;.;;·ii··p·~·~·p~;~·~~~··,~·~·~·~·~i"·~·~·p~;;··i·h~·i··i·~~·i~d~~··~ detailed analysis of day-visitor parking durinc peak KMR _······-r···-··-·TC_ T AC ---t···-~pii~~·-r-Th·e-2o"iii2oi3"p~;·ki~g·;ep~t·id~tifie-d-~··tota-I-~3:097P·a rki~g·~·p;c~~·ih""at~~~·-~·~~~bi~-·i~~· .... 
pe riods such as the Christmas hohday, Presidents Day weekend and other weekends during the ski 
sea!>on, peak. penods durine the !oummer, and speCIal events, when more than 4,000 day-use vl!oitors are 
at I he r('sort . Th e Sl udy Will compare day-vlsllor parklne demand dUring these periods to day-visitor 
pdTk1l1E Capacily at the resort. Th~ results will be reported to TC-TAC JO June of each year. If the study 
shows tha t the numb('( of daY-VISitor related vehicles parked wilhin the resort exceeds the amount of 
P.lrbne spaces ilvall<lble for day viSitors (approximately 2,500 spaces), TC-TAC will reqUIre KMR to 
Impleme-nt a mlllBation pl ;1O which WIll Include one or more of the followmg actions. 

a PrOVi de addltlondl p.lrkmg ~p.lces II) surface lots or parking structures 
b Imple- mC'nl m€'thods to rrowk er(,(11('( f'fflcIC'ncy In the use of eXls l!ng parkine lots. 

( . Hcduc(' Pil rklnl'. drlll,)nd t hrouglJ l:re,1! ('r utdlzal ion of milSS transl!, increased vehicle occupancy, 
I ( .Ir /v.! n ponls o r olh('1 progr,lm~ Ihat Will re!oult In reduced p,lrkmg demand durtng peak per iods. 
I Ii Hr .. trt(1 day,vl..,ll 0r U " (' tn ,I Irw l Ihal dllow .. p.1rk lnl', dc mand to be M commodated in eXlstJng day

I Vl\1I0f P.lt klnl'. ,I H ',1\ 

Il1 lplr rrt('llt,ltlo fl nlt h.' M tlon.., Undf' f thl '" rnlt l/!dtlni1 1llr ,l ... urr .. hall rrsutlln ,)ocC(uate day-vl ... ll or parking 
'.111.1 ' It y for II\(, r-xp,'r tPd (LIY VI~ lt(H rif'rTl.I!1(i.-ll Ihr r(' .. orl 1tI.-1 m.ll1r1('r Ih,, 1 dol"'" not rp ... ult II) pot('ot lally 

! visito rs, vJell above the 2,500 spaces required by the 2003 Ki rkwood Specific Plan. Peak day 
~ parking occurred In March 2013 with a total of 2,261 ca rs. There was no shortage of parking 
j spaces du ring the 2012/2013 season. KMR continues to work on reducing parking demand by 
! providing a shuttle bus for employees living in South lake Tahoe and has instituted a car-pool 
! incentive program. KMR also provides financial incentives to groups that provide bussed 
! transportation to the resort . KMR implements a Parking Management plan which provides an 

j efficient and formalized parking plan that corresponds to the resorts ability to remove snow from 
j parking areas . KMR intends to conduct a more detailed analysis of the factors impact ing utilization 
j of parking so that it can identify options to meet current and future demand, including improving 

1 the efficiency in which existing spaces are cleared, improvi ng accessi bilit y to visito rs after heavy 
1 snow storms, and adding additional spaces along Kirkwood Meadow Drive. KMR gives financia l 
. incentives for groups tha t come in busses. 

\l1'.ndl r ,lllt ,}(!w' ,;.,,' ,' tlV llrHHnl'nt.11 I'IINt <, th ,lt h,IV,' n(t! hr('n llipntlfleo "nd f'Vahldtt'd mthlS I:I R i! 

I 
. .... . ........ .... , ; .... .......... ....... , ... ...... .... ......... , .... . 

Effects of Kirkwood North development on t raffic. : . ________ ; __ ' . --I 
1\ I (f') : (.ll lr.ln ... dC' '''II ~n fC'ql llfC'rllt' nh ... hOllld hf' u"'l'd to dl'Vf"'ln llllw fll),l lln tf"'f .. C'( tl(Hl I,lYout Prolect j TC- TAC, Calfr.1ns Not t FInJI deSign plans (or Kirkwood North have not yel been developed. Prior to construct ion of 

Proponent applicable 1 IntN!oeClion. a pCf"mll from Caltrans would be required Ihat would Incorporat e Caltrans' desten 
i reqUirements 

'.YJ ;;. :~l;~ 

1. ~.roj.~~ y'!~~b.~~.!'L ....... -. . -' .. -- .. -. . .. . _ .... - ... - .---.. ---.. -------.- -------.--.,---c-'--,,----,----1-o::-:::=-o--:----1--::---::--:--+-:--;-----,.-----:-,:-:--:-==:--:-c,---:-,---;-----,----,.,.--:.,-,------i 
II :-~I .I ) I /I t I H I~h vl<,lhlh ty In( .II IOII". \ilf 1i.1\ llpppr 1·1,·V,lt IOIl .., nf ')l. Inl\kl (lut ')ollth . nf"'W Ire(' ... will hf' I~r ouped and Prolcct Te·T/IC County Compliant 

i pl.UllNi ..,t r dtf'I~I'- '-ll! y In h(' lp hrf'.ll11p nr ..,1 1 ('i'll out 1 hI' vl"lhtl!ty 01 1 he' proposf'd deve lopment Arldl!JImal ! Proponent Plannlnr. [ departments for review and approval. Final approval of plans Indicates sufficient Incorporation of 
! r(, flrlf'IY1,'rlt..,tn Inr ,1IIm) will h.' rlf'jl!1('(lthf (J lIl~h rif'''lgrl If"'VI('w"lnri doaIY"I!> of ... penfic prop()~:tI~ , 

Proponent Planning 

~ ~ _~. __ ..... .. __ .... ____ .. _ .. _ .... _ ...... _ ..... ·._ ... _. __ __ ·. __ .·. __ ... .. _.u·.· .. ____ .. __ ._ .... ... _ ... _ .. __ . 
'\ .v,{h ) I I'roi\n"' f"'d df'w'lllptnf'rl llO jore<,t ('d .'f(',l" Will hc e ... t.lhll ~ h('rJ With curvihne,H, lJndulatinc bound.lfIC'" Prolect TC -TAC County Compliant 

I Whf'f f"'Vf"' r posslhk· Proponent Planning i departments for review and approval. Final approval of plans indicates sufficient incorporation of Proponent Plannmg 
i 

t 
·t p,r, ) ril ;;r·;~i·;-~~-;;-l-... ~~~;-~~~·~·;~~f~rlh;~ (d( illlip~ or dctlVIlI('S will empha!olle curvilinE'M houndaries Projec t TC-TAC County Compliant 

! m ... t('.ld of .. tr:IIGht lir)('''' It) n,l tllr .JI.JPJ1e.Hln l~ I.md<'( ilflf'S Proponent Planning departments for review and approval. Final appr~val of plans indicates sufficient incorporation of 
. measure IOtO design. The county provides periodiC monitoring during construction to insure 

Proponent Planning 

development is constructed as approved . 

1'( 'r ' ldlll l ~ ~Ii~~;n-;;-I r~· ,-;- f~;~~l;-...;tl~rl,-~~;~;-;-n~ '('<, f"' rmlon. conforms to the natural topography, and Project TC-TAC, County Compliant Grading plans are submitted to TC-TAC and the applicable co~nty planning .and bUilding 

I l1\1nllnl'f'~ cut~ ,.nf! fil l!> Proponent Planning departments for review and approval. Final ap~rova! of plans Indicates suffic ient in~orporation of 
i measure in to design. The County provides peflodic monitoring during construction Insure 
I development is constructed as approved . 

1\ .1.1;(r-) - --l 'c ,;;-r;ne t7f"'e<, ,' n d~~,~r t'II~~r~p~;K-~ 1 Will he limited to the mJOImum area reqUIred Project TC-TAC, County Compliant Landscape plans are submitted to TC-TAC and the applicable county planning and building 
. Proponent Planning departments for review and approval. Final approva l of plans indicates sufficient incorporation of 

1 l measure into ?esign . The County provides periodic monitoring during construction to insure 

.... J ................. -.-........ ~-..... -........ ~ ..................... _ ........ __ .... _ ........ " ... _ .. __ " ... n ••• ~ •••••••••••••••••• ______ • _____ •• _____ •••••• _ .. _~, _ ••• __ ••• _. ____ 1 __ development IS constructed as approved . 

I 
<iod (,X(,I V<llcd dunng ( nmlrlJetlon .Inri not lJ<,ed wdl be backftlled evenly into the cleared area, and will be '1' Project i TC-TAC, County Compliant Grading plans are submitted to TC -TAC and the applicable county planning and b. ~ildine 
gr<ldf'd tn conform wit h Ih(> tf'rrain ,lnd the adj.lCent landsCil!"le Proponent Planning departments for review and approva l. Final approval of plans indicates suffiCient Incorporation of 

1 measure in to dcsign. The County provides periodic monitoring during construction insure 

1\ ,~~{d) 

'.« 1) 

1
----- --- ----- --- ------------------------------ j development is constructed as approved. 

Slt C' <;,p('oflC efforts wil l he madr such as r('mOVlng slumps or smoothing SOIl to ensure a temporary Project TC-TAC, County Compliant i Grading plans are submitted to TC-TAC and the applicable county planning and building 

''''poc' wheiC elc,,,nl' 's 1P'llmcd ,n scnll'"e 01 scente ",eas i .:r".p".~:~: Pla~~'~:J ........................ J;~;;~:~~ ~;~~;!e~C~~;~~~;~;~~E~~~=~~ .. =~~!.:::~~~n~~~~~~sc~~~::~c~:~~~~:~~;a'ion of 

.. _ .. __ . . . __ ._ ... __ .-- ._-_._---_._ .... _._-- -----~~--.-----.-
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2003 Kirkwood Specifk Plan 

.~ iti.~~~!.?n .~ompliance .10-year Review 

r

······· Mitigation 

Measure 

11 H( hJ 

I 

tl H(1l 

'18(q 

t··· .1 H[ I) 

tl8(m) 

tl 8(n) 

;i '~ ('~T" " 

I 
tl R(p) 

TC-TAC. County Compliant 
nlng 

'1 fh(' ~eedb~;j·-;7i·l·b;.;:;,,;~·~~r;;;lio-p;;';~;rl P an ;pl~mu m (' tWl ronment for seed germina t ion, seedling growth, Project TC-TAe. Count'"" 

! ,1I1(! survlv.l l. as speclflea In the Ki r kwood erosion con trol ord inance (sec M it igat ion Measure 4.1 (b )-( h)) Proponent Plan 

i ,lila KHMOA Deslr,n GI.llti('ilnf'S 

Compliant 

nlnv, 

. ··l·· ..... --.. --.-----..... - ... --.. ---. i LlnO<,Cdp(' dC<,ICn whwh rep(>.1ts or hlends with [he surr ounding eXis ting landscape cha rac ter w il l be Projec t TC-TAC. County 

I ,1 ppllf'OIn hlf~hly vl<,lhlf' or <,pnSltIV(> dfC'el" tn (>nh.1n r (' the <1ppe.1 ran( p o f prOlect buildlng lnstall<l t lon. Proponent Plan 

i , 

Compliant 
nlng 

i 
.. ! ....... -... ... ..-.......•............ _..... . .•..•••........ - .•.. -._ •.. _---- +--------+- - -----~--Not 

I 
Ff'dthC'rIl1E the ('np,f's of I hI' hlchway I~OW in cr rt aln .l rr as will be ut ilized to repea t vege tat ion pattern s o f 1. KMR Forest Se rv iCE 
('XISt Ing Opf'l1 ~pa ce l 'O!!('S TC·TAC, County 

."'tl··N·;I;·;~:;i~~dy~~g~I·;i7;;;·;ii~;;106"t~·~XiO~;;_;,TSR·88 in'Ki7k~ood ~o rth will.be ev.alua.ted ca refully : Project Forest ServiCE 
before rcmOV<ll m order tn prrservc a visuil l huffe r for this area . Selec tive removal or pruning of trees in Proponent 

ar('<l S Wi th senSi t ive "(f'nl( valups (f' B . SR g? recr('atlon areas and reS idences) wil l be done In consultation 
! With the Cai tr ':InS i,lIlascar(> ar(hlte(l or (oun tY-dpproved vlsuid resource speclJl lst pnor to any tree 

"' - - ning 

Te. T AC, County 

Planning 

! removell in these areas 

applicable 

Not 
applicable 

T·-l-~·;:-;~~;~·rl·-~ii~~7··i;~·;~i~-i~;··I:;·;~d-~~;·PI~~i;·~;!i-b~-s~i~~!·~d~·~;d·~~ .. ih~;·;t;iliYi-o b-Ie-nd~·i·ih-~x lst ing i Project TC-TAC, County Compliant ~ Landscape plans are reViewed by Te-TAC and the applicable count y planning and build ing 

! W'Cf't .l tlon Hlp·Ha p st.l hll lZd t Ion mdt ena i w il l he a non -C Dn t rast lng color ! Proponent Planning ~ departments for cons istency w ith m itigation measure. Final approval ~f plans indicates compliance 

! I : ! with mitigation measure. The county provides periodic monitoring dUring construction 10 insure 

.1 ............................................................................................ ....................................................................... :...................................... .......................................... .. .. 1. ..... . .... .. ......... .1.... . .............. ~... . . .......... ! ... ~.~.~~.!.?~.~~.~.~ ... i.~ .. ~.?..~.~.~.~ ~.~.~~~ ... ~.~ .. ~.P..P..~.~.~~~ : ............................................................................ : ............................. : ........ . 
1 Milich or .. ut tf'( t rf'f' SI,l Sh rlf'hm Oil ( Ul dnr! ftll arf'.lS to mask bare soli and main tain a more apprOPriate Projec t TC-TAC, County Compliant ! Landscape plans are reViewed by TC-TAC and the applicable county plann ing and bu ilding 

; tf'xtllr(' to .1f(' ,1 ~ hark from tr.1VplwelY<' Proponent Planning i departments for consistency w ith mitigation measure. Final approval of p lans ind ica tes compliance 

. ! ! with mitigation measure. The county provides periodic monitoring during const ruc t ion 10 insure 

... j ....................... ................... . 
Ilnntrol nlantmc l imes to maxlml!.e s u(c es~ful revcr,c tatlon Project 

Proponent 

.... 1 ..... .. .......................... l .. ~.~.~~~.?.e.~.~~.~ .. ~~.£?~~~~~.~Y:9 .. ~_~ .~ .. p.p~.?..~~9.: .............................. .............. _ .......................................... . 
TC-TAC. County . Compliant ~ Landscape plans are reviewed by TC-TAC and the applicable count y plann ing and building 

Planning i departments for consistency with m itigation measure. Final approva l of plans indica te s compliance 
1 with mitigation measure. The county provides periodic monitoring during construc tion to insure 

1 development is constructed as approved. ···························r·························· ............................................... .................................................... ......... ... .....................................................................................................• ..................... : ...................... , .............................................. , .................................. , ........................................................... : ................................................................................................................... : ............................. : ......... . 
. 1 R(el! ! lJ .. f' nat lI r.l l Inoklng pl.Jnt 111£ paltf'rm on cu t/fill c,lopes 'I' Project TC-TAC. County . Compliant i Landscape plans are reViewed by TC-~ AC and the applicable count y planning and buildIng 

I 
; Proponent . Planning ~ : d~partments for consistency with mitigation measure. Final approval ~f plans ind icates compl iance 

, Ii 1 ~ i With mitigatio~ measure. The county provides periodic monitoring dUring construc t ion to Insure 
iii i i development IS constructed as approved. 

~ ... _ ... . ~ ._s~~.L_ .. ___ I~~p.~~m~~ Mi t lp,~1t lon M~~~.lr:1~nd 4 1. (n). I N~A . : : Reference comments on Mitigation Measures4.l (m) and 4 .1 (n) . 
! /1 R(l) DeSign to take advan tage of nallJ ral screens (Ie .. vege tation. landforms) . I Project TC-TAC 
. . Proponent Planning ~ departments for consistency with mitigation measure. Final approval of plans indicates compl iance 

County Compliant 

Proponent Planning 

, I 
I.. . tl R(:J)··-·--··-··r;;;;-;;:i-~~;t;;~d fills ~i th na tive grc1!>s spec ies that will not have substantial winter or other seasonal color Project TC-TAC 

, I con "as" Proponent Planning deoartments for consistencv with mitigation measure. Final aooroval of olans ind icates comoliance 

County Compliant 
Proponent Planning 

4 R[v) >ervice, Compliant 
TC-TAC, County 

f1!ng 
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2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 

__ .~ iti~ation Co~p.~!anc: .. ~.O-year Review 

Mitigation 

Measure 

t1 ~(w) 

A "I') 

.1 Xlv) 

1\ R(/) 

Impact and Mitigation Measure 

')llwlllre\ will bl' rno<,lruct .. d of m.lt,·'fl,II\lh,11 hlend with the 1,1ndscape cha racter Uft components will 

m('('1 ro.,M 21RO (for .. \, Sf'fVIC(' M,lnu.11) policy for color ,mn reflectivity, which IS t1 5 on the Munsell 

11"lItr,11 v,lluf' color srale Rt!lkhngdf'sl(~n<, (nn NFS bnds). IncludlOE color and material. Will be submitted 

average horizontal, Vlith a 

Responsible for 

Implementationl 

Project 
Proponent 

KMR 

Review Authority 

TC-TAC, County 
Planning 

TC·TAC, County 

compliance 
Status Comments I Recommendations 

.... M~~"·.M.· .... ·· ... ____ ~····_·. ___ . 
plans are reviewed by TC-TAC and the applicable county planning and building 

departments for consistency with mitigation measure. Final approval of plans Indicates compliance 
with mitigation measure. The county provides periodic monitoring during construction to insure 

I "'"".,,'''" '''~"''"<.I''V" v' I f·' (IV"'·"'';'''. a maximum of three ""''''''' '"'" "Y""aK"" I VI l-"OIl"''''Y ,II", 01-'1-''''-0''''<: \,,"'U"'Y "'U'\..<""'''' '-..,II ' I-"I<III\..<: WI<" '''H'!)0:::1'''''11 "'<:0:::1:> .... '<::>. 

t1 Sf,I,1) I rlxtures Will be reqUIred to mlOlmlze fUEltlV(! light into eXisting residential areas, including East Meadow, Project TC-TAC, County Compliant As required in 4.08 lab), lighting plans are required for all new development . Review and approval 

............. +":..:::~.=::..::===-:..:::c::." ...... " . . . . ' 
tl P.{,lh) j A liehtlflJ! plan far .111 new cievelapmrnt will hf' reqUIred , .1S aullJOed 10 KRMOA Design Guidelines, that will ! Project TC-TAC, County Compliant ~ As required in 4 08 (ab), lighting plans are required for all new development . Review and approval 

1\ q{h) 

, 10(.) 

1111(.1) 

, 11(1)) 

····,iij; i 

(Olln!IPS will develop and pn.let.m ordinance feqUlnng employec hOUSing to be prOVided at Kirkwood. 
Thf' orOIO,1ncf' will .• 1\ a Il1lOlmlUn, Inclucif' \h~ foliowlOg f'lemcnls : 

.1 A rC'qUlrcmcnt thaI .. 11 I('asl 30 percent of the number of average peak·season employees be prOVided 
With e>mp loyee hOtlsll)n concurrf'nl WIth fUHtrP developm('nt of the resort . 

b /I. m .. lhnri of ('nstlflnl~ 111.1\ th(' amount of ff'(llJlfe-rf employee hOUSing will continue to be provided In 
til .. lullJr .. 

( lomaier;lllon nf po\slhl .. .llinWdnU' Im:1 feE' 10 he- paid In Iii'\) of (Ons tfuctine cmployee houslOg. 

d (nn\lnPrallon of pm\lhlf' ([Pall Inward Ihc' f'mrJoy .. c houslnt~ reqUirement in exchange for KMR 

pr()Vlnlnl~ 1 r ,1nsport,]IIOn for rmploYN'\ rp<'ldllll~ out\ldp of thf' Kirkwood area 
r (on<'ION<lIIOn 01 po<,slhl .. crf'nll low,lrn thp pmplovec hOUSinG reqUirement for hOUSing units 10ulted 

nul\lrii' of the Kirkwood .1r(',1 which ,1r(' rcsNvrd bv KMR lor use hv emplovees wi thin the Kirkwood area. 

llndNf,rOund stor,1J'.e till1l~ or olhC'( h;lZ,1rdou\ moltenal stor.,cc will not be sited within the 

KMR TC·TAC, County 
Planning 

TC·TAC. 

Compliant 

Compliant j A housing ordinance was established in 2003 as part of the 2003 Ki rkwood Specific Plan. 
I Workforce Housing Audi ts have been submitted annually for review and have been approved by 

TC-lAC. Although the mitigation measures pertaining to the Ordinance are belOg met, the various 
parties involved generally agree that the Ordinance could be updated to include additional options 

for compliance, such as additional funding mechanisms, introduction of a fee in-lieu option or 

introduction of credits for employee transportation from off·site locations. Discussed further 10 

text of report. 

storage tanks or hazardous material storage has been located within the (altrans 

of \V.ly : "b .... '.--Y: , : "I!"" __ ,,, •• ... Y · 

'l'i;'~" K';;'~''''';~;~~j-M';lntC'n,\orf' Shop .lnd MU Will m,1intain spill prevention pla·~~·i~;·ai"i·h;z~rdou~";·~i·~~;~~i~·."""""·"· . ······ .. ·K·M·R····· ...... · .. T ··· .. ·· .. ·TC·~;-AC: .... · ........ ·•·· ··C~;:;:;pliant--·1'KMP·l;D-;~d·KMR are req·~·i~~·d .. by·t-h~·-CA·H-;~I·th··~·~d··~f;tyCode to maini~i~ ·H~·;~·~d·~~~ .. M·~t~~;ai·~-··· 
rhp<,r pl.lOS will bf' rl'v lf'wf'n .md Upci.1tC'n ann1lally, <1<' appropri,l l e. and filed With the appropriate county. KMPUD7 i Business Plans (HMBP) for all hazardous materials util ized at the maintenance shop, power house, 

. and other facilities throughout Ki rkwood. The HMBP includes a spill prevention plan. The HMBPs 

Ai"i ·~~;·~I·;~E·;~d .. p·~·~·p·~·sed fuellanks will he maintained, operated and tested in accordance with local, 

st.lle an.d . fpd~.~.?I .. ~~gul~tlo~s .. 
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2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 

. ~.!~igation Compl!ance lO-year Review 

r

······ Mitigation 

Measure 

.111In) 

I 

! .iiie ) 

f '1111f) 
! 
f ········;j iii~i 
I 
I·· .. ·· .. , 11th) 
, 

·.·:: I~:~an~~,tig:~nMeas~re. . ... ... ""_""_ ... _._."." -::] 1;~~~;;~~lI~~:~~~[:~;;=] ....... _ .. " ....... _._ ... _ ... ~=:~:.~~.~~~~~:.~~'~~-'=~-'.== .. "~-.-.--
HaLdrclous ll1<ltNI..Ils cleanup clnd cont illnmcnt surrlies will be (<1 rrlcd in any vehicle tha t transports fuel I' KMR, ,KMD" Te-TAe. Compliant ; KMR confirmed th~t all vehicles, that I~ansport fu~1 fo r r~fueling construction equipment contain 
for (C'fuf'lmg construction Cf]tllpment Project i cleanup and containment supplies . This measure IS required as part for the spec Plan . 

.... tl ................... , ............................................................................................................................................................................................................ : ........... ... ............ .1...... Proponent ............ 1 .................................. ... 1 ......... : ..................... __ ... _ ........ _.:._ .. _._ .. ___ ...... __ ._._ .. ~._ ... _ ... _ ...... _ .. _ ... _ .. ________ .H._ .. _ .. _ ... . 
t Hazardous m<l tertals clean up ,1nd cont<l lnmcnt supplies will be present at any permanent location where KMR 1 TC-TAC. . Compliant i ThiS measure is required as part of the KMR's and KMPUD's SPCC Plan. 

i refueling is done i Agency I 

........ lL~~:~~.~:.I~~~;;;~K,~~~~O,:~I~~;;I'~'~:;.~~;I;::'t~:;~t::~=:::II~:~a;tlCi~;tl~~:,~'~f~~I,n~:a~tl~I;I~~'~~~:II ]~Z.~~.~~'~' . J. . TC .. T AC. 

No motor fuel refuel inC will be conducted Wit hin 100 feet of Kirkwood Creek or any of its perennial KMR' TC-TAC. 

trlbutanes. or within 50 feet of any occupied housing unit Project 

_ Proponent 

l-·~~lhe--;;~~~~t·~h~-;;~~I;-~~~·~aterial spil~ of a reportable quality occurs. the responsible pa~y WI!I KMR, TC-TAC, Forest 

Immediately notify the Dep.'lrtmcnt of EnVIronmental Health of the affected county or counties, the CDFG Project ServICe 

Compliant 

Compliant 

and KMR have training programs for year-round and seasonal employees as outlined 
SPCC Plan. 

------_ .. _------------------------_._---_ •• ____ H __ • ___ - ____________ •• __ •• ___ •••• ___ . ... _ .. _ .......... __ ..... 

, There are no fueling stations within 100 feet of Kirkwood Creek or any of its perennial tributaries 

i or 50 feet of any occupied housing unit. 

! ! and <lny other aeenCles as required under regulations applicable at the time of the spill. If the spill occurs! Proponent 

f !l I I (I) I·~~·~ Ft1Sn~1 ;i~: a~':~7so~~d~I~~:cI~~t~;~t/~'r~ h:i~'~:~:~~~ Rt~7::··~·~·~~~·i~·g··~t;·~·d·~·;·d·~ .. ~~ti";~·~·d· · i·~··c·~·iif~~~;~········ .. ··· ..... J · .. ··K·M·R·i·o· ....... ··1······· TC _ T AC 

In the event of a Spill KMR notifies the Department of Environmental Health of the affected county 

and in accordance with the Hazardous Materials Business Plan and the Office of Emergency 
Services Guidance (2014). 

.. H_. ··········.··_.·······._···.···.··· .. · .. ··· .. ·.· .. _ ..................................................................................... , ...... . 

I I H.ll.Hdous Materials Spitl/ReleJse Notifica tion GUld<ince (Lercari 1999) established by the Governor's 

, Office of Emergency Services 

Compliant KMR and its subcontractors adhere to the reporting standards outlined in the most updated 

California Hazardous Materials Spill/Release Notification Guidance. 

t·_· "--~il'i(j) '-- KMR. MU. and KMPUO shall comply with Title 22 for submission of business plans. inventory statements. KMR, KMD, TC-TAC Compliant KMR and KMPUD comply with Title 22 and have prepared Hazardous Material Business Plans. 

i explOSive \tmaCe, ;.md spill prevention control countermeasure pi<lns. as m<iy be required , KMPUD inventory statements, of hazardous materials sto red on-site, and SPCC Plans. These plans are 

I 
annually updated and submitted for review and approval to California OSHS. 

.... !l I I(~) .~ ... --. -r~~-d-eve lopm(>nt 10 portions of Al pln~-;;;Amador County where sot! or groundwater contamination by Project TC-TAC Not No development has occurred on contaminated sites in Alpine or Amador counties. Any future 

petroleum products h<is been Idenllftr.d Will al a mtnlmum reqUire approval from the applicable County Proponent applicable development on contaminated sites will require compliance with this mitigation measure . 

Health Dep;Jrtment dnd the CVRWQCB 

"', ...... '.: ... ~ .. ':. !.:'.~ .............. L" .I.T.,~.I.~,I.~~. ~~ .. ,~,I.~.j.~.~.~!.~.::,.~.~.~.~. ~.J, ~.~.~"~,:.~:,,! . .J.!.l.,.~.~,9, .. ~,:~,: .. !, .. (,t.L~.~ .. ~~~~.~.~~~9. .. iD .. E~~.~.9. ~.~.~.i.~ .. ~.~.~.?~.~~~~ .. ~~. ~.~.ig.0 .... ..... ... .1 ........ , ... ~/~ ... . 
KMR Wilt cond uct surveys to ident ify on/off ·slte recreation use patterns of reSidents and guests and 

report results to TC·TAC and [he Fore~ t Service. Such surveys will be conducted every 4 years or as 

nl"f'1l1r.d necf'ssary by Te. rllC ;lI1d the Forest SerVice, Hesults Will be reported to these agencies withlO 60 

OdYS Th iS Informat Ion wtl l tncrf'<lSl" 1(· T liC ilnd Fores l Service knowledge of recreational use patterns In 

! Ihf> Ki rkwood ,1r t'.1 Jnc! conlnbute to df'v('lopmcT1t of r('sponSlve man<ip,ement plans for heavtly impacted 
fNrf' .lt lon:11 sltrs <lnci t.l (i litlf'<' 

.~~~~.~~~~~I~~~~~~;~~~~-~:~~~:;·~~··~:~~;;~~=~=~~---~-.~---

KMR 
Service 

... ?~.~ .. ~9..~~.~.~.~.~ .. ~?L~.!~!.~~.~~9..~.~.~.~~.~~~~._~. :.~: .. ~iI~.~.~_~ .:~:_!JtL .... ___ ... __ ... __ ..... 
A recreation survey was completed in June 2006. KMR will coordinate with TC-TAC and USFS on 

Compliance ! need and timing for future surveys. 

" I ?(,) i tll1j1il'nlf'rll nltlll;.ltiorl 11)1',1\111I'\!l 1 1 (h) thloul'.h!l 1 I (I) . . IS ric,>cllbed In the AQuall c [{('sources section 

l in ,lddl t lcm. KMH Will wor~ wllh Ihf' I orC'\1 <;,'rVI(f' to df'vplop .'Inc! Implecnf'nl o1n to"truclI0n<ll/lOlerpretlVf' 

KMR 
···· .. f··· 

ribtog sensitive resources at Kirkwood Lake at the Kirkwood Inn. The 

d Lake and Caples Lake. 

.1 I '( .d 

!l I l(h) 

. 111[,1 

·1 I li d) 

~L 

I rlt' ('(h 

T ···· 

I Fire Protection . 
r(Il ;~~';r t;'ri··:';j'J·i .:;;·III! II'" ! I) . j(! 1)"1 f' ! Cl tl1(' l)f\( prolf'~i " .. .... .. . ···········i·c·:·iAC······· ··· .... ~ ·· ··c~~pii~~t ! ·Aii··~·~·~·~·;·~·~i·~~·;~·i·;;·~··~·;·~·pi·;~·~·~·i·i·h··i·h~··U·~·;f~~~·'B~·;·ld·;~ii·c~d~··iu·B(i·: .. p·i~·~·~·~~~··~~~·i~·~~·d···by·i·h~ .. .. 

......... _ ......... _ .. _ ... _ .. __ .. _. ____ ._ .. _. ___________ ~roponen t ! applicable Coun ty Building Office and KMPUD . 
• Hli"l n' VI~f' ,1\ nf'l'dNI . !he Kirkwood Vllla ee Flr(> and Safety' KMR TC-TAC ! Document has been replaced with the Crisis Management Plan (2008) . 

Projec t 

Proponent 

i KMH wil l Irl (I('.l'.(' Infr.!'>I~I'( ];";;;-,~;~rl-l ;i~~Zt"~I.~-;{~ ,-l~;-;;-;d;J tlons to the service dlstrtClto support the level Project TC-TAC Compliant The criteria for assessing the need for paid firefighters is outline in the Fire Service Master Plan 
j ollirf' prOI,·(tIOIl !{'qw(('d lor thf' propn~cd (it.'v('lopmf'nt Proponent (1997). The Plan outlines the staffing, equipment. and infrastructure needs to provide an adequate 

level of service through build out of the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan. KMPUD has undertaken 

improvements outlined in the Plan such as const ruction of the new Community Services Building 
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2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 

.... _ .. ~.~~i~~t!?~. Cc:>~~ lian c: ... ~O .year Review 

~~!:~~n I Impact and Mitigation Measure Comments / Recommendations 

'·.:j···j··1(';:·i ··"" "'K'M'R"~ij'I"'~;;;;'~';i';;'i'h~"I~'C;~"'I"'~f"f';~'~:'f;g'i;;'i'~p"'~~';~';~~"'~";~';;'~;'i~~d'~~~"d';~~i~p'~~"'~';'"p'~~~;~d'~'~~d"'';h~''~'~'~;d;~;''' [ See response above. Th;'i~~;'I-;;ffi;~~fi8ht'i;g';';~i;~~"'~~s~d";;;i~'p-;;-;;-t";~o~·;~nd·~~;~"d~~~";;b;d"',;·ih';' · 
porlll,lIlnn 10fr(>;j<,f'S KMPlJf) will .1do fire f il~h t e r s <1<, d'Ct.1t('('1 by community needs KMPUD ! Fire Service Master Plan. 

Medical Services 
" ,,(1) j KMH will fnn tmup to rn,lIn LlIn ml'dl(ai i.1cilitlC's ounn!~ the ski season conSistent with the reqUIrements of KMR 1 TC·TAC, Forest : Compliant ! Vai l subcontrac ts to Barton Medical to provide temporary medical facilities during the ski season. 

I th(' lJ S I nrC'st Servlc(' sp(,( I,'IIJ~f' pC'rmlt l<,s \J ('d for ihe ski ar(';a , J Servrce i i 
.. ·1 .. K M i~ '~;i'i ' ;~;'~';~';; ';~ ;" i' il~ i~ C~ t' e;'f' ;~~;'J ;~~; i'~'~'~~'f'{~'~ " ;'~q';; ';~~'d";;'~ ' ~j'~~~'i ~p~;'~'~ i " p;~~~~d'~'~'~'d"i'h~';~~';d'~'~'i"" """""" "'r ···············KMR· .. ··············!···· T C -T AC ·· .. ······ .. ·1 · .. ··c~·~·pi·i~·~;: ···T·B~·~~d·~·~··i·h~··~·~·~~~·~·i .. y~;~~;~~~d·;~·~·i·d·~·~·t .. p~p~·I~ti;·~··~·t··K·;;k·~·~·~·d·: .. ~·~ .. ~~·~·;;;·~·d·;~~i·~~~i~~~··~·;~ .. ··· 

popul;)tIOf) Increas('s If the Inuf'.}<'t" m YC'<H ·round rmpulatlon w.,rrants, KMR will add medical services to ! ! warranted at th is time. 

,1 Ill,,) 

i···· . .. . ... . . . . . +.::~~~~~~~~~~~~~::=.~~ =~~======.: ...........................-----. . !...... . .......................... i .......................................... L 

1~·~-·i;·~·~·~T~·ii·;~·~'men[ between the Alpine County Unified School District and KMR (August 18, 

2008), the school district states that it is unlikely that a school will be constructed on the si te nnd 
i agrees to transfer the property to Kirkwood Mountain Resort. 

11 t ~(h) KMf~ will con tlnu(' prov,d,np, flmdm!; <,upport of f'duca tlonal f;aci lities for elementary school children KMR j TC·TAC, Alpine 
((l radC' <, K 6) at Kukwood (t' ~,co ntln uC' financial support for rented facilities) . This requirement will be County Unified 
l{'vl{'wC'd {'very c., Yf'.II<' .Ind ,I determm.1ilon milcte by Alpme (oun ty as to whe ther the requirement School District 
<'hould he continued, modified or plimmdlpd 

Not 
Applicable 

, 

~ "'"_'" ... ______ '"n~!!!!,~ ___ ~_-._-:---__ "'. ___ . . . , ' ........................................... 1 .......... 1........ .. .......... j ...................... _ ...... __ .. : ........ __ . __ .. ___ ............. _....................................... . .............................................. __ .... _ .... _ .. _ .. _ ... _ .. . 
4 14(a) I MU 1 will expand the E'xls t inp, electrical facili ty or cons truct a new facility to meet projected electrical KMPUD, ' TC·TAC I Not l Mountain Ut ilities was sold to KMPUD in April 2010. In 2014, KMPUO complet e~ a power line that 

demands as Ident ified In section 4 1411 I As electrical requirements increase and the exis ting facility Project . Applicable l connec ts the Kirkwood community to the regional elec tric grid . The new power hne was designed 
reaches capacity. expanded or new f.:1cllFtles must be developed. At the time a tentat ive deve lopment Proponent ! and constructed to meet the estimated electrical demands of the Kirkwood community and resort 
map IS submitted, MU must prOVide the respective county with the current capacity of the electrical ! at build·out of the 2003 Ki rkwood Specific Ptan. The existing 5 MW powerhouse will be used as a 

I

· genp.ratlon facility., th(' curren t elec tncal dem. and of the K.irkwood ar~a, . and the pro.jected e!e~trica l . . ! bacK' up facility and no future expansion i.s anticipated. KMPUD will be able to meet all electri cal 
reqUlr('rnents of the development If the prOjected electncal need Wi ll not be met by the eXisting facility, l demands of futllre development of the Kirkwood area as approved under the 2003 Kirkwood 
imf"l rovpments Will also he prOVided lind the schedule for completion will be identified . Expanded or new : l Speci fic Plan. 
I,wlltles mu<,t be m opera tion prior 10 electrical demands of the new deve lopment. ~ j ! ! .. ..................................................................................... .. ....................................................................................... -_ .... _-.................................. ·-··1 ( '1······-·-·- . ...... ..................................................... . . . .. ............ . 
Water Supply . ; ; ; 

,j"'1'4(1;'j' ............. ···K·M·Pu·6··:.::;ii"j"~·~~nect a newwpJ1 to th(' wa ter supply system if th·~ · ,:;·;~;·i~·~·~ .. d~iiy·d·~mand exceeds the KMPUD "--"'---'--'rc:r"A-c--'- COmpTi~m-T-KMPUD'~~-;;;;;:;t-.;~t~;-~;;pply~Yst~~ .. ~~-;;-meet the ~nI~axim~;;;d;iyd-;r~:;:;;:;d;i~ng with 

avai lable supplies with the larcest welt ou t of service, such that emergency storage reserves would be ! j reserve requirement. 
depleted m 7 days If dema nds continued elt the maximum rate . 1 i j i 

tl ].1(c) 'KMP'ljj)" V:;i'II';;;'~~';i'~r wate~ '~;;p'pjy'~;';tPu ;' ~~d··i~·~i·~·ii·~dd·;t·;~~~·i··wells prior to Increased water supply ··-·r ··· .. _· p;~j~~t----..... ---.. TC~AC·-.. -.. '--.. ·CO~·Pria~t-·-1-KMPUD·;·;~;~;~t;~t;ti;;-~~ps and'd;t~;-;;-~~iithev'have the-c-;-p~·~ity·t~·~~·~~;;~d·~t~-·t·h·~· .. · .. 
demands of new development paecels 1\\ the time a tentative development map is submitted. KMPUD . Proponent ! needs of the development, and if so, KMPUO provid es a "will serve" letter to the project 
will provide the respective county With the current water supply, the current water consumption of the 1 proponent. KMPUO provides a report to the applicable county documenting supply and 
Ki rkwood area. ano the protec ted waIN reqUirements of the development . If the projected wa ter 1 demonstrating that they have the capacity to service the proposed development. In 2013, KMPUD 
requirements Will not he met by the existing slJPply, as defined in Mitigation Measure 4.14 (b), KMPUD : comple ted a Services Capaci ty Analysis that included assessment of water supply. The Report 
wili iden lify the number <lOd location of proposed wells 10 be installed and the schedule fo r completion. :) indica tes that existmg suppl y wells will not meet maximum day demand at build·out aod 
Addi t ional wells must be In operation prior 10 wa ter demands of the new development. . [! recommend s that KMPUD pursue obtainment of surface water rights and construct a treatment 

.................................................................................. ....................................... _ ............................................................... _ .. _ .... _.... . ................... j .................. _ .................. ..1 .. _. __ ... _ .. __ ._ .. _1 j faci l,l y to me:.!.~~!~~.~.~E .. ~~~~!:!~.!~ ther than installation of additio~a [ w~. __ . 
PI,1n and implement new development to ensure the use of best available technologies for water . Project . TC-TAC ! Compliant 1 KMO uses the best available technology in its own projects to the extent practICable, and a list is 

conserv.1t Ion. includll1C. bu t not limited 10, water conserving toilets. showerheads, faucets, and irrigation . Proponent [j provided to architects, owners, contractors, and county building departments to incorporate th is 

sys tel!'<' . . ... ................... 1.... : ·f .............. ·········· .. ···· .... t .!.:.~.~~.?!?~Y..!.~.~.?. .. !.~.~.~~.P.!.~.~~.: 
Wastewater Treatment ! i i j 

!--·-· .. -·~-~-~·~i·M--;;-~~~~lewat~;·t r('a';;;~·~p;;:it~'M":~JPe,rade;~ approp~-Expanded or new facih tles must I .... · .... K·M·PUD--·-·-.. ·-Tc-:-TAc.---!-C;;mplian~20i3Aii~~~;·~··E~-p~~;·tyA~lysis eva"j~a ted the capacity of the exi~i~~~';';~'~i'~'~~~'t~'~"'" 
CVRWQCB 1 trea tment and disposal facilities and de termined that they were sufficient to meet ultimate build· 

t out wastewater flows and loads. No expanded or new facilities are required . 

, "(el) 

IX' In np{'r<lt lon pnor to W.l stC'W,l tt"r opmaO(is t11 the new devf'lopment 

~"'i';i'(' f) .......... I .. /\·; .. i·i~~·-t~·~~~'~~ .. ·i-t·;~i·~;i·;~~:-~j·~·C~i~;·;;·;~~·~l·; .. ·,;:;·r·;~ .. ~~;h~~~tt~~T"K-M·P·lJD .. ~;·il proVide ih;respective COl;;;; wi th Project TC·TAC, Compliant KMP.UD reviews each tentative m.aps and est imates projected wastewater requirements and 

i hI"' (11 f/ 1'1l1 Lap,IClty Ilf 11)( ' W.I~ t {'W,J1(>( t r('.11 nlpFlI /.lCIli l y and the cu rren! wastewater au! pUi of the Proponent CVRWQCB prOVides the respec tive coun ty With a status report documenting cu rrent capaCity of the 
I Kllkwond .ICP.l KMrtJl) Will .It<,n ptovldf" thf' Plfljf'ctf"d w.,<,tt"W;jtN reqlJl remt"n t<, 01 the development wastewater treatment facil ity and the current wastewater ou tput of the Kirkwood area . 

. . :1 .' :~l! ~.l __ ~ .. ' ::L~:!.0.!~2~~~~~T0-~;!:;~:~!~J~~~:~~~!;~~~:}~~IC=::=~==~~~~~_-HHH_.:_ ..... __ ~"' ..... __ ~ __ ~ _______ H._---L ___ N/ A See comment sunder Mit igation Measure 4.14 
Arll.I(Joc ( OA 1 Off"ll(' f'mplnyr(' hnu<'lng wlthlll l hl' Lllmf' R.l<,1n mll~1 b{' nC'w cnn<,trU("\lon of whJ(h Klfkwond Mountam KMR Amador County Not There is 00 exiSting or planned offsite employee housing Within the Tahoe BaSin. I HI' .. or t '" I'll hpr I hI"' IlrFlll.Fry IJ,'v"iopC'r (11 <'llh~t .J!lt l,l l dr'vf'iop rrwnt PMt ner \h,11 re .. ult s In addlt lonal Applicable 

I !lnu'"ng ~ t(l(k Wi t hill i hi' l 'lhnr' R ,\,n Wil ilin til(' r.dln(' !I.I~ln 1 f'.l~lne, rf.'mode lint' .. rf'trollltlne, Of 

! Clthl' r WI~(' 11<'1111', f'xl~iIl I J·. hIlLJW1,~ <'iel! ~ WIll nol rp<,u li Frl 0('d1l tow.m J f'mploy(>(> hOLJ~lne pllt~ lJd n t to ihls 

U!'.t! 

.l orll ,n.III( [· ........ i.. .. . .... , ........................... 1. ........... _ ..... . 
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Mitigation 

Measure 

111', / 

.IIl I\HI(,()O flrf' mlll)~.-llinn ff'P mrilll,lf1(f' hil<,pd nn 

Responsible (or 
Implementationl 

Relliew Authority 

I\marior Coun ty Amador Coun ty 

Ill,' 1)I'I:IIl.llti'XI of Ihe 11 1111)' .. 1111111 1 1I1'.1~'JI"~ dn,·., Il ot .llw.IY~ I 11' ,Hly '1)I' fill< rhl' 1C'<,pnn<,lhl(' jl,lrl y ,lIld Ihl~ (olumn 1i.,1.., Ihf' p.1rt y ds<,umf>(l hy Ihe au th or to mas I 

!j'PJ 11IIII.III·lv hi' 1f'<,prlll<'lhl,' 1(11 lil\jll, ·lllf·l1t.ll lon '\lldllllll1.llIy 11 11' 1(' ,plln<,lhllrr y nllmrlpmf'n t,illon of smnp m(>,I<'IJIP<' h,l\ (h ,lne(>(1 with 111(' <'al(' of KMR to Va ll <lno 

the lT1lpll'lll f' nt.J1I()!I ()f I h(' )U I } M,]<,tC' 1 DI'vl' lnp rn,'111 I\grC'('I1I"nt I hf'v' ( h.Hl)'.f'!> ,H e rf'llf'(if'ri HI I hI' 1,111 1(, 

Kt-.. '1l1 1<, 1,'<,pml\lh l,' fm II'qlllll'ITl\ 'n «, I).)), l) Ill.Hld (,) KMII <'h,ll1 hI' rf'~p()J1<'lhlf' for ( omr1lancp w i th rf'qUlrprl1f'nl S) for KMD '$ prOJeCtS ;lnd KMR shall be 

I!'<,pnll<,dl ll' fm 1,'ql)lr"IIH'nl ')} 1m KMlf·, prowrt', 

1'1'1 Ill,' )(1 1) M ,I<,II'r 1)('v('lnprnr'llt l\el ('I'l1If'nl . 1111<' r<, nnw thl' rr'<,poll<, lhllll y nf KMD 

1'.'1 IIr,' )(1 1) M.I"lpr [li'vI'IOjlll1f'1l1 l\J',fl'f'rllC'nr op!'ld tnl <,11.111 (omply wllh Il1ltll',atlon fl1('aSu re on ski lerraln and alt olher property owned by Ope rato r. Developer 

<,h.111 (omply With Ihl"' mllle,IIIOn Il1P.I<,url' on prupl"'rly ownl"'<l hy DC'velopcr 

1'1'1 t h,' )111) M,I<,t!' 1 [)('vC'lopnlf'llt 1i)',fI'f'Il1C'tll . KMI{ III hI"' r!'~p(lnslhle fo r Il'mporary placement of t raffic (Ones tn form lurn lanes durrng peak periods . All other 

II'q'JII,'fllr'IlI" nf thl' Illl ll);,I1I(l1l ml'.I\IIIf' "Iulll)(' .lllne lt!'d hl'lwN'n KMH ;lI1rl KMO In an agrecmf'nt 10 be neeOll<lled In the future 

1'(' 1 th,' )(1 I ) tv1.I<,I!' 1 i)l'VI'lnpmC'J)1 1\1;li'l'mPlll . KMlllo PNlmm tr,rffl( Cf)LJnt~ and LO') madeline .1S required every three years by mitiga t ion measure and provide 

thl' 11'<'1111-. In I ( i i\( 

/ t\tvl!'lill now 1,'pl.l(;'<' MIl (tv1(lIHl l,lln \11111111'<') .l llril\ 1f'~p{llI!'.lhk 1m ( Ompll;lncc wl lh mltlcatlon measure 

'/ 1'(' 1 1 hi' )nl) rv1.1~1" 1 nl"'w1opm!'nl li j'.( ('l'lllf'nl op!'l.lI01 \hdll comply Wi t h mlllt,l,lt Ion measure for all fuel lanks located on opera tor -owned property, Developer 

~h . III, mllply Willi 1ll111)'..ltlon rn('.I\(J((' [Of .111 IrJl"'lldnk<' IO(,Jif'ri o n develnpN·owned property 

"/ l'I'r thl' )0 1) Md<,lf' r [)l'v(' loprnf'rlt Ii)'.re(' menl . of'lC'r.ltor <,h.ll1 comply With mltlg;]tlon measure for all Operalor-owned or controlled ve hicles; Developer shall 

I oiliply wit h mltl!'..llion 1l1('.r<,urf' fm .1 11 df>vf'lopPf -ownNl or conlrolled ve l1!(!E'!> 

:'"/ 1"' 1 1111' JU I ) M. )<'( f'r D('v('ln)1ll1pnt :','.fl"' E' lTlrnl , op('r,ltor shdll comply w l lh ITlltl[',a l lon measure for .,11 spills located on property owned by Operalor; Developer sha ll 

'ollIply wil h (T1I111~.llllln llH'd<'(Jr(' fO I ,III spills Ic)(,]it'd on propNty owned by Dcv('lnpcr 

Compliance 
Status 

2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 

~.!ti?a~ion Compl!ance 10·year Review 

Comments I Recommendations 

Not ~ KMPUD ha" a fire Impact fee t hat is asse~sed and imposed on all new developmen t Within I\mador 

Applicable : County 
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Kirkwood Specific Plan 10-Year CEQA Review 
Reference Material Reviewed 

General 

Amador County Resolution No. 03-319 and Ordinance No. 1569. 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan. 

Alpine County Planning Department. 2002. Kirkwood Recirculated Revised Final Environmenta l 

Impact Report. Volum e 1: EIR and Appendices. October 2002. Including: 

Appendix 1 Erosion Contro l Plan 

Appendix 2 Tree Ordinance 
Appendix 3 Landscaping and Revegetation Ordinance 

Appendix 4 Design Ordinance 
Appendix 5 Housing Ordinance 

Kirkwood Community Association. 2005. Kirkwood Comm unity Association Design Guidelines. August 

15,2005. 

Amador CO - Biennial Review 

Kirkwood Mountain Resort, 2007. Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan, 2007 Biennial 

Review. 

Kirkwood Mountain Resort, 2010. Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Plan 2009 Biennial 

Review. 

Archeology and Cultural Resources 

ASI Archaeology and Cu lt ural Resources M anagement, 1995, rev ised 1996. Kirkwood Subdivisions 

Cultural Resources Survey, Amador, Alpine, and EI Dorado Counties Ca lifornia, prepared for 
Simpson Environmental. 

Lindstrom, Susa n, Consu lt ing Arc heo logist. 1998. Kirkwood Ski Area Expa nsion Project, Kirkwood Ski 

Resort, Amador/A lpine Cou nty, Ca liforn ia Amador Ranger District. Adde ndum ARRA05-03-

331-276C. Prepared for Kirkwood Resort Company. N August 1998 

Avalanche 

Kirkwood Mountain Resort, 2014. Effectiveness of Kirkwood Mountain Resort's Avalanche 
Forecasting and Snow Safety Program 2013-2014 . 

Mears, Arthur I., P.E ., In c. 1997. Design-Magnitude Avalanche Mapping and Mitigation Analys is, 

Kirkwood Resort, CA - An Updated Study. October 1997. 
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Biological Studies 

Basey, Haro ld E. 2005. Survey for Special Sta tus Plant Species, Palisades Six Parcel, Kirkwood 
Mountain Resort . 

--2007. Survey for Special Status Plant Species, East Village Parcel, Kirkwood Mountain Resort . 

--2007. Survey for Special Status Plant Species, Community Park Parcel, Kirkwood Mountain 
Resort . 

Keyser, Dale. 2010. Survey Results for Special Status Wildlife at Lake Kirkwood and Caples Lake. 

August 16, 2010. 
--- 2007. Survey Results for Special Status Wildlife at Lake Kirkwood and Caples Lake. July 20, 

2007. 
-- 2014. Wildlife Surveys for Martin Point, Kirkwood North, Northwest Parce l, East Village, and 

School Site on Loop Road at the Kirkwood Mountain Resort, Kirkwood California . August 14, 
2014. 

Simpson Environmental. 1995. Botanical and sensitive plant survey, Kirkwood Ski Area / Alpin e 
County, CA. November, 1995. 

M eyer, Virginia . Botanical and se nsitive plant survey. Kirkwood Maste r Plan Area. Alpine, Amador, 
and EI Dorado Counties, CA. Submitted to Simpson Environmental. January 28,1996. 

Cris is Management 

Kirkwood Mountain Reso rt, LLC. 2011. Crisis M anagement Plan. January 2011. 

Fire 

Alpine County Board of Supervisors. 2006. Ordinance of the Board of Superviso rs, County of Alpin e, 
State of Californi a, Establishing a New Section Ent itled "Kirkwood Area Traffic Impact 
Mitigation Fees" Ordinance No. 670-06. April 18, 2006. 

Kirkwood M eadows Public Utility District . 1993. Ordinance No. 93-01 August 26, 1993. 

Milbrodt, Richard, 1997. Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District Fire Service Master Plan. Prepared 
for Fire Chief Peter Tobacco and the Kirkwood M eadows Volunteer Fire District . August 1997. 

Fiscal Impact Assessment 

Kirkwood Capita l Partn ers, LLC. 2013. Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring - Fis co I Impact 

Study. M emo to Tri-TAC, February 19, 2013. 

Vernazza Wolfe Associat es, Inc. 2006. Fiscollmpact Assessment of New Development Sin ce Adoption 
of the 2002 Specific Plan 2002/03 to 2005/06. 
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Geotechnical Studies 

Geocon Consultants, Inc. Geotechnical Investigation, Timber Creek Village, Kirkwood Mountain 

Resort, Kirkwood, California . Prepared for Kirkwood Mountain Resort. December 2005. 

Geocon Consultants, Inc. 2005. Slope Stability and Rippability Study for Palisades 5 & 6, Kirkwood 
Mountain Resort, Kirkwood, California. Prepared for Kirkwood Mountain Resort. December 
2005. 

--2008. Addendum to the Slope Stability and Rippability Study for Palisades 5 & 6, Kirkwood 

Mountain Resort, Kirkwood, California . Prepared for Kirkwood Mountain Resort. December 
2005. March 5, 2008 

Geocon Consultants, Inc. 2014. Geotechnical Investigation, Timber Creek Village, Kirkwood Mountain 
Resort, Kirkwood, California. Prepared for Martin Point LLC. December 5,2005 . 
--2014. Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation, Timber Creek Townhomes, Kirkwood 

Mountain Resort, Kirkwood, California. Apri l 1, 2014. 

Youngdah l Consu lting Group, Inc. Geotechnical Engineering Study for The Sentinels West 

Condominiums, Kirkwood Meadows Drive, Kirkwood California. Ju ly 2005. 

Traffic 

Kirkwood Capital Partners, LLC. 2013. Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring - 2013 Traffic 
Study. Memo to Tri-TAC February 19, 2013 . 

Employee Housing 

Amador County, Ordinance No. 1569 Appendix 5. Kirkwood Specific Plan Employee Housing 

Ordinance. 

Land Use 

Kirkwood Mountain Resort, 2010.2009/2010 Workforce Housing Audit. October 29, 
2010. 

Kirkwood Mountain Resort, 2012.2010/2011 Workforce Housing Audit. Apri l 2, 2012. 

Kirkwood Mountain Resort, 2012. 2011/2012 Workforce Housing Audit. May 24, 2012. 
Kirkwood Mountain Resort, 2013.2012/2013 Workforce Housing Audit. July 5,2013. 

Likins, David P. 2007. Letter to James W . Parsons, Ed .D., Alpine County Unified Schoo l District . June 
29, 2007 

Water Resources 

Ca lifornia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region . Order No. R5-2007-0125 

Waste Discharge Requirem ents for Kirkwood M eadows Public Utility District Wastewater 
Treatment Plant, Alpine and Amador Counties. September 14, 2007. 

Ensign & Buckley Consulting Engineers. 1996. Kirkwood Creek Floodplain Study. Prepared for 

Kirkwood Associates, Inc. February 1996. 
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Kirkwood M eadows Public Utilities District, 2014. Water Stage Alert System . March 2014. 

Markman, Steve. 2004. Water Quality Analysis of Kirkwood Creek, 1998-2004, Amador and Alpine 
Counties, CA. May 20, 2004. 

Matt Wheeler Engineering, 2012. Sewer System Management Plan, prepared for Kirkwood Meadows 

Public Utility District. June 2012. 

Matt Wheeler Engineering, 2014. Services Capacity Analysis, prepared for Kirkwood Meadows Public 
Utility District. May 20, 2014. 

Interviews 

Beatty, Chuck. Planner. Amador County Planning Department. September 4, 2014; October 31, 2016; 

November 16, 2016 

Blann, Casey. Vice President & General Manager. Kirkwood Mountain Resort. August 11, 2014. 

Grinola, Bruce. President Kirkwood Community Association . October 7,2014. 

Grijalva, Susan c., Planning Director. Amador County Planning Department. September 4,2014. 

Mila, LeAnne. Senior Agricultural Biologist at County of EI Dorado. September 29,2014. 

Myers, Dave. Sr. Director of Mountain Operations, Kirkwood Mountain Resort August 11, 2014 

Richter, Michael. Former Director of Environmental Affairs, Kirkwood Mountain Resort. September 

19, 2014; November 16, 2016. 

Sharp, Michael. General M anager, Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District, August 22, 2014 and 

September 18, 2014. 

Strain, Andrew . Vice President of Planning and Governmental Affairs, Heavenly Mountain Resort. 

August 11, 2014. 

Whaley, Nate. Chief Financial Officer, Kirkwood Capital Partners, May 15 and August 11, 2014. 

Wood, Zach. Plann er II. Alpine County Community Development. Augu st 1, 2014 
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Attachment C - Site Photographs 

Photo 1. Examples of erosion control material in place during construction of Timber Creek 
Phase 1. 

Photo 2. Examples of erosion control material in place during construction of Timber Creek 
Phase 1. 
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Photo 3. Avalanche warning signs located along ski runs within high hazard area. 

Photo 4. Ava lanche warning signs located along ski run s w ithin high hazard area . 

-----_. __ .... __ .. _ .... - .... --- ---_ ... _--_.- --_._--_ ...... __ ...... __ .. _--_._---
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Photo 5. Educational material located at Kirkwood Lake Campground informing visitors of 
sensitive resources and fishing regulations . 

Photo 6. Segment of Kirkwood Creek located within graz ing management area. 
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Photo 7. Overview of Kirkwood Meadow within grazing management area. 

Photo 8. Temporary slope stabili zation within Pali sad es 5. Success of temporary revegetation 
is vari able, but over slope stability maintain ed by erosion control fabrics and rock as evidenced 
by lack of dirt and debri s on road. 
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Photo 9. Temporary slope stabili zation within Palisades 5. Success of temporary revegetation is 
variable, but over slope stability maintained by erosion contro l fabrics and rock as ev idenced by 
lack of dirt and debris on road. 

Photo 10. Phase 2 of Kirkwood Recreation Center. 
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Photo 11. View of failed revegetation along Sentine ls Way . 
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Five-Year Adaptive Management Plan for the 
Kirkwood Meadows Horse Pastures 

1.0 Purpose 

Draft 

There are two primary purposes for the Kirkwood Horse Pastures Adaptive Management 
Grazing Plan: 

• Define the appropriate conditions and criteria for annual use of the Kirkwood 
Meadows as horse pasture that can be easily understood and implemented by 
current and future horse owners and stable operators. 

• Establish a method for early detection and response to natural resource 
problems that could occur as a result of horse grazing in the meadows. 

2.0 Background 

Description of the Area. Kirkwood Meadow is a montane meadow approximately 120 
acres in size at an elevation of 7,700 feet ASL. The vegetation within the meadow is 
variable and correlated to soil moisture conditions. Areas that stay wet longer into the 
summer are dominated by sedges (Carex aquatilis, Carex spp.), wiregrass (Juncus 
balticus) , and hairgrass (Deschampsia cespitosa) . Drier parts of the meadow are 
characterized by Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pratensis) , other grasses and forbs. Small 
areas of lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta) and sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata and A. 
arbuscula) are fenced within the pastures on upland sites. 

Portions of Kirkwood Creek flow south to north through both pastures. Kirkwood Creek 
traverses and bisects the south pasture and flows along the east boundary of the north 
pasture. Riparian vegetation along Kirkwood Creek includes Lemmon's willow (Salix 
lemmoni!) and eastwood willow (Salix eastwoodi/). 

Livestock Use. Kirkwood Meadow has a long history of livestock grazing dating back to 
the 1800's. Currently, and in more recent time since 1979, approximately 50 acres on 
the north end of the meadow have been fenced and used for grazing horses. An east
west fenced alley divides the grazing area into north and south pastures, each of which 
are approximately 25 acres in size . 

The north pasture is used by the horseback-riding concessionaire based at the Kirkwood 
Corrals. Kirkwood Corrals pastures between 15 to 25 horses. These horses are moved 
out of the pasture everyday and used in the stable operation. During the day they are 
given 5 to 10 pounds of feed by the stable manager. This would be equivalent to 
approximately 20 to 30 percent of their dai ly food req uirement. The rema ining 80 percent 
of their daily diet is provided by pasture grazing. 
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Draft 

The south pasture is used by the Kirkwood Horsemen's Association, which is made up 
of Kirkwood res idents and employees. Currently, the Kirkwood Horseman's Association 
limits the number of animals in the south pasture to a maximum of 12 horses. In drought 
years, horses from the north pasture may be relocated to the southern pasture to reduce 
grazing pressures in the north pasture, which typically supports greater numbers of 
horses. 

Grazing Season. The grazing season is somewhat variable and is adjusted annually 
based upon weather conditions and the growing cond itions in the meadow. Horses are 
put in the meadow once the ground is dry enough to support livestock without harm to 
the vegetation. The typical grazing season on the meadow extends from June 15 to 
October 31, but could begin as early as June 1 in a dry year. 

Carrying Capacity. 
Annual forage production on Kirkwood Meadow has been estimated between 3,000 and 
6,000 pounds of forage per acre depending on annual growing conditions (Personal 
communication with John Stewart, Eldorado National Forest). This production rate 
yields approximately 75,000 - 150,000 pounds of forage each year in each pasture. As 
a rough rule-of-thumb, approximately one-half of the production can be used for grazing, 
and one-half should be left for plant physiological requirements and other ecological 
functions. At a consumption rate of approximately 800 pounds of air-dry forage per 
horse per month, each pasture would support approximately 47 to 93 Animal Unit 
Months (AUMs) or approximately 12 to 23 horses per pasture for the entire 4-month 
grazing season. During drought years, horses may be given feed to supplement pasture 
grazing. All feed will be certified weed free. 

The water supply for both the north and south pastures is Kirkwood Creek. This has 
been the source of water since the pasture was created in 1979. 

Typical stocking rates within the north pasture range from 15-25 horses per day. Within 
the south pasture, the Kirkwood Horseman's Association limits the number to a 
maximum of 12 horses per day, although actual use is much less. Horses within the 
north pasture may be relocated to the south pasture if persistent drought necessitates a 
more even grazing distribution. 

3.0 Objectives 

The objective of this grazing plan is to protect the Kirkwood Creek riparian corridor and 
to ensure that the meadow is grazed at a sustainable, appropriate level. Specific goals of 
the plan are to: 

• Document the current vegetation condition within the meadow in terms of species 
composition and ground cover. (Establish the baseline condition.) 

III Define the appropriate cond itions for turnout into the pasture in terms that can be 
implemented consistently between years and by different people. 

o Evaluate the current stocking rate and season of use and develop adaptive 
management recommendations for adjustments. Define the conditions that would 
be used to determine if changes are necessary. 
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Draft 

4.0 Responsibilities 

The Kirkwood Mountain Resort Director of Planning and Environmental Affairs will be the 
primary person responsible for implementing and reporting the results of annual 
monitoring, and for consulting with a Certified Range Management Consultant to 
interpret the monitoring data and make adaptive management decisions. 

5.0 Management Goals 

Initial Stocking Rate. Horses will continue to be stocked in the pasture as they have 
been in the past. Any future recommendations for stocking rate or season of use will be 
developed through the adaptive management process . 

Utilization Levels. Achieve moderate and uniform utilization throughout the pastures. 

Stream bank Stability. Avoid excessive use along the streambanks of Kirkwood Creek 
that would result in accelerated erosion or affect proper functioning condition of the 
stream. Maintain an overall residual stubble height at the end of the growing season 
along Kirkwood Creek that is adequate to provide stabi lization, filtration of sediments, 
and withstand high flows during spring runoff. 

Meadow Condition. Maintain existing ground cover and species composition 
throughout both pastures. Prevent establishment of invasive and noxious species. 

6.0 Monitoring Methods 

Meadow Condition. Sample the existing vegetation using frequency point intercept 
transects in sufficient quantity to estimate the mean vegetation cover with 90 percent 
probability and 90 percent accuracy. Calculate relative and absolute species 
compos ition based upon cover data. 

Utilization Mapping - Map the limits of light, moderate and heavy use zones within the 
entire pasture system and stream banks at the end of the growing season. Record 
utilization patterns on aerial photographs at a scale of 1"=100' (or better) . Document 
with GPS points as necessary to locate specific features. 

Install utilization cages in dry and wet zones in each pasture to provide an annual 
calibration of total, ungrazed plant growth. 

Photo Points. Establish permanent photo point locations and document with GPS 
coordinates and/or steel fence posts to assure repeatability. Print a copy of each 
permanent photo and create a field guide to ensure that photographs repeated in the 
future are comparable. 

Annual Precipitation. Document monthly precipitation totals between March 1 and 
October 1 utilizing exiting rain gages located at Kirkwood Village. 

Actual Use. Provide the stable concessiona ire and homeowners with actual use record 
keeping forms. Co llect and summarize actual use data at the end of each month 
throughout the entire grazing season . Include dates and number of horses in each 
pasture. 
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7.0 Adap tive Management Strategy 

The adaptive management strategy will be developed upon review of the baseline data 
and the first year monitoring results. The preliminary adaptive management strategy 
matrix will be tested in 2010 and finalized in 2012. The matrix will identify alternative 
management recommendations for specific results identified during annual and 5-year 
monitoring intervals. 

The management plan and adaptive management strategy will be evaluated and 
updated every five years. 

8.0 Schedule 

2009 
• Set out utilization cages in wet and dry parts of each pasture prior to turn-out. 
• Document baseline meadow conditions. 
• Establish permanent photo points at the beginning of the grazing season and 

develop a photo point field guide. Retake permanent photos at the end of the 
grazing season. 

• Map utilization patterns on aerial photographs at a scale of 1 "=1 00 feet (or better) 
at the end of the growing/grazing season. Reset utilization cages. 

It Document monthly precipitation and/or soil moisture conditions throughout the 
growing season. 

• Document actual horse use in each pasture - number of horses, dates, and time. 

2010 
., Preliminary design of the adaptive management strategy and decision matrix. 
• Photograph Photo points at the beginning and end of the grazing season. 
It Map utilization patterns on aerial photographs at a scale of 1"= 1 00' (or better) at 

the end of the growing/grazing season. Reset utilization cages. 
• Document monthly precipitation and/or soil moisture conditions throughout the 

growing season 
• Document actual horse use in each pasture - number of horses, dates, and time. 

2011 
G Evaluate the need for modifying grazing practices based upon the adaptive 

management criteria . Update the adaptive management matrix if needed. 
EI Photograph Photo points at the beginning and end of the grazing season. 
• Map utilization patterns on aerial photographs at a sca le of 1 "=1 00' (or better) at 

the end of the growing/grazing season. Reset utilization cages. 
" Document monthly precipitation and/or soil moisture conditions throughout the 

growing season 
• Document actual horse use in each pasture - number of horses, dates, and time. 

2012 
" Evaluate the need for modifying grazing practices based upon the adaptive 

management criteria . Update the adaptive management matrix if needed . 
II Photograph Photo points at the beginning and end of the grazing season. 
e Map utilization patterns on aeria l photographs at a sca le of 1"=100' (or better) at 

the end of the growing/grazing season . Reset utilization cages. 
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Draft 

6l Document monthly precipitation and/or soil moisture conditions throughout the 
growing season 

o Document actual horse use in each pasture - number of horses, dates, and time. 

2013 
• Reevaluate baseline meadow conditions. 
• Photograph photo pOints at the beginning and end of the grazing season . 
• Map utilization patterns on aerial photographs at a scale of 1"=100' (or better) at 

the end of the growing/grazing season. Reset utilization cages. 
• Document monthly precipitation and/or soil moisture conditions throughout the 

growing season. 
• Document actual horse use in each pasture - number of horses, dates, and time. 
o Finalize adaptive management strategy. Implement adaptive management 

recommendations if needed. 
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Date: January 21, 2016 

To: Michael Sharp, General Manager 

From: Geoff Smith 

Subject: Comments on Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation Compliance 10-Year Review 

In general, the Review tends to default to "compliant" as long as protocols or processes are in 
place for agency review and approval. I find that I lack sufficient knowledge about recent and 
on-going construction within the valley or on the mountain to fairly judge whether these 
processes are, in fact, working as designed. I will note, however, that questions have recently 
been raised about the adequacy of two key links in the mitigation chain: 1) whether Tri-TAC is 
fulfilling its intended review/recommendation purpose?, and 2) whether there exists sufficient 
on-site mitigation monitoring? These concerns certainly cloud the Reviewer's overall 
"compliant" evaluation. 

It is gratifying to know that the KMPUD has on its own initiative affected the mitigation of several 
critical environmental impacts and continues to actively pursue remedies for other impacts to 
which the PUD contributes . 

The Review makes no or insufficient mention of the following Plan short comings or 
unanticipated impacts: 

Traffic - Review page 23, Mitigation 4.07: The eastbound SR88 turn lane to Kirkwood 
Meadows Drive (KMD) is a known hazard in slippery (snow and rain) conditions. There have 
been several reported and unreported accidents at this location. The radical slope and radius 
of the turn onto KMD promotes vehicle drift into opposing traffic lanes. This is a dangerous 
situation well deserving of mention and mitigation. 

Traffic - Review page 23, Mitigation 4.07: Regarding the planned KMR (Vai l) analysis of factors 
impacting util ization of parking to determine options to meet future demand. Both the 2003 
Mountain Master Development Plan and the 2005 Specific Plan state a preference to avoid 
linear impervious surface parking since such parking inevitably requires the cutting of trees and 
paving of precious valley soi ls. KMR has stated publicly that it wil l not construct parking 
structures to meet future demand but instead will seek to widen Kirkwood Meadows Drive and 
establish paved parking lots where possible. This approach seems contrary to the intent of the 
aforementioned Plans and will certainly result in unanticipated traffic and visua l and aesthetic 
impacts. Mitigation priority should be to improve parking efficiency in existing lots and, to the 
extent possible, expansion of existing lots. Expansion of linear paved parking, to include 
proposed new linear parking on the west side of the Kirkwood Meadows Drive, is by the very 
nature of its impact, incompatible with the Specific Plan. "Parking" is an unresolved and on ly 
partially mitigated impact and one that is left too much to the discretion of KMR(Vail) . 

Visual and Aest~Jjg..: __ Review page 23/24, Mitigation 4. 08: Visual and aesthetic mitigations are, 
in general, intended to ensure that terrain and vegetation is maintained in a natura l and 
undisturbed appearance. Yet there exist at least three abandoned commercial project 
foundations with exposed metal that are highly visible and which clearly intrude on the intended 
aesthetic. Mitigation, i.e., remova l and restoration, is likely under the purview of one or more of 
the project 's approving agencies and shou ld be initiated. 



Specific Plan 10 Year Review Comments ER 

1. Page 2: KMPUD GM is also an ex officio member of TC-TAC 

2. Page 4: Please include a table showing numbers of units actually built 
(not just entitled), and potential development remaining. The 395 units of 
"potentia l development remaining" understates the potential actual 
development/construction yet to be done, and therefore also the potential 
mitigation efforts that will need to be taken. E.g. East Meadows probably 
has about 40 lots remaining to be built, but all are entitled. Having a 
number of units yet to be built (both entitled and not yet entitled) is what is 
more relevant for both mitigation compliance and for KMPUD planning. 

3. Page 8: The last sentence in the next to last paragraph "These instances 
(of non-compliance) were discovered .. . and corrected before project 
completion ... ") glosses over the damage that has been done during 
construction. KMPUD has photographic evidence of this damage: toxic 
runoff into Kirkwood creek, damaged vegetation in the Meadow, trees 
removed. This sentence would be accurate if it said "in some cases 
corrected before project completion but after damage was done". One 
result of this 10-year review should be a mandate for pre-construction 
meetings to review erosion control, meadow preservation, tree protection 
and related practices, for all sizes of projects. 

4. Page 9: The County and KCA have failed in their enforcement of proper 
re-vegetation in the cases of projects that have been started then 
abandoned. We have major examples where re-vegetation has not taken 
place in the partially completed construction projects, allowing invasive 
plants to take hold. 

5. Page 9: Tile sentence "No additional actions are needed .. . " is wrong . 
New enforcement actions, and possibly a policy statement, are required to 
deal with partially completed and abandoned project sites. 

6. Page 9: This paragraph should differentiate between large-scale projects , 
for which the Counties provide resources for proper mitigation compliance 
and enforcement, and smaller scale projects, for which no resources are 
provided. 

7. Page 9: Water Resources: KMPUD is also planning to construct 
additiona l water storage as recommended in the Wheeler study. 

8. Page 10: 2nd paragraph regarding protection of water resources: See 
comment numbers 3 and 6 above. Reviews and compliance have failed in 
instances when County permits have not been required, or if required, not 
sought. This has resu lted in improper discharges into Kirkwood creek. 



Specific Plan 10 Year Review Comments ER 

9. Page 11: This review should clearly state that the Specific Plan 
mitigations require the Resort to sweep all streets twice each year. Under 
ordinary circumstances, street sweeping should be required in the spring, 
as stated, and in the fall, to clean up the dust and debris generated by 
normal summer construction activities. Th is is when a lot of dust and 
debris are generated and need to be cleaned up. 

10. Page 11: Is KMPUD aware of these permit applications, and do the 
applications properly address protection of Kirkwood's water sources? 

11. Page 13: Will survey efforts to identify areas of noxious weeds include 
private properties where construction projects have been abandoned? 

12. Page 14: Traffic: Recent discussions regard ing parking between Vail, the 
Developer and the community indicate very low confidence in the parking 
counts that have been done in past years and in the related annual reports 
to TC-TAC. Recent proposals for additional surface parking along 
Kirkwood Meadows Drive and the "School Site" have met with 
controversy. This Review should not imply that "additional spaces along 
Kirkwood Meadows Drive" is an approved action. 

13. Page 15: Visual and Aesthetic Resource: "No add itional actions are 
needed .... " Is not correct. Additional action is needed to address the 
blight of abandoned construction sites. These abandoned projects 
sign ificantly degrade the aesthetic qualities of Kirkwood's natural and built 
environments. 

14. Page 17: The bullets shown on page 17 should make clear that 
substandard (as defined in the Specific Plan), pre-existing housing should 
not be included in the count of emp loyee housing, nor, under current ru les, 
be eligible for deed restrict ion. Make clear that a re liab le system of 
recording deed restrictions is required. Make clear that this mitigation 
measure was not designed to simply transfer developer dollars into the 
pockets of the resort or developer in "repayment" for substandard, old 
housing stock. 

15. Page 19: Utilities and Infrastructure: Last sentence should include ttlat 
the Wheeler Capacity Study also recommends additiona l water storage to 
meet bu ild-out demand. 

16.Attachment C Site Photog raphs: KMPUD's photos of damage to creek, 
meadow and trees Sllould be included in this appendix. 



Kirkwood Specific Plan: Mitigation Compliance lO-Year Review 

Comments 

The review dated October 28,2015 prepared by Resource Concepts, Inc. fairly eva luates the 

implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring Program. It addresses deviations that have occurred and 

the corrections along the way to prevent environmenta l impacts. As expected, the report highlights a 

few areas of concern and compliance measures in need of more discussion. 

• The ten year milestone offers an opportunity for Te-TAe, county planning departments and 

other key stakeholders to review, clarify and perhaps modify the roles of those with the 

responsibility for implementing the 180 mitigation measures and those with review authority in 

order to ensure that the original scope continues to be appropriate for each responsible 

organization's structure and purpose. 

• TC-TAC may also choose to respond to the KMPUD's recent offer to assist with the 

administration and communication around the monitoring process. With Te-TAe's approval the 

KMPUD might work with property managers in the Kirkwood community to participate in pre

construction meetings and review the proposed scope of work or repair or planned for property 

improvements to existing structures in Kirkwood. 

• For the Summary of Recommendations noted in the Mitigation Compliance la-year Review, TC

TAC may want to consider identifying responsible parties to address each and establish a project 

plan/timeline for completion as well as benchmarks for reporting progress to TC-TAC and the 

community. 

• With the completion of the la-year Review along with other factors, this may be a very busy 

period, one that necessitates more frequent meetings than in past years. As a result Te-TAC 

may want to consider adding a teleconference option for the TC-Board and county planners in 

order to move issues forward expeditiously. 

Geology, Soils and Geologic Hazards 

The report identifies an area at Sentine ls West has not been successfully revegetated . Bonds with the 

Amador County and the KCA are being held pending completion of the revegetation. 

• Several construction projects during the summers of 2014 and 2015 were observed to not have 

BMPs to control runoff. The KMPUD stepped up to contact the co unties to get the necessary 

BMPs in place. In both cases the necessa ry permits/approvals were not obtained . 

• Develop co mmunity communication as to responsibility, act ion items and timetab le. If a 

commun ity member has a concern, they need to be informed who to contact. 

Water Resources 

• The revised draft of the Grazinf~ Management Plan from 2003 needs to be updated to prevent 

impacts to Kirkwood Meadow and Creek. Included: clarify the roles, responsibilities, and 

authority of the involved parties. Provide a means by which to forma lly review and monitor and 

modifY management practices. Community communicat ion as to who has the responsibility on 

t his and what are the act ion items and the timetable for completion. 

• Street sweeping (Mitigation Measure 4.02 (v) is to be conducted twice per year and when 

buildup of loose materials occurs on paved roadways. Th is has become an issue for the 



community in the past few years. Clarification is required as to which roadways are covered (all 
paved roadways), the frequency and the party responsible for the expense of street sweeping. 
Community commun ication as to responsibility, action items and timetable. 

Aquatic and Biological Resources 

Mitigation Measure 4.03.4 (b) requires that KMR implement the Noxious Weed Management Plan. To 

date this has not been completed. The Draft Noxious Weed Management Plan needs to be updated 

prior to increased development activity to reflect current status of noxious and invas ive weeds within 

the Kirkwood area (both on public and private lands), provide clarification and prioritization on the 

monitoring, reporting and treatment of species considered, provide prevention measures to reduce the 

risk of noxious weed introductions, and include an adaptive management protocol to update the plan 

based on survey data completed annually by EI Dorado County. Parties responsible for implementing 

the plan should be delineated and a mechanism of reporting and review be developed. 

• Educatio n is needed for property managers in Kirkwood as to the species/descript ion of noxious 

weeds of concern in Kirkwood and the preferred method/timing of elimination. Establish 

annual communication with EI Dorado County personnel completing the annual surveys to 

disseminate information to the community as to results . Establish clear responsibility for 

eliminating noxious weeds on public (developed or undeveloped) and private lands (owner, HOA 

or property manager). 

• Community communication as to responsibility, action items and timetable. 

Traffic 

KM R to conduct a more detai led ana lysis of the factors impacting utilization of parking in order to 

identify options to meet r.urrent and future demand. 

Commun ity communication as to responsibility, action items and timetable. 

Socioeconomics 

While the annual reporting specified in the mitigation measures is be ing adhered to, the Employee 

I-lOUSing Ordinance needs to be amended to better reflect the needs of the communities' employers. 

The policies and goa ls of the ordinance remain the same as stated in the Specific Plan. it is the 

mechanism (fee in lieu of versus deed restrictions) that needs to be modified. 

Next steps: Stakeholders (KMR, KMD and KMPUD) to draft a short document that defines (or restates 

the demand for emp loyee housing), outline a proposed ordinance for county to review in order to 

determine the scope of environmental review. 

Com munity commun icat ion as to responsibility, action items and tim etab le. 

Recreation 

Surveys to be co nducted every four yea rs. Most recent survey in 2006. Are surveys needed? 

Com munity commu nicat ion as to reso lution, responsibility, act ion items and t imetab le. 



· To: Michael Sharp, KMPUD 
From: Sandy Sloan, East Meadows Homeowner 
Re: Mitigation Compliance 10 Year Review ("Review") of Kirkwood Specific Plan 

Please convey my comments to Tri-Tac. 

General Comments: 
1. The Review states on page 6 that, though the Resort has been sold to Vail, 

various properties are still held by the Master Developer and that between 
the two entities mitigations are being addressed. It is essential that the 
public agencies and the homeowners know which entity is responsible for 
which mitigations. Therefore, it is important that for each mitigation, it be 
specified who is responsible for implementing that particular mitigation. The 
roles and responsibilities of the Resort and the Master Developer need to be 
explicit. 

2. Future reviews should not be first submitted as drafts to the Resort and the 
Master Developer. This Review has several comments that are not so much 
informational as opinions of Vail or the Master Developer, making the 
Review not appear objective. For example, in discussing parking the Review 
states that additional parking is planned along Kirkwood Meadows Drive. 
This proposal has not been officially proposed to Tri-TAC, much less 
approved. It has met with much opposition and, therefore, the Review 
should not state this idea as a fact. See page 14. Another example is the 
discussion of housing for employees on page 15. The Review states that the 
Master Developer believes the PUD connection fee and the housing fee may 
be'duplicative." This is an opinion of the Master Developer and does not 
belong in an objective review of mitigations. 

3. Not enough attention is paid to enforcement of these mitigations. It is noted 
on page 8 that because of SWPP requirements, there has been weekly site 
monitoring during construction. However, now that major construction has 
slowed so dramatically, there has been no oversight of minor construction 
projects that have violated the mitigations and harmed the natural 
environment. Every contractor of every project-whether it be cut, fill, a 
new roof, a remodel - needs to be made aware of these mitigations an d 
monitored. Communication needs to be improved, but also oversight of 
these "minor" projects needs to take place. Last summer and fall we saw 
highway grindings piled up and then running into the creek and a truck 
driving in the meadow. As we all know, any damage to the environment is 
not easi ly remedied, espec ially in our mountain climate. 

Specific Comments: 
1. r.10 - - The Gri.lzing Plan s hould be approved as soon as possible with clear 

gu id elines as to the roles and responsibilities of various parties. 



2. P.ll- Street sweeping must be done twice a year, in the spring and in th e 
late fall. All public agencies have agreed that all streets must be swept and 
it must be made clear that the Resort is responsible for this. A late fa ll 
sweeping is very important after a dry summer and early fa ll. 

3. P.14- it is good to know that the Resort finds the parking adequate. 
4. P.1S- J think everyone agrees employee housing remains and issue and a 

revised ordinance is necessary. Substandard housing should not be 
"counted" as employee housing and there should be an exploration of in-lieu 
fees to build more consolidated employee housing units. 

5. Several traffic mitigations that have not been implemented are simply not 
mentioned. COA 94, 95 and 96 are completely ignored in this Review. 
These mitigations require traffic monitoring, improvements to Highway 88 
and a traffic impact fee. See pages 41-44 of the Mitigation Monitoring 
Program. These mitigations should be addressed in the Review. 

Thank you for an opportunity to comment on this Review. Proper implementation 
of the mitigations for development are essential to all in the Kirkwood community. 



March 4, 2016 

Via email 

KIRKWOOD MEADOWS 

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT 

TRI-COUNTY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE: 

Mr. Aaron Mount Mr. Chuck Beatty 
EL DORADO COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
2850 Fair Lane Court 

AMADOR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
810 Court Street 

Placerville, CA 95667 

Mr. Zach Wood 
ALPINE COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
50 Diamond Valley Road 
Markleeville, CA 96120 

Jackson,CA 95642 
 

Re: Kirkwood Specific Plan - Mitigation Compliance -10-Year Review 

Gentlemen: 

Thank you for giving the Kirkwood community the time to submit comments and questions regarding a 
recently completed 10-Year Review of the Kirkwood Specific Plan. By giving the community ample time 
to review and submit their input, the Tri -County Technical Advisory Committee (TC-TAC) shows that they 
appreciate the public review process and the overall intent of the Kirkwood Specific Plan. Thanks a Iso 
to Vail Resorts, Inc. (VRI) and Kirkwood Resort Development (KRD) for retaining Resource Concepts, Inc. 
(Re i) to complete this review. 

Following are comments and questions from the Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District (District) 
regarding this review. We look forward to discussing these at the TeTAC meeting schedu led for March 
11,2016 and at subsequent TC-TAC meetings. It is our understanding that any recommendations from 
TC-TAC, as well as RCI's report dated November 6,2015 (Report) will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commissions and Boards of Supervisors of all three counties. 

Process 

It shou ld be noted that the project proponents, VRI and KRD, se lected, paid for, reviewed, edited and 
gave final approval of the review. Though the District has great respect for RCI, any hope for objectivity 
was diluted in the process. This potential conflict of interest co uld have been easily remedied had TC
TAC se lected and paid for the review direct ly and then billed the proponents for the cost. 

Introduction - Page 2 
The District is also an ex-officio member ofTC-TAC. 

P.O. Box 247 

f<irkwQoci, CA 956~6 

www.krnpud.coll1 

(209) 258'11\ 1111 

Fax (209) 2588727 

o- milil: kmpucl @volca nonet 



Tri-County Technical Advisory Committee 
10-Year Review of Kirkwood Specific Plan 
March 4,2016 

Change in Resort Operator - Page 6 
How "the division of responsibilities for implementing required mitigation and monitoring 
responsibilities" was completed, and specifically who is responsible for what, is vital information and 
should be known to TC-TAC and the public. 

Geology, Soils, and Geologic Hazards - Page 8 
The District has no knowledge of any representative of the Kirkwood Communication Association (KCA) 
having the training or performing any periodic construction monitoring on any project. The Report 
states that interviews with resort personnel did identify that BMP's were not installed initially, but then 
corrected and there were no new significant environmental impacts. This should be listed as an opinion 
of the proponent and not a statement of fact. 

Several instances have occurred recently where BMP's have not been installed at all, and significant 
environmental issues occurred with no reporting or inspection process involved. Additional actions 
including pre-construction meetings, permitting and inspections need to be implemented. 

Water Resources 
It should be noted that the District is also looking at constructing additional water storage for future 
domestic supply and fire suppression. 

Noxious Weeds - Page 12 
The District disagrees with the Report's findings in terms of the current impact of noxious weeds in 
Kirkwood . There is no mention of the infestation of Sweet Clover, Scotch Broom and other non-native 
invasive species which are spreading throughout Kirkwood, and most notably in areas around the Lower 
7 parking area, District land adjacent to this area, as well as at the Thunder Mountain parcel. Not only 
does a Noxious Weed Management Plan need to be formulated, but a plan to deal with the existing 
problem needs to be included before native grasses and wildflowers are overtaken. 

Socioeconomics - Page 13 

The District disagrees that the objectives of the Specific Plan and the Employee Housing Ordinance are 
currently being met. The Report is stat ing KRD's opinion rather than Cln objective review of mitigat ion 
compliance. An examp le is on Page 16, last paragraph: "As t his additional housing proposed by the 
KMPUD wou ld sa tisfy the rema ining employee housing requirements ... " This finding has not been 
established, and is an opinion rather t han a statement of fact. As has been previously stated, the 
District feels that the exist ing Employee Housing Ordinance system is broken and detrimental to future 
development in the area. 

Traffic 
This section is confus ing ClS it seems to state that adequate parking is availab le, even though VR I has 
recently st ated t hat they question the prev iously re ported counts and have a need for add itiona l 
park ing. Any new park ing envisioned needs to be des igned with proper emergency eg ress and 
pedestrian f low in m ind. 
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Public Services - Page 18 
The District feels t hat the level of police protective services for the winter montlls needs to be evaluated 
to insure that it meets the community's current and future needs. 

Summary 
Thanks again for allowing the District to comment on this Kirkwood Specific Plan lO-Year Review. We 
look forward to working with TC-TAC to formulate a set of recommendations which can be forwarded to 
the Planning Commissions and the Board of Supervisors of each of the three counties. 

S. 1.'nce .r:I~/1 ./L. . ... " 

cPtf~~~ 
Michael Sharp , 
General Manager 

cc: KMPUD Board of Directors 
KMPUD Planning Committee 
Terry Woodrow, Alpine County Board of Supervisors 
Lynn Morgan, Amador County Board of Supervisors 
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Sacramento, CA 95814 

MOSKOVITZ TIEDEMANN & GIRARD 

March 8, 2016 

VIA E-MAIL 

T 1916.32 1.1\500 
F 916.321.4555 

Mr. Zach Wood, Alpine County 
Tri-County Techn ical Advisory Committee 
E-mail:  

Mr. Aaro[l Mount, EI Dorado County 
Tri~County Technical Advisory Committee' 
E-mail: 

Rebecca R. Akroyd 
rok royd@kmlg .com 

Mr. Chuck Beatty, Amador County 
Tri-County Technical Advisory Committee 
E-ma.il: 

Re: Kirkwood Meadows Association Comments on Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation 
Compliance 10-Year Review 

Dear Mr. Wood, Mr. Beatty, and Mr. Mount: 

this letter is submitted on behalf of Kirkwood Meadows Association ("KMA") regard ing the 
Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation Compliance 10~Year Review ("10-Year Review"), which is 
included as Item 5 on the agenda for the March 11 , 2016 meeting of the Tri-County Technical 
Advisory Committee ("TC-TAC"). The 10-Year Review evaluates development within Kirkwood 
for compliance with the Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation Measures ("mitigation measures"). 
KMA 11as concerns regardihg Kirkwood Mountain Development's ("KMD") and Kirkwood 
Mountain Resort's ("KMR") compliance with several of the mitigation measures, specifically, the 
street sweeping, traffic, parking, and visual and aesthetic resources mitigation measures. KMA 
also has concerns regarding the 10-Year Review's references to Kirkwood Community 
Association's ("KCA") review and decision making authority. These are important issues with in 
Kirkwood, and KMA appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments on the 10-Year 
Review. 

1. The 10-Year Review Does Not Adequately Address Street Sweeping Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 4.02(v) requires KMR to "[c]onduct street sweeping with vacuum sweeper 
twice a year and when buildup of loose materials occurs on paved roadways." However, the 1 0-
Year Review confirms that street sweeping is "only being conducted once per year in the spring 
after snow melt and on an as needed basis." (1 0-Year Review, p. 11 .) Tile 10-Year Review 
indicates that KMR plans to request TC-T AC to grant a deferment with respect to the second 
requ ired sweeping . (lei.) 

The 10-Year Review does not disclose fu lly the street sweeping that is actually occurring. In 
recent years, street sweeping has not always occurred even once per year within KMA. At a 
minimum, street sweeping must occur once per year. If construction has occurred, then street 
sweeping should occur twice per year, as mandated by Mitigation Measure 4.02(v) . KMA 

Kronick, Moskovi lz. TioclonvJnn & Girord, A Profession,,! Corperalion I Allorne),s 0 1 Low I www.kmID.com 
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objects to the planned deferment of the second required sweeping in years when there has 
been construction. 

In addition, street sweeping must occur throughout Kirkwood, including within KMA. Street 
sweeping is identified as a mitigation measure to prevent contamination of water resources from 
runoff. I n order to prevent contamination, all of the s treets in Kirkwood must be swept, not just 
some of them. 

Furthermore, the 10-Year Review should be revised to make clear that KMR and KMD, and not 
the homeowners associat ions within Kirkwood, are responsible for street sweeping. An April. 12, 
2012 Master Development Agreement between KMR, KMD, KAI, and others indicates that 
homeowner associa.tions "shall sweep roads within lthe] jurisdiction of such [homeowners 
association]" (Exh . I to Apr, 12, 2012 Master Development Agreement), but this position is 
inconsistent with the .requirement in the Mitigation Measure that KMR and KMD~the project 
proponents- bear responsibil ity. Alpine and Amador counties have confirmed that KMR is 
responsible for street sweeping. (See Feb. 2, 2005 letter from Brian Peters to Reid Bennett, 
attaching correspondence regarding street sweeping in Kirkwood; Oct. 18, 2004 letter from 
Brian Peters to Gary Derck.) This responsibility includes a financial obligation to pay for street 
sweeping; homeowner associations within Kirkwood, including KMA, are not required to take on 
this responsibility, or the associated cost. 

2. The 10-Year Review Does Not Accurately Discuss Parking and Traffic Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures include two key requirements that govern traffic and parking in 
Kirkwood. First, Mitigation Measure 4.07(b) requires KMR to conduct traffic counts every three 
years and to provide the results to the TC-TAC. Second, Mitigation Measure 4.07(d) requires 
KMR to prepare an annual report that analyzes day-visitor parking during peak periods. If the 
study shows that the number of day-visitor-related vehicles parked within the resort exceeds the 
amount of parking spaces available for day visitors (approximately 2,500 spaces), then TC-TAC 
wi ll require KMR to implement a mitigation plan that may include the provision of additional 
spaces. 

The -IO-Year Review indicates that the most recent traffic study was completed in 2010, and that 
the 2013 review was deferred due to a lack of new development within Kirkwood Valley. 
(Attachment A, p. 11 .) It acknowledges that "[n]o new on-mountain facilities or private land 
developments have occurred in 2014 that would contribute to an increase in peak traffic." (ld.) 
In addition, the 10-Year Review notes states that "[tlhe 201 2/20'13 parking report identified a 
total of 3,097 parking spaces that are available for visitors. No shortage of parking spaces was 
reported during [the] past year." (/d.) Yet, the 10-Year Review goes on to state: 

[J 

KMR intends to conduct a more detailed ana lysis of the factors impacting 
utilization of parking so that it can identify options to meet current and future 
demand, including improving the efficiency in wh ich existing spaces are cleared, 
improving accessibility to visitors after heavy snow storms, and adding additional 
spaces along Kirkwood Meadow Drive . ... 
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(Id.) It is premature for KMR (or any other entity) to consider the expansion of parking on 
Kirkwood Meadows Drive at this time. Mitig;ation Measure 4.07(d) provides that if the number of 
day-visitor-related vehicles parked within the resort exceeds' the amount of ava ilable parking 
spaces, only then will TC-TAC require KMR to implement a mitigation plan that may include the 
provision of additional spaces. To the extent the 10-Year Review recommends that KMR 
consider additional spaces along Kirkwood Meadows Drive independent of the need for 
additional spaces,and outside of the framework of a mitigation plan, it is inconsistent with 
Mitigation Measure 4.07(d). 

Moreover, as KMA has previously explained in comments to TC-TAO, there are significant limits 
'On the ability to expand parking on Kirkwood Meadows' Drive. KMA holds an easement for 
parking by its members and their guests along: the eastern side of the Drive, which extends from 
one hundred five feet north of Wintergreen Way to Hawkweed Way. The easement was granted 
to KMA by the Kirkwood Associates, Inc. ("KAlil) . The' KMA eas.ement is for parking by KMA 
members and their invitees/guests; parking by the general public within the easement is not 
allowed, except as authorized by contract., The governing 1988 agreement allows KAI (or its 
successors). limited use of the easement for "overflow parking" up to 5 days per year only. KAl's 
successors have acknowledged this limitation, including in the 2001 Master Parking Plan. Most 
importantly, the 1988 agreement dictates that if Kirkwood Meadows Drive is expanded, 
relocated, or re-aligned, KAI "agrees to relocatE:) the parking easement as necessary in such a 
way as to f11aintain the same gross area of parking in favor of KMA. In such an event, KAI shall 
consult with KMA, and the parties shall mutually agree upon the relocation." Prior to KAI or its 
successors submitt ing any plan for expanded parking that changes Kirkwood Meadows Drive in 
a manner that relocates the parking easement in any way, mutual agreement on relocation is 
required. 

In sum, KMR's recommendations regarding Mitigation Measure 4.07(d) are Inconsistent with the 
measure itself. Until KMR conducts regular analyses of traffic and parking, prepares the 
required reports, and determines that additional parking is needed, a mitigation plan that 
considers the addition of new parking spaces is not needed or allowed. Further, even if the 
consideration of additional parking is warranted at some point in the future, there are limits on 
the addition of parking on Kirkwood Meadows Drive, as explained above. 

3. The 10-Year Rev iew Does Not Accurate ly Descri be Requ ired Review for Projects 
w ith in Kirkw ood Meadow s Associat ion 

A. Visual and Aesthetic Resources 

The Mitigation Measures for Visual and Aesthetic Resources are very general, ego requiring 
that "[g]rading be clone in a manner which min imizes erosion, conforms to the natural 
topography, and minimizes cuts and fill s." (Mitigation Measure 4 08(d).) Yet, the 10-Year 
Review incorrectly states with respect to the visual and aesthetic requirements, Mitigation 
Measures 4.08(a)- (y) , that "[Ilandscape plans are submitted to Tri -TAC, the applicable County 
Planning Department, and .KCA Desigll Rev.i.?YL.!?oard for review and approval" (Attachment A, 
pp. 12-13, emphasis added) There are problems with this description for two reasons. 
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First, Mitigation Measures 4.08(a)- (y) are associated specifically with' the 2003 Kirkwood 
Specific Plan and the October 2002 Kirkwood Recirculated Revised Final Environmental Impact 
Report ("EIR"). Planned development that was approved prior to the 2003, .Kirkwood Specific 
Plan and the EIR is not subject to the visual and aesthetic mitigation measures committed to in 
the EIR and, therefore, KMAis not re'quired to obtain approval regarding these, requirements. 

Second, the requirement of TO-TAC approval is limited to new development within the viewshed 
of State Route 88; sixteen such lots within KMA have been identifie,d as fitting within this 
oategory. KCA approval is. not required. KCA does not have jurisdiction over KMA or its 
members, and therefore. cannot require. KMA members .to obtaihapproval: for development 
projects prior to Implementation, even those KMA members Whose lots: are within the viewshed 
of State Route 88. 

B. Other Resource Categories 

Table 1 in the 10-Year Review also incorrectly identifiesKCA as havin'g "Review Authority" with 
respect to one or several aspects of the following categories: (1) Geology, Soils,and Geologic 
Hazard, (2) Water Resources, and (3) Aquatic Resources. However, KMD and KMR are the 
project proponents under tile EIR. As a result, they have responsibility for complying with the 
mitigation measures. Moreover, KCA did not exist when the 2003 Specific Plan and its EIR were 
adopted. Naturally, the mitigation measures do not mention KCA While KCA may have some 
involvement in mitigation measure implementation, such involvement must only be through 
I<MD and KMR As a result, it is appropriate to remove all references to KCA from the 10-Year 
Review. 

In sum, KMA is not required to obtain KCA approval before implementing previously-approved 
development, or before implementing any other kind of development. The 10-Year Review is 
inaccurate to the extent it suggests or recommends otherwise, and references KCA as having 
any approval authority 

III 

III 

III 
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Conclusion 

Until the iSSues in this comment letter are addressed, KMA objects to TC-TAC approval of th.e 
lO-Year Review and the recommendations therein . KMA representatives are happy to meet in 
person to discuss these concerns. 

Regards, 

KRONICK, MOSKOVITZ, TIEDEMANN & GIRARD 
A Professi.onl'll Corporation 

REBECCA R AKROYD 

cc: Judy Flinn, KMA Board President, Michael Sharp,Kirkwood 
Meadows Public Utility District, m ; Rick Ans.el, Kirkwood Public Utility 
District,  Bob Epstein, Kirkwood Public Utility District, 
bo in.to; Lynn A. Morgan, Amador County Supervisor, District 3, 

g 
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March 10,2016 

Chuck Beatty, Plmmer 
Amador County Planning Department 
810 COlUt Street 
Jackson, CA 95642 

Dear Mr. Beatty: 

AMA-88-PM 71.36 
Kirkwood Specific Plan 
Kirkwood Mountain Resort 
Mitigation Compliance 
10-Yem Review 

The Department of Transportation (Caltrans) thanks you for the opportunity to comment on the 
Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation Compliance IO-Year Review (Mitigation Review). The 
Kirkwood SpecUic Plan was approved in 2003 to guide development on private land within the 
Kirkwood community. The Mitigation Review examines the measures in the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program (MMP) from thc Specific PIon Final BIR to cnsurc they are being 
implemented. The project is located on State Route (SR) 88 within the Eldorado National FOl'est 
and spans Alpine, Amador, and El Dorado Counties. The developed paTts of Kirkwood Mountain 
Resort are within Alpine and Amador Counties which are wi thin Caltrans District 10. 

Thc Specific Plan traffic mitigation measures were also adopted for the Kirkwood Mountain Resort 
Mountain Master Development Plan (MMDP) through the Traflic and Parking Action Plan 
included in the USDA forest Servicc final Env ironmental Impact Staten1ent. While the Mitigation 
Review assigns responsibility for this improvement to Kirkwood Mountain Developlllcnt (KMD), 
compliance with the MMDP Traffic and Parking Action Plan woulcll ikely be the n~sponsibi lity of 
Kirkwood Mountain Resort (KNIR). Caltrans cxpects that the lcael agencies for these projects will 
require the physical improvements required hy the miti gation mcasures to be constructed hy the 
project proponents, when warranted. The salt: or the resort and spli t of responsibility for miti gation 
was not foreseen for either project. It is in the interes t of nil parties to have responsibility for these 
i..mprovcments addressed comprehensively for both projects. 

ivlit igation Measures (MM) 4 ,()7(a) anci 4. 07( b) requ ire constructi o ll of im provcnlcnts or 
implementat ion of traffi c controls with in the State ri ght ofwuy on SR 88 Clnd Kirk\voocl Meadows 
Drive, and the MMP Lists Caltrans as an agency with rcv il'\v authority for these measures. Prior to 
the reccn! relc;;lse o f the rvlili galion R.eview, C dt n ll l::; h"ci nul received the 20 I 0 or 20 I J traffic 
evaluations for review. We have now received the 20 10 evaluatio n from All1ador County, but still 
elo not have the 201 3 memo. Caltran s cnnnot concur tlHlt KJVID and KM R huve compli ed with 
lhese rneasurcs when INC havc not reccivcd these evu lualions ill ,I timely manner Of' been given an 
opportunity to respond. Because these sarnc J11cns lln:~s , inclLld i ng peri odic eva luations of traffic, 
arc required Jar the MMDP, the Forest Service sho ul ci be receiving Ihe teclmicnl memos as well. 

" 1>r(Jvidr: {[ S({fi::, slIs/ainaL'le. llltcwnh 'd find ({tj;;C!l"!1lI tn lilS/}()I'/Uli OlI sysh~m 
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The Mitigation Review reports that tJ1C 2013 tramc evaluation deferred further review due to a 
lack of development at Kirkwood since 2010. MM 4.07(b) requires traffic counts and level of 
service modeling during peak condition~ including S1U11lner event~. Peak condition~ at Kirkwood 
are dependent on a number offactors including weather, ~eason, parking operational strategies and 
capacity, and the mix of overnight vs. day visitation. Since rcsidents and long4cnl1 gues ts are less 
likely to drive at peak conditions, a lull in development is not an accurate indicator of trends in 
peak trafCic volumes. With the return of normal snow conditions this year, the wintcr of2016 is a 
good time to take traffic counts. 

The potential for queuing onto SR 88 at the Kirkwood Meadows Drive entrance including the 
possibility for backups to the avalanche area al Carson Spur means analysis of peak conditions and 
mitigation of peak condition impacts is of utmost importance to ensuring the safety of Kirkwood 
visitors and the traveling pUblic. Cal trans Maintenance staff have been impressed by the work of 
CI-IP in preventing backups but noted that queuing still occurs if CHP is not present for peak or 
nem-peak conditions. We support active control by CHP and recognize the added benetlts of CI-IP 
presence, but we note that active control is not a pennancnl substitute for physical improvement 
of the intersection. 

The 2007 Feh1' and Peers technical memo recommended widening of the Kirkwood Meadows 
Drive approach to SR 88, which is one ofthe miligatio1ll11easures the lead agencies are responsible 
for implementing. The improvement was not construcled, (md the recommendation was removed 
from the 2010 memo. 

The 2007 and 2010 technical memos both recommend extending the westbound SR 88 left-tum 
pocket. This is not an improvement required by the mitigation measures, but the need is directly 
attributable to the resort and private development at Kirkwood. The sale of Kirkwood Mountain 
TZesort to Vail is an unJoreseen change that could not have been evaluated in the Specific Plan ElK 
While the recommendations in the 2007 Hnd 2010 plans precede the sale, the availahility of Vail 
passes that can also be llseci at the South Lake Tahoe resorts owned by Vail, may be affecting the 
trip distribution at the Kirkwood Meadows Drive/SR 88 intersection. If future traffic evnluations 
show a substantial increase in tri ps to the cast 011 SR RR , preparation of n supplemental document 
or addendum may be nppropriate to assess mitigation for potentially significant impacts 
attributab le to the sale. 

MM 4.7(cl) addresses annlla l evaluations of parking andimplemcntation of parking facility 
improvements, dTIe iency improvcments, anc! demand 1l1(lI1agc l11cnt to reduce the irnpacts of 
parkingullc1er pcak conditions. Under peak e()nditi()n ~) the delay in accessing parking or lack of 
adequate parkin g can con tribute to queuing thut clIn affect SR 88. Through review of the reccnt 
prel iminary draft 1< irk\-voocl Meadows Drive Tmprovements plans, we have been informed that (he 
Specific Plnn, thro ugh the 200 1 Kirkwood Master Parking Plul1, [1l'Ohihits parking on the west side 
of Kirhvood Ivleaclows Drivc. Caltr,llls rCCOllJll1 cnci s ellfOicern ell l of (hj~ provision lo improvl~ the 
now of traffi c into Kirkwood and he lp In red uce (he potentinl for queuing 011 SR 88. Prope r posting 
and enrol·cemelll: or a ' No Pmking ' zone on the \Ves( side of Kiri<vv'()()cl iVlendows Drive may also 
all ow for construc[iOI1 of active trallsportationilllpnwc111 cnls on the stree t. 

''/)rovitk! a sa/e . ~'llsla il{(Jb I2 mir: ;~ r(lfl!d and 1:~/!j('l t~ l1: !rrms!-'or/a l iOlI .\LW!J11 
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Callrans looks forward to improved coordination with the TC-T AC and lead agencies to ensure 
impacts identified through the ongoing review of transportation conditions at Kirkwood are 
miti gated. 

If you have any ques tions or wou ld like to discuss these comments, please contact Michele 
Demetras at (209) 948-7647 (email : v) or me at (209) 948-7325 (e
mail:

Sincerely, .. /) Q' 
l.x""",,,,,______ ! _ __ " 

CARL BAKER, Chief 
Office of Rural P lanning & Administration 

c: Rick Hopson, District Ranger, Al11(jdor Ranger District, Eldorado National Forest 
Aaron Brusatori , Director, Amador County Dept. of Transportation and Public Works 
Brian Peters, Director, Alpine County Community Development Department 
T I-L Brown, Commander, Amador Area CHP Office 
John Gedney, Executive Director, Amador County Transportation Commission 

"!)rllvf(k fI sc !k . .) }i.)i(/(/Wh/I.!. iJ/ Ii!,\.~r(/!l'd (l1/(/e//iCI£'l1lllil1ISpOl"!a /J oJl sy'\lem 
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Chllck Beatty <  

TC-TAC Agenda Packet for 3/11 /1 6 

Reid Bennett et> Thu, Mar 10, 201 6 at 10:22 PM 
F{eply-To: Reid Bennett > 
To: Reid Bennett >, Chuck Beatty 
Cc: Aaron Mount >, Zach Wood <z ov>, Roger Trout 
<

, 

Briefly, here are a listing of some concerns related to the 10 Year Review at I<irkwood: 

Topics: 

'1 )f<MRNail should have installed 3 flooel prevention wall to I<eep Kirkwood Creek from flooding Base Camp by now (it 
recently flooded about one foot). KMRNai l should be held liable for the damages caused by that recent flood, as they 
wouldn't have occurred if this mitigation measure was in compliance, 

2)Entrance sign is not in compliance with permit granted by Amador County -- only "events" are to be listed, 

3)Street sweeping not in compliance -- all roads are to be swept and paid for by f<MRNail 

4 )Because tllere has been mucll less than anticipated development the past ten years -.. another 10 Year F{eview should 
occur in ten years. Tilis review has Iligilligilted many problems (i.e. lacl< of compliance and enforcement) and should have 
rnany positive outcomes, 

5)There should be consequences for KMRNail when mitigation measures are not in cornpliance: stop issu ing builclin9 
permits and fines should be possible, 

6)There should be more mitioation Illon itoring and a "watchdog" in I<irkwood -- the f< MPUIJ is the obvious choice for this! 

Please feel free to forwmci/colllillunicate this to othel"s, as appropriate. 

Than i< you, 
F<8i(1 Bonne ll 
President 
Fri ends of I<irkwoocl Associa tion 
IOuoled lex t tl iddenl 

(1.1 ; ) I ;:J111 (, 
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MOSKOVITZ TIEDEMANN & GIRARD 
T j 916 321.4500 
F, 91 6.321 .4555 Rebecca R. Akroyd 

rokroyd@kmtg.com 

March 24,2016 

VIA E-MAIL 

Mr. Zach Wood, Alpine County 
Tri-County Technical Advisory Committee 
E-mail: 

Mr. Roger Trout, EI Dorado County 
Tri~County Technical Advisory CommHtee 
E.-mail:  

Mr. Chuck 'Beatty, Amador County 
Trt-County TechnicaLAdvisory Committee 
E-niail : c

Re: Kirkwood Meadows Association Supplemental Comments on Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation 
Compliance i0-Year Review 

Dear Mr. Wood, Mr. Beatty, and Mr. Trout: 

This letter is intended to supplement the March 8, 2015 comments $ubmittedon behalf of Kirkwood Meadows 
Association ("KMA") regarding the Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation Compliance i0-Year Review ("i0-Year 
Review"). In the March 11, 2016 meeting of the Tri-County Technical Advisory Committee ("Te-TAC"), 
committee members indicated that they would accept additional comments on the 1 0-Year Review in advance 
of the April 1, 2016 TC-TAC meeting. 

KMA's March 8 comments presented three main criticisms of the 10-Year Review. First, KMA commented that 
the 10-Year Review's discussion of compliance with street sweeping mitigation (Mitigation Measure 4.02(v)) is 
inadequate. The 1 O-Year Review does not disclose fu lly the street sweeping that is actua lly occurring, and 
lacks clarity regarding responsibility for street sweeping on all Kirkwood roadways. Second, the 10-Year 
Review's discussion of compliance with parl~ing and traffic mitigation (Mitigation Measures 4.07(b) and 4.07(d)) 
is flawed. The 1 O-Year Review fails to acknowledge the import of noncompliance with mitigation measures 
requiring regular traffic studies and suggests a need for expanded parking on f<irkwood Meadows Drive when 
consideration of expanded parking is premature. Third, the 10-Year Review improperly requires Kirkwood 
Community Association ("KCA") design approval of development in Kirkwood, when KCA approva l is not 
required of any KMA development, part icularly not development that was approved prior to the 2003 Kirkwood 
Specific Plan or that is outside the viewshed of State Route 88. 

KMA therefore requests that TC-TAC req uire the following amendments to the 10-Year Review prior to 
approving the '10-Year Review or making any recommendation regarding the 10-Year Review to the planning 
commiss ions and boards of supervisors of Alpine, Amador, and EI Dorado counties: 

1, Street Sweeping . Revi se relevant discu ssion in 10-Year Review and Attachment A to continue 
requiring street sweeping twice per year throughout Kirkwood, including on roadways within Kirkwood' s 
various neighborhoods. Clarify responsibil ity for street sweeping and cost for street sweeping; in doing 
so, cl arify that homeowners associations within Kirkwood have no responsibility for street sweeping or 
the cost of street sweeping. 

1438319. 1 '11 ( 55-002 
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2. Parking and Traffic, Revise re levant discussion in 10~Year Review and Attachment A to acknowledge 
past noncompliance with mitigation measures requiring regular traffic counts and parking reports. 
Require existence of a parking shortage before Kirl<wood Mountain Resort can implement a mitigation 
plan that considers the provision of additional spaces. Add discussion of lim itations on parking on 
Kirkwood Meadows Drive in light of prior comments by KMA and the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans). 

3. KCA Review. Revise re levant discussion in, 10-Year Review and Attachment A 'to accurately describe 
responsibility for rev iew of development within Kirkwood, noting particularly limitations on review 
authority, e.g. over planned development that was approved prior to the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 
and development that is outside the viewshed of State Route 88. Revise discussion to note that 
Kirkwood Mountain Resort and Kirkwood Mountain Development are the project proponents under the 
EIR, and as such, have responsibility for complying with the mitigation measures in all resource 
categories, including visual and aesthetic; geology, soils, and geologic hazard; water; and aquatic 
resources. Requ ire removal of all references to KCA from the 10~Year Review. 

In addition to the requested amendments above, KMA respectfully requests that TC-TAC include a 
recommendation to the three counties' planning commissions and boards of supervisors that an additional 
review of mitigation measure compliance occur in fiVe years' time. This new "15~Year Review" would provide a 
"check" on the project proponents' compliance with the mitigation measures, and would help increase the 
likelihood of improved compliance with the mitigation measures. 

Thank you for taking the time to seriously consider the comments and recommendations of KMA and other 
Kirkwood community organizations and members. 

Regards, 

KRONICK, MOSKOVITZ, TIEDEMANN & GIRARD 
A Professional Corporation 

-'--'~ '--7 /).. ,i.\.\ 
/,;0/. / / .- - \ 

~:1-/ I "t)"-/ \ \- --.-
REBOOCA R. AKRC'>YD 

f 

cc: Judy Flinn, Michael Sharp, . ; Riel< Ansel, 
 Bob Epstein,  Lynn A Morgan, 

Nate Whaley, Casey Blann,  

1438:l·19. 111 75fj··002 



./ 

Amador County Mail ,· Comments on tbe lOY em Review of lhe Kirkwood Specific Plan 

Chuck Beatty <cbcutty@amadorgoy.org> 
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S.andy Sloan > Tue, Mar 29', 2016 at 12:42 PM 
To: r  Aaron Mount: >, Zach Wood ov>, Brian 
fl,eters <;b >, ;Chuck Beatty rg >, rg; 

p p lanning@arnadorgov.~org "· . . , . , 
Cc: Sandy Sloan < m> 

.,) " . .. ..., . 

.R:99~1? Ti:out., 1::1 Dorado . .Govnly Community Development 
Zach Wood,)\lpine 'cbunty: CQljJmunfty, Developrnent 
Cbucl<; B~atty. Amaqor Covnty Plannl~g Department 

t • . , 

Gentlemen: ' 

Tllanl<ybu fbI' gi)iing tl:i eRirkw~'6d ·.CQmll')l.t(i ,fy· time to comm~nt botl) oraliy. and 'ill WJitlngo;~ the 1Q Yeaf Re\;{ew .oi \h~ 
J<irl<WbqdSpeCific ,P lan . .As a librneowher al Kirkwood since 1981, and as a const iluen t wh,q was veJ'j ir)\lolve9 in IheSldoption 
:o'f Jhe. .200S 'Spedfic P.!a'rl. 'lwQ'ofd ike to expand on some of the previOus :cbmments I have mage .. both. in wrilingand at'll1e 
March J1, 2016 meeting 'oJ TG~TAC, . 

'1. Importance. Firsl) I ca nnot slre,ss boW' important the Specific Pl.an amnhe, concomi(anLMitlgalion ~l:.wit6ring 'Pr~gram are. to 
the Kirl<wood,cQr'i:ununlty:, 'fhe:2003 Specific Plan was aHeast 3 y!3ars in·the making .a.ndinvbIVed hundr~d il ,cjf 1101,l (s oftall<s 
a.nd negbtiatlonsarnOrigih:e 'f{esorl;.'tbs'r Ptannihg Departments of throe, coun(ies and the community. T;h~,,r?Jo.cess .. was· . . 
SI,J.CCe$.sfu. l, .qecausc',in my:oriniq i~ ,evel'Yone listened to everyone else an\i a documeot was produced w bich' :ba lanc~qj the 
growthofthe community with. er)vi~o !1 l'Jl enfal concern s. The Mitigation 'Monitoring Program. impiemenls,.thls .p'recarious , , 
balance. " 

:'). , j 

2. Process. It .isnot ehough for a review of required mitigations to be filed 'With the county attol' public comme6t~, O'theiWise , 
fhe 'reviewwill halleheen 'an exercise. in futility. ML Trout!s sugges ti on althe last Te-TAC meeting makes senSe. "The 
consultant hiced by Vail Resorts. Inc. ("Vail") and f<irkwood Resort Developmen t (the "Developer") should takGinto a'C(>ount the 
questions and comments raised by the. pubJjc and 'the TC·TAC members arl'd respond in writing by correctingand/or 
.supplementing the Review. This way wh.en the document is presented 10 the Coun ty officials it will be as acour.ate.and 
thorough as possible. The.n tho Doardsof Supel'visors will be able to direct staff accordingly to clarify mitigations. add 
mitigations. or assure mitigations me being implemenled. This supplemental document should, of course, be paid far by Vail 
and the Developer. 

3, Glarity as to Responsibi lity. As several people have pointedollt., now that the Developer has sold the Resort to Vail , while 
retaining developablepropwty, th.e:Review should clil rify which entity is responsiblo fo ( wl,ichrnitigation . . 

4. E;nfoTC['nnent. Mitigations are llse less if they are no t enforced . so it is essential that there be more oversight of AL.L projects. 
not jll st major deve topments. MallY mit igations have been ignored whi le cons tructi on is taking place. I urge the. Cou nties to 
work with ou r on·site PUD to have th e PUD help with enforcement of the mi tigations. 

5. Absence of Review of Some Mitigations. Som e mitigat ions me not address.ed at all . The consultant shou lcJ go through 
EACH mitigation in the Mitigation Mon itoring Program ancJ add ress its status. For example, I note lIl at Condition s of Approval 
94.95 and 9£3 regarding traffic o n Hiqhway 88 were iDnol'ecl and Condition of Approval 55 (Measure 4. 3.1 (f) regard ing floocl ill !J 
to Base Camp and Kirkwood Meadows Drive was iDnoreci 

G. Employee Housing. Employee housing is ,'1 neeeJ in til e I<irkwoocl valley. The Employee Housing Ol'ciinance is not as cl r~ "r 
r.lS it should be and is not being implemented in 8 consistent log ic,,)1 way. Inclividuol developers ure fru strateel with the process, 
as evidenced by the deve loper who come to a recent TC -TAC mee ting aski rl g for help in tracking the mOnf~y he paid the 
Developer to assu re an employee unit was se l as ide. This vital issue should not be ignored. I hope lI,at TC ·TAC will have 
p lanners unci someone from the PUD worl< toge ther to clarify cJ[l(i slrengthen lhe Employee Hnu s i n ~J Ordinance. 

Jrtlps //I11(1 j I google.co m/nwi J/U/OJ'?ll jo'2 &i k' 1 c2 1 C()OC6;1& vi c\VPI &.scmcll· in hox& t 11"' I 53c3c6 140" I 70.. 0313 11201 () 



Allwdo r Coun lY JvJail - Comments 0 11 the 10 Yen!' Rcv icw nf llle Kirkwood Specific 1> [,111 

7, Future f~eview, Since the l~esort is developing more slowly than expected apcl it was anticipated that bu ildout would occur 
with in 10 years, it is necessa ry tli at another review of mitiga tions take place in 5 -7 years, ' 
Many mitiga tions are ongoir1g and 'many'have y et to be irnplemented sir)ce they, are tied to future growth, Ther¢(ore, iJ , ~VO Lii d 
be prudent to r.ov iew the status of the plan and the mitiga tions again in the future, 

Thank YOli for ti le opportun ity to COI;lI'TJe IlL 

Sandy Sloan 

r --;::-;;--A-A--·--·---·-T -.,:----rl-_-'-_-__ -_ --, 

, ' 

. \ ~ .. 

----~,.--.. -.--.------,-.. -.... 



March 31, 2016 

Chuck Beatty 

Amador County Planning Department 

810 Court Street 

Jackson, CA 95642 

Roger Trout 

EI Dorado County Community Developm ent 

2859 Fa ir Lane Court 

Placervill e, CA 95667 

By email transmittal 

Zach Wood 

Alpine County Community Development 

50 Diamond Valley Road 

Markleeville, CA 96120 

Re: 10- year mitigation compliance review for the Kirkwood Special Plan 

Dear Mr. Beatty, Mr. Trou t, and M r. Wood, 

Foothi ll Conservancy thanks you for the opportunity to comment on the Tri -County Technical Advisory 

Committee' s (TC-TAC) 10-year mitigation comp li ance review of the Kirkwood Specific Plan. Foothill 

Conservancy is a 501 (c)(3) based in Jackson, CA. Since 1989 we have worked to protect the land and 

water resources in Amador and Calaveras counti es. 

Kirkwood's resid ents and homeowner groups have already brought to your attent ion mitigation 

measures for the Kirkwood Specific Plan th at have not been followed. Exampl es of noncompliance 

have occurred in several mitigation categori es, includin g visual and aesth et ic, water resources and 

vegetation resources. We agree with the comments submitted by th e Kirkwood Meadows Association, 

the Friends of Kirkwood Associ ation, and the Kirkwood Public Utility District . Inst ances of 

noncompliance with required mitigation measures for th e Kirkwood Specifi c Plan not only mu st be 

enforced, but must be prevented in the future. 

We urge t he TC-TAC's 10-yea r revi ew inc lude a spec if ic li sting of, and recommendat ions for rectifyin g, 

each in st ance of mi t igat ion nonco mpliance. In addit ion, given th e probl em s w it h miti gation 

nonco mp li ance during the past 10 yea rs, we requ es t th at th e next m itiga ti on co mp liance revi ew be 

schedu led for five, not 10, you rs. 

Since rely, 

Cec ily Sm ith 

Execut ive Director 



DRAFT 
MINUTES 

TRI-COUNTY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

March 11, 2016 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Zach Wood, Alpine County; Roger Trout, EI Dorado 
County; Chuck Beatty, Amador County 

OTHERS PRESENT: Michael Sharp, Eric Richert, Casey Blann, Nate 
Whaley, Carl Baker, Geoff Smith, Sandy McKay, Sandy Sloan, Rebecca Akroyd, 
Stand ish O'Grady, Allan Sapp, Lynn Morgan, Cheryl Stern, John Reiter, Nancy 
Trevett, Marvin Tabeau, Terry Woodrow, Andrew Strain. 

A. 
a.m . 

B. 

C. 

1 ) 

2) 

D. 

E. 

F. 

Call to Order - The meeting was called to order by Zach Wood at 10:05 

Approve Agenda - The agenda was approved unanimously, 3-0. 

Correspondence 

Notice from the Amador Ranger District of the Eldorado National Forest 
regarding a proposal to conduct a fuels reduction and forest health project 
in the Panther Creek area of Amador County. 
Notice from Kirkwood Mountain Resort of intent to request an extension of 
time on the expiration of the Timber Creek Sprung Structure Use Permit. 

Minutes - August 7, 2015 - Approval was tabled pending 

Public matters not on the agenda - None. 

Agenda Items: 

ITEM 1: Review and possible approva l of a request from Kirkwood Capital 
Partners for a temporary sign at the Palisades subd ivision to be mounted on a 
tree until spring. 

John Reiter with Kirkwood Capita l Partners presented a proposal to mount a 
temporary sign for Palisades subd ivision on a tree near the intersection of 
Kirkwood Meadows Drive and Palisades Drive. 

On a motion by Chuck Beatty, seconded by Roger Trout, the Committee 
approved a tree-mounted, 4' x 6' subd ivision sign to be installed with straps. The 
matter will be reviewed in July to cons ider a permanent ground-mounted sign. 

ITEM 2: Review and possible approva l of a request from Cushman & W akefield 

TC- T AC Minutes 
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Real Estate for temporary signs at the former Thunder Mountain Lodge site to be 
mounted on trees until spring. 

Chuck Beatty reviewed the request from the applicant to mount two temporary 
signs for Thunder Mountain Lodge on on-trees. On a motion by Chuck Beatty, 
seconded by Roger Trout, the Committee approved a single tree-mounted, 2' x 2' 
real estate sign to be installed with straps. The current signs nailed to trees will 
be required to be removed within 30 days and the matter will be revisited in July 
to consider a permanent ground-mounted sign. 

ITEM 3: Michael Sharpe - Overview of recent meeting between KMPUD, 
Amador County, and Alpine Counties. 

KMPUD Genera l Manager Michael Sharp presented an overview of meetings 
recently held with elected and staff representatives from Alpine and Amador 
Counties. The purpose of the meetings was to discuss future KMPUD 
assistance and County coordination with on-going mitigation and monitoring 
efforts required by the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan. 

ITEM 4: Discussion of the roles of KMPUD and USFS as ex-officio members of 
TC-TAC. 

KMPUD General Manager Michael Sharp discussed a variety of methods that 
KMPUD could assist TC-TAC with administration of the Specific Plan, TC-TAC 
meetings, and communication with the public. KMPUD Planning Committee 
chair Eric Richert noted that assistance with pre-construction meetings, routine 
mitigation inspections, and communication are items that the District could 
automatically perform in its day-to-day operations. A discussion of additional 
tasks would be reviewed by KMPUD Board of Directors and communicated with 
TC-TAC at a later date. 

ITEM 5: KMR & RCI - Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation Compliance 10-Year 
Review and public comments . 

Andrew Strain with Vail Resorts presented an overview of the 10-Year Review as 
prepared by Resource Concepts, Inc. 

Rebecca Akroyd , attorney for Kirkwood Meadows Association, asked for 
clarification on the process for comments and future action by TC-TAC. Zach 
Wood stated that TC-TAC would be accepting public comments now, and 
discussing the process for action on the Review at a later time. Ms. Akroyd 
discussed three issues of concern to KMA: lax street sweeping frequency, 
conflicting studies for surface parking and on -street parking, and the 
inappropriate inclusion of KCA as a review authority. Additional comments are 
included on her letter dates March 8, 2016, and attached to these minutes and 
incorporated by reference. 
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Chuck Beatty noted that Alpine and Amador legal counsel had previously issued 
written opin ions that the sweeping of all streets was the Resort's responsibility 
and was to be performed twice each year. 

Sandy Sloan requested that EI Dorado County adopt the Specific Plan and noted 
the fo llowing concerns with the 1 O-Year Review: 1) The mitigation responsibilities 
which are divided between KMR and KCP needs to be specific; 2) slower than 
anticipated development and growth in the valley indicates the need for another 
mitigation review in f ive years; 3) mitigation measures 94, 95, & 96 were not 
addressed and the review of mitigation measure 55 is inadequate as it does not 
mention recent flooding at Base Camp; 4) enforcement on major projects is lax 
and almost non-existent on minor projects; and 5) the 10-Year Review shou ld be 
revised before to address public comments TC-TAC action. Additional 
comments are included on her email to KMPUD as attached to these minutes 
and incorporated by reference. 

Carl Baker, Ca ltrans District 10 Rura l Plann ing Branch Ch ief, reiterated the 
comments included his letter dated March 10, 2016, attached to these minutes 
and incorporated by reference, specifica lly: 1) the responsibility for insta llation of 
required roadway improvements needs to be specific; 2) there needs to be better 
commun ication of traffic evaluations to TC-TAC, Ca ltrans, and USFS; 3) lack of 
development in Kirkwood doesn't translate to lower traffic volumes, and Vail's 
ownership may generate add itional trips from the east given Vail 's presence in 
the Tahoe basin; 4) the 2001 Kirkwood Master Parking Plan shou ld be enforced 
to proh ibit on the west side of Kirkwood Meadows Drive with the west right-of
way deve loped for pedestrian, bicycle, and other alternative transportation 
facilities. Mr. Baker also noted that the ability to te leconference during winter 
months would be beneficial. 

Michael Sharp, KMPUD Genera l Manager, reiterated the comments included his 
letter dated March 4, 2016, attached to these minutes and incorporated by 
reference, specifica lly: consu ltants for future mitigation reviews shou ld be chosen 
by TC-TAC and funded by Vail and KCP; the division of responsibilities for 
mitigation measures shou ld be specified between KMR and KCP; there needs to 
be a plan in place to deal with existing noxious weeds prob lems; the employee 
housing ord inance and process are not adequate for future development; there is 
a need for add itional CHP presence at the entrance to Kirkwood on Highway 88. 

Lynn Morgan , Amador County District 3 Supervisor, asked if an RFP was 
solicited by TC-TAC. 

Zack Wood noted that TC-TAC approved the scope of work for the 10-Year 
Review and agreed with the se lection of Resource Concepts, Inc., as the 
consu ltant; the process wasn't exclus ively decided by KMR and KCP. 
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Nancy Trevett noted that there are ongoing adverse environmental impacts in the 
valley and asked that the submitted comments be made available to the public. 
She added that the 10-Year Review should be revised before action by TC-T AC. 

Chuck Beatty stated that the submitted written comments would be available on 
Amador County's website, and asked that additional written comments be 
submitted to planning@amadorgov.org . 

Roger Trout suggested that a revised 1 O-Year Review could be viewed similar to 
a Final Environmental Impact Report and recommended that KMR and KCP 
analyze the comments, issue a response, and adjust the Review accordingly. 

It was the consensus of TC-TAC to place discussion of the 10-Year Review 
process on the agenda fo r the next meeting, to be held April 10, 2016. 

G. Adjournment - With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 11 :14 
a.m. 

TC- TAC Minutes 
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2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Mitigation Compliance 10-Year Review 

Comments Received and Responses Based on 
Resource Concepts, Inc. Report 

dated November 6, 2015 

The following provid es responses to the public comm ents made on the Kirkwood Specific Plan 

Mitigation Compliance 10-Year Review. The intent of this response document is to address issues 

app licab le to the 2003 Specific Plan brought forward to the Tri-County Technical Advisory Committee. 

Some comments received pertained to items outside of the purview of the 2003 Specific Plan and the 

associated mitigation measures . Those comments are noted in this document for information . 

Comments simila r in nature were combined to avoid redund ancy. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

GC-l) 

Commenters raised questions on whether th e Tri-County Technical Advisory Committee (TC-TAC) 

provided adequate review and recommendations of proposed projects, and whether there exists 

sufficient on-site mitigation monitoring to enforce compliance with mitigation measures . 

Response: Rc/ based its determination of compliance on review of formal reporting 

requirements as submitted, reviewed and approved by TC-TAe. Compliance with the 

mitigation measures was discussed in interviews with both past and present TC-TAC members. 

Additional interviews were conducted with the key s takeholders, including KMR, KMo, and 

KMPUo. During the intervie w process, and in review of the reports and docum ents referenced, 

the author was not made aware of any concerns regarding the adequacy of TC-TAe's review 

and approval of proposed projects and whether there was sufficient onsite mitigation 

monitoring. Th e scope of this re vie w is limited to the compliance with the mitigation measures 

by the project proponent(s), not th e monitoring or enforcem ent copacity of each county in the 

event of non-compliance. 

GC-2) 

TC-TAC' s 10-yea r rev iew should include a spec ific listin g of each instance of mitigat ion 

noncompliance and provide recomm endation s for rectifying. 

Response: The table in Appendix A of the Report lists all the mitigation m easures and includes 

a determination of mitigation compliance or non-compliance. Mitigation measures determined 

to be in non-compliance were discussed in further detail in the text of the original report 

(November 6, 2015). Recommendations were summarized on page 19 of the original report. 

Additional recommendations formulated during the response to comments are included in the 

revised final report. 
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GC-3) 

2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Comments Received and Responses Based on 

Resource Concepts, In c. Report 

dated November 6, 2015 

Buildout of the Specific Plan is developing more slowly than expected. Given the problems with 

mitigation non-compliance, it is requested that the next mitigation compliance review be 

scheduled for five, not 10 years. 

Another 10-year Review should occur in 10 years because there has been much less development 

than anticipated in the past ten years. 

Response: The Amador County Condition of Approval 2 requires that during the 10th year 

following the approval of the Proposed Project, a review of the developm ent for complionce 

with the mitigation requirements in the MMRP, and any other conditions of approval, shall be 

completed by a qualified consultant. Additional la-year compliance reviews of the MMRP and 

conditions of approval are not required under the current Conditions of Approval, and are not 

typical of most MMRPs. 

Ongoing reporting requirements and compliance reviews as specified by individual mitigation 

measures will continue at various time intervals as specified in those measures and address the 

issue of pace of development. 

GC-4) 

Clarification of Mitigation Responsibilities. It is essential that the public agencies and th e 

homeowners know which entity is responsible for which mitigation measure. Therefore, it is 

important that for each mitigation measure, it be specified who is respon sible for implementing 

that particular mitigation measure. The roles and respon sibilities of the Resort and the Master 

Developer need to be explicit. 

Response: The table in Appendix A of the Report lists all the mitigation measures, the party 

responsible for implementation, and the reviewing authority. Notations were included when 

changes were made to designated responsible party following the sale of the resort to Vail. 

The table in Appendix A has been updated to provide additional clarity and correct previously 

reported errors. 

GC-S) 

Future CEQA compliance reviews should not be first submitted as draft s to th e Resort and the 

M aster Developer. The report should be reviewed by the public and the TC-TAC members and the 

consultant should prepare and respond in writing by correcting and/or suppleme nting the 

Review . This will allow for preparation of the most accurate and thorou gh report th at can be 

used by the Board of Supervisors in each county to direct staff accord ingly to clarify mit igat ions, 

add mitigations, or assure mitiga tions are being implemented. This supplemental document 

should be paid for by Vail and the Developer. 

Response: Th e Amador County Condition of Approval requiring th e la-year re view does not 

specify any protocols for review of the draft report; however, the Kirkwood Mountain Resort 
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2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Comments Received and Responses Based on 

Resource Concepts, Inc. Report 
dated November 6,2015 

(Vail), and Kirkwood Mountain Development landowner, commissioned and submitted a report. 

Before doing so, a work plan was submitted to and approved by TC-TAe. 

GC-6) 

Not enough attention is paid to enforcement of these mitigation measures. There needs to be 

oversight of all projects and not just major developments. There shou ld be consequences for 

KMR/Vail when mitigation measures are not in compliance, such as stop issuing building permits 

and fines shou ld be possible. 

Reviews and compliance have failed in instances when County permits have not been required, or 

if required, not sought. This has resulted in improper discharges into Kirkwood Creek. 

Every contractor of every project - whether it be cut, fill, a new roof, a remodel - needs to be 

made aware of the mitigations and monitored. 

Response: The 2003 Specific Plan (page 100) states that the County Planning and Building 

Departments will bear the majority of enforcement responsibilities as they relate to 

development projects at Kirkwood. When a proposed project is required to subm it an 

applicotion to the County for a grading permit, building permit or approval of tentative map, 

the County Planning and Building Departments have the opportunity to review the project 

design and proposed erosion control, and are charged with monitoring and enforcing the 

project. The Specific Plan Erosion Control Ordinance specifically states that "it is intended to 

supplement any grading and erosion control requirements that may be required for 

development project approvals." Therefore, implementation of the Erosion Control Plan under 

the Specific Plan is tied to the project's need for a regulatory authorization (e .g. tentative map 

approval, building permits, grading permits, etc.). Preparation of an Erosion Control Plan is 

linked to a project's application to the County and enforcement of the Erosion Contro l Plans is 

the responsibility of the appropriate County staff. 

Activities and smaller projects, such as maintenance of existing structures, roads or parking 

lots, or minor activities that do not trigger the need for a permit, do not need authorization by 

the County or review by TC- TAC and therefore, monitoring by the County is not required under 

the Specific Plan. All projects do need to be in compliance with State and federal regulations 

which regulate the discharge of materials and sediment into regulated waters for the 

maintenance of State Water Quality standards and protection of stream functions. 

The TC- TAC is an advisory board and connot enforce mitigation measures or levy fines. Each 

county has adopted enforcement procedures for addressing non-compliance with its adopted 

plans, po licies, and regulations. The adequacy of those procedures is outside the scope of the 

la-year Specific Plan review. 

GC-7) 

There shou ld be more mitigation monitoring in Kirkwood. TC-TAC may choose to respond to the 

KMPUD's recent offer to assist with the admin istrat ion and commun ication around the 

monitoring process. With TC-TACs approva l the KMPUD might work with property managers in 
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2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Com m ents Received and Responses Based on 

Resource Concepts, Inc. Report 

dated November 6,2015 

the Kirkwood community to participate in pre-construction meetings and review the proposed 

scope of work or repair or planned for property improvements to existing structures in Kirkwood. 

Response: The County's delegation of monitoring responsibilities is outside the scope of this 

report. The counties can consider KMPUD's offer and determine the most effective approach to 

improving the monitoring process. However, it should be noted that KMPUD is also a regulated 

entity under the Specific Plan, so if KMPUD is deSignated a monitoring authority, the counties 

should consider appointing an independent third party monitor of Specific Plan related 

activities undertaken by KMPUD. 

GC-8) 

Multiple comments were raised regarding compliance with the Specific Plan for projects approved 

prior to 2003 and review authority of KCA under the Specific Plan. 

Response: As stated on page 2, the Specific Plan covers the 732 acres of privately held land in 

the counties of Alpine, Amador and EI Dorado. Rezoning Tentative and Final subdivision maps, 

and public works projects within Kirkwood, are required by law to be consistent with the Plan. 

All residential, commercial, mixed-use, public works, recreation and conservation projects must 

comply with the policies of the Plan. Implementation of those projects must comply with the 

Ordinances of the Plan . 

Development projects that were approved prior to the adoption of the 2003 Specific Plan were 

reviewed and approved pursuant to the Kirkwood Master Plan which originally was prepared in 

1971 and last amended in 1988. Comments received concerning the applicability of the Specific 

Plan mitigation measures to development approved prior to the implementation of the Specific 

Plan raise complicated legal questions, including questions related to vested rights. 

Determination of a legal response to these comments is outside the scope of this review. 

The initial report incorrectly stated that KCA had review authority for several mitigation 

measures. With respect to the Specific Plan mitigation measures, which are governmental 

requirements, the private KCA does not have any review, appraval or enforcement authority. 

KCA only has authority for development projects within HOAs that are m embers of the KCA and 

as outlined in the Kirkwood Community Association Design Guidelines (2005). 

GC-9) 

Th e Summary of Recommendations included in the 10-year Review should identify the 

responsible parties to address each and establish a project plan/timeline for completion as well as 

benchmarks for reporting progress to TC-TAC an d the community. 

Response: Comment noted. This suggestion will be brought forward to TC-TAC for 

consideration. 

Page 4 of 16 



GC-10) 

2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Comments Received and Responses Based on 

Resource Concepts, Inc. Report 

dated November 6, 2015 

With completion of the 10-year Review and other factors, TC-TAC may want to consider adding a 

teleconference option for the TC-TAC Board and county planners to move issues forward 

expeditiously. 

Response: Comment noted. This comment is outside the scope of the 10-year Specific Plan 

review. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON REPORT 

5C-1 - Page 2 of report 

The KMPUD's General Manager is also an ex-officio member of TC-TAe. 

Response: The author relied on information included in the 2003 Specific Plan which does not 

include the Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District General Manager as an ex-officio member 

and states (page 10): 

Proposed development within Kirkwood is reviewed for conformance with the 

Plan and its accompanying documents. The reviewing bodies include the Tri

County Technical Advisory Committee (Tri- TAC) comprised of representatives of 

Alpine, Amador, and EI Dorado counties and the county building department of 

the county in which the project is proposed. Representatives of the U.S. Forest 

Service serve as ex-officio members of Tri- TAe. The county planning department 

may be involved if the project requires a use permit, tentative map or variance. 

However, the joint powers agreement of 1992 clearly states that the TC- TAC shall include 

representatives from EI Dorado National Forest, Toiyabe National Forest and Kirkwood 

Meadows Public Utility District as ex-officio members of the Committee. The report has been 

updated to reflect this change 

5C-2 - Page 4 of report 

Please include a table showing numbers of units actually built (not just entitled), and potential 

development remaining. The 395 units of "potential development remaining" understates the 

potential actual development/construction yet to be done, and therefore also the potential 

mitigation efforts that will need to be taken. E.g. East Meadows probably has about 40 lots 

remaining to be built, but all are entitled. Having a number of units yet to be built (both entitled 

and not yet entitled) is what is more relevant for both mitigation compliance and for KMPUD 

planning. 

Response: Quantification of the number of units currently developed, or remaining to be 

developed, was not required to determine compliance with any of the mitigation measures and 

therefore that information was not collected. The intent of the table on page 4 is to clarify 

which developments are entitled under the 2003 Specific Plan, and subject to the conditions 

and mitigation measures presented in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan. 
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5C-3) 

2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Comments Received and Responses Based on 

Resource Concepts, Inc. Report 

dated November 6,2015 

Entrance sign is not in compliance with permit granted by Amador County. Only "events" are to 

be listed. 

Response: Compliance with this Amador County permit requirement is not within the scope of 

this review as it is not included as a required mitigation measure in the Specific Plan Mitigation 

and Monitoring Plan. 

5C-4) 

KMPUD's photos of damage to creek, meadow and trees should be included as an appendix to the 

report. 

Response: Comment noted. The commenter does not specify how the photos relate to the 10-

year Specific Plan review. Also, see response to GS-1. 

GEOLOGY, SOILS AND GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 

G5-1) Page 8 - the last sentence in the next to last paragraph 

"These instances (of non-compliance) were discovered ... and corrected before project 

completion ... " ) glosses over the damage that has been done during construction . The KMPUD 

has photographic evidence of this damage: toxic runoff into Kirkwood Creek, damaged vegetation 

in the Meadow, trees removed. This sentence would be accurate if it said "in some cases 

corrected before project completion but after damage was done". 

Response: The author has not received any photographic evidence referenced in this comment, 

nor were any photographs included in the report comments listed on the TC-TAC webpage. To 

the extent this comment is referring to the recent activities related to the use of asphalt 

grindings in existing parking lots and subsequent snow removal, no county permit is required 

for these activities, but the potential impacts to regulated waters are governed by federal and 

state laws (Clean Water Act and Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act) and are being 

assessed and remediated pursuant to authority granted to the Regional Water Quality Control 

Board. 

Additional text has been included in this section of the revised report. 

G5-2) 

One result of this 10-year review should be a mandate for pre-construction meetings to review 

eros ion control, meadow preservation, tree protection and related practices, for all sizes of 

projects. 

Response: Comment noted. The 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan, Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 

and the Kirkwood Erosion Control Ordinance do not require pre-construction meetings. 
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GS-3) 

2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Comments Received and Respo nses Based on 

Resource Co ncept s, Inc. Report 

dated November 6,2015 

The County and KCA have failed in th eir enforcement of proper revegetation in th e cases of 

projects that have been started then abandoned . We have major examp les where re- vegetation 

has not taken place in the partially completed construction projects, allowing invasive plants to 

take hold. New enforcement actions, and poss ibly a policy statement, are required to deal with 

partially completed and abandoned project sites. 

The Report identifies an area at Sentinels West th at has not been successfu lly revegetated. Bonds 

with Amador County are being held pending completion of the revegetation . There were severa l 

construction projects during the summers of 2014 and 2015 that were observed with no BMPs in 

place. The KMPUD contacted the counties to enforce BMPs and contro l runoff; required permits 

were not obtained in these two cases. 

Response: Project abandonment is not specifically addressed in the Specific Plan or MMRP. If a 

project is completed or abandoned and vegetation efforts fail, responsibility to revegetate the 

site falls to the property owner. Incidents where revegetation has failed should be reported to 

the appropriate county for enforcement. 

With respect to the Specific Plan mitigation measures, KCA is not responsible for 

implementation or enforcement of revegetation measures. KCA is only responsible for 

development projects within HOAs that are m embers of the KCA. If the KCA Design Review 

Board (ORB) determin es that the landscaping is not in conformance with the plans as approved 

by the ORB, they can notify the owner and require a timely replanting effort . If the owner fails 

to replant, ORB has the right to enter the property and re-Iandscape the site at the owner's 

expense. This is a separate, private, and independent process from enforcement of the Specific 

Plan mitigation m easures which is a governmental process, but serves to m eet similar 

objectives. 

GS-4) Page 9 

This parag raph should differentiate between large-sca le proj ect s, for which the Counties provid e 

resources for proper mitigation compliance and enforcement, and small er sca le projects, for 

which no resources are provided. 

Response: Mitigation m easures are specific to implem entation of projects regulated by, and 

proposed under, the 2003 Specific Plan. The Report was revised to include clarification 

regarding what projects are subject to county permitting and review. 

WATER RESOURCES 

WR-1) Page 10 - 2nd paragraph 

Regardin g protect ion of w at er resources. Reviews and co mpliance have fail ed in instances when 

County permits have not been required, or if req uired, not sought . Th is has resulted in improper 

discharges into Kirkwood Creek. 
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2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Comments Received and Responses Based on 

Resource Concepts, Inc. Report 

dated November 6, 2015 

See response to GS-1. 

) Water Supply 

WR-2) Page 9 

The District is also planning to construct additional water storage for future domestic use and fire 

suppression as recommended in the 2014 Bennett Engineering Water Capacity Study. 

Response: Comment noted. The final report has been revised to reflect this comment. 

WR-3) 

Street sweeping must be done twice a year. The Compliance Review Report should clarify that 

the Resort is required to sweep all streets twice each year. Clar ification is required as to which 

roadways are covered, the frequency and the party responsible for the expense of street 

sweeping. 

Response: There are two mitigation measures which address street sweeping within Kirkwood. 

Mitigation Measure 4.02 (v) : Conduct street sweeping two times per year and 

when buildup of loose materials occurs on paved roads. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4(e): Streets will be swept by a vacuum sweeper during 

periods when road conditions are dry enough to allow the removal of anti-skid 

materials (i.e . sand). The streets must be swept from curb to curb, which 

includes the driving lanes, to maximize the control effectiveness. 

The wording of these mitigation measures is ambiguous as to which streets require sweeping 

and who is responsible for doing the sweeping. Our research indicotes there are differing 

opinions among stakeholders regarding interpretation of these measures. However, this 

comment raises legal questions that are outside of the scope of this review. While the goal of 

these mitigation measures is to require street sweeping as a source control measure, 

implementation implicotes legal questions as to who controls the use and maintenance for 

roads, and who has the legal authorization to enter and / or perform maintenance in those 

areas. It may be that responsibility for street sweeping should mirror the responsibility for 

snow plowing. 

Given the ambiguity of mitigation measures 4.2(v) and 4.4(e), the counties should analyze the 

legal responsibility for the implementation of these m easures. 

WR-4) 

Do the applications subm itted to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Centra l Valley Water Resource 

Control Board, and CA Fish and Game to authorize impacts to regulated waters of the U.S. 

properly address protection of Kirkwood's water sources? 

Response: Under the federal Clean Water Act and California's Porter-Cologne Water Quality 

Contro l Act, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and the Central Valley Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB), respectively, regulate the placement of fill material within a 
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2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Com m ents Rece ived and Responses Based on 

Resource Concepts, Inc. Report 

dated November 6, 2015 

stream or wetland, and ensure that project discharges to a stream meet federal and state 

water quality standards. Under the California Fish and Game Code 1600, the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) regulates any activity that would substantially divert 

or obstruct the natural flow of any stream, change or use material from the bed, channel or 

bank of any stream, or deposit debris, waste or other material that could pass into any stream. 

These permits are focused on the protection of surface waters and do not directly address 

groundwate r, but through implementation of the permit conditions, adherence to these 

permits indirectly protects groundwater by requiring maintenance of pre-development runoff 

rates, maintenance of State water quality limits, and avoidance or mitigation of disturbance to 

riparian areas. In addition, the CVRWQCB is also responsible for protection of groundwater 

quality in accordance with the California Water Code. 

WR-S) 

KMPUD's photos of damage to creek, meadow and trees shou ld be included as an appendix to the 

report . 

Response: The author has not received any photographic evidence referenced in this comment, 

nor were any photographs included in the report comments listed on TC- TAC webpage. 

AQUATIC RESOURCES 

AR-l) 

KMR/Vail should have installed a flood prevention wall to keep Kirkwood Creek from flooding 

Base Camp by now (it recently flooded about on e foot). 

Response. Mitigation Measure 4.3.1 (f) requires implementation of several site-specific 

recommendations from the Kirkwood Creek Floodplain Study (EBCE 1996), including a 

recommendation to prevent flooding in the area near Base Camp One condominiums by either 

clearing snow out of the sharp bend in Kirkwood Creek, or through construction of a low 

floodwall. Review of the 2007 Biennial Review submitted to County Staff in December 2007 

indicates that a low flood wall (berm) had been completed and permits and photos were 

previously submitted for County revie w. Th e 2007 Biennial Review was reviewed and approved 

by TC-TAe. Although actual permits and photos could not be obtained from either Amador or 

Alpine county for reference in this response to comments, discuss ions with Mike Richter, form er 

Director of Environmenta l Affairs for Kirkwood Mountain Resort (p ersonal communication 

November 16, 2016), confirmed that the bank of Kirkwood Creek near Base Camp One 

condom iniums was raised and fortified with rock to reduce the potential for flooding. 
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2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Co mments Received and Responses Based on 

Resource Concepts, Inc. Report 

dated November 6, 2015 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

) Invasive and Noxious Weeds 

B-1) 

The Draft Noxious Weed Plan needs to be updated prior to increased development activity to 

reflect the current status of noxious and invasive weeds within the Kirkwood area . Education is 

needed for property managers in Kirkwood as to the species/description of noxious weeds of 

concern in Kirkwood and the preferred method/timing of elimination. 

Will survey efforts to identify areas of noxious weeds include private properties where 

construction projects have been abandoned? 

Response: Mitigation Measure 4.3.4(b) requires KMR to implement the draft Noxious Weed 

Management Plan included as Appendix B in the 2002 EIR. The draft Noxious Weed 

Management Plan includes: 

1) A strategy of prevention of weeds from entering and becoming established in 
Kirkwood; 

2) Requires annual inspection to locate, identify, and map weeds that have become 
established in the area; 

3) Eradication of noxious weeds; and, 

4) Education . 

The draft Noxious Weed Plan specifically references noxious weeds as defined by the State of 

California, and also includes a list of noxious weed species from the Eldorado National Forest 

that includes many species not listed by the State of California as noxious. As written, it is 

unclear if the intent is to regulate California state listed noxious weeds, as is typically required 

on private land, or if the plan is to be applied to those species listed by Eldorado National Forest 

as noxious and includes many additional species typically only regulated on US Forest Service 

lands. 

There has been no formal adoption or implementation of the draft Noxious Weed Managem ent 

Plan. Revie w of development plan specifications suggests that preventative measures are not 

included within project design. However, prior to initiating construction of deve lopment 

projects, KMR and KMPUD have completed botanical surveys within the project areas that 

included identification and discussion of State listed and US Forest Service listed noxious weeds. 

When noxious weeds were identified during these surveys, they were reported to the 

appropriate County and/or Eldorado National Forest, as appropriate. 

As s tated within the Report, the draft plan should be updated to identify the specific species of 

concern, reflect the current s tatus of targeted species within the Kirkwood area, provide 

clarification and prioritization on the monitoring, reporting, and treatment of the species 

managed, provide preventative measures to reduce the risk of noxious weed introductions, and 

include an adaptive management protocol to routinely update the plan based on the survey 

data. The draft report is titled "Noxious Weed Management Plan for Kirkwood Mountain 
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2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Comments Rece ived and Responses Based on 

Resource Concepts, Inc. Report 

dated November 6, 2015 

Resort," which implies the plan covers only resort-owned property. This is not the most 

effective approach for contro lling the spread of noxious weeds. TC-TAC should consider 

whether a more comprehensive approach involving all property owners and stakeholders in 

Kirkwood is warranted. 

The KMPUD disagrees with the Report's findings in terms of the current impact of noxious weeds 

in Kirkwood. There is no mention of the infestation of sweet clover, scotch broom and other non

native invasive spec ies which are spreading throughout Kirkwood. A Noxious Weed Management 

Plan needs to be formulated, but a plan to deal with the exist ing problem needs to be included. 

Response: The report findings that occurrences of State listed noxious weeds within Kirkwood 

are minimal were based on site reconnaissance in 2014 and discussions with EI Dorado County's 

Senior Agricultural Biologist. Sweet clover was not mentioned in the report as it is not listed as 

noxious by the California Department of Food and Agriculture, and no occurrences of scotch 

broom were observed. As stated within the Report, it is recommended that an updated 

Noxious Weed Management Plan be prepared that provides clarification and prioritization of 

species to be monitored and treated. 

) Grazing Management Plan 

B-3) 

The revised draft of the Grazing Management plan needs to be updated to prevent impacts to 

Kirkwood Meadow and Creek. The Grazing Plan should be approved as soon as possible with 

clear gu idelin es as to the roles and responsibilities of various parties. 

Response: This is a recommendation made in the Kirkwood Specific Plan 10-year Compliance 

Review Report. 

B-4) 

The review of Condition of Approva l 55 - Mitigation Measure 4.3.1(f) regarding flooding to Base 

Camp and Kirkwood Meadows Drive was ignored. 

Response: Condition of Approval 55 - Mitigation Measure 4.3.1 (f) is discussed in Attachment A 

of the Kirkwood Specific Plan 10-year Mitigation review report and has been updated in the 

final report. See response to comment AR-1 . 

) Traffic 

T-l) 

Mitigation Measure 4.7 (d) requires eva lu ations of parking and implementation of parking facility 

improvements, efficiency improvements and demand management to reduce the impacts of 

parking under peak conditions. KMR is to prepare an annua l report that ana lyzes day-visitor 

parking during peak periods. If the study shows that the number of day-visitor-related vehic les 
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2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Comments Received and Responses Based on 

Resource Concepts, Inc. Report 

dated November 6,2015 

parked within the resort exceeds the amount of parking spaces available, the TC-TAC will require 

KMR to implement a mitigation plan that may include the provision of additional spaces. 

Recent discussions regarding parking between Vail, Kirkwood Resort Development and the 

community indicate very low confidence in the parking counts that have been done in past years 

and in the related annual reports to TC-TAe. Recent proposals for additional surface parking 

along Kirkwood Meadows Drive and the "School Site" have met with controversy. This review 

shou ld not imply that "additional spaces along Kirkwood Meadows Drive" is an approved action. 

The 2001 Kirkwood Master Parking Plan prohibits parking on the west side of Kirkwood Meadows 

Drive . 

Mitigation priority should be to improve parking efficiency in existing lots, expansion of existing 

lots, and reducing demand of parking under peak cond itions. Expansion of linear paved parking, 

to include proposed new linear parking on the west sid e of KMD is by the very nature of its 

impact, incompatible with the Specific Plan. 

Response: Compliance with Mitigation Measure 4.7 (b) was determined by review of KMR's 

annual parking reports which document that adequate parking is available for the recent 

number of documented visitors. These reports were reviewed and approved by TC-TAe. 

Interviews with KMR confirmed that traffic control during peak use periods is contracted to CA 

Highway Patrol in an attempt to maintain the LOS rating required by Caltrans for SR 88. 

Based on review and approval of the troffic reports, KMR is currently in compliance with this 

mitigation measure. KMR may conduct a more detailed analysis of the factors impacting 

utilization of parking in order to identify options to meet current and future demand. Any 

modifications to parking would be required to be consistent with the Specific Plan and to obtain 

any applicable permits. 

T-2) 

Several traffic mitigations that have not been implemented are simp ly not mentioned . CGA 94, 95 

and 96 are completely ignored in this Report . These mitigations require traffic monitoring, 

improvements to Highway 88 and a traffic impact fee. These mitigations should be addressed in 

th e Report . Additionally, two commenters stated the eastbound lane on SR 88 to Kirkwood 

Meadows Drive needs improvement due to hazardous conditions (during rain and snow events) 

and to increate potential for queuing capacity to avoid backups to th e avalanche area at Carson 

Spur. 

Th e eastbou nd SR 88 turn lane to Kirkwood Meadows Drive (KMD) is a known hazard in slippery 

(snow and rain) conditions. There have been several reported and unreported accidents at this 

location. The rad ical slope and ra dius of the turn on KMD promotes vehicle drift into opposing 

traffic lanes. This is a dangerous situ at ion well deserving of mention and mitigation. 

Response: COA 94 is addressed in Table 1 of Attachment A under the Traffic sub-section 

Mitigation Measure 4.7 (a) . Mitigation measure 4.7 (a) states: 
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2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Comments Received and Responses Based on 

Resource Concepts, Inc. Report 

dated November 6,2015 

A northbound to west bound left-turn acceleration lane on SR88 should be 

created to accommodate left-turn movements. Kirkwood Meadows Drive 

should be restriped and/or widened to accommodate three 10-foot-wide lanes 

(minimum), which would include one southbound lane and two northbound 

lanes (one left-turn, one right turn). Either restriping the additional turn lanes 

or temporarily placing traffic cones during peak periods to form turn lanes 

would allow left turn vehicle storage while allowing right-turning vehicles to 

flow. 

It is determined that KMR is in compliance with this measure. Although a left-turn acceleration 

lane has not been constructed, Kirkwood Meadows Drive is currently wide enough to 

accommodate three 10-foot wide lanes at the intersection with SR 88 and does not need to be 

widened. During peak use periods traffic is controlled through temporary placement of traffic 

cones and CHP officers to form designated turn lanes and to meter the flow of existing traffic. 

Mitigation measure 4.7 (a) specifically addresses the northbound to westbound SR 88 turn lane. 

While the suggestion for improvements the eastbound SR 88 turn to KMD may be beneficial, it 

is not required for compliance with this mitigation m easure. 

Similarly, the 2007 and 2010 traffic studies did recommend extending the westbound SR 88 left 

turn pocket; however, this is not a required mitigation measure. 

COA 95 is partially addressed in Table 1 of Attachment A under the TraffiC sub-section 

Mitigation Measure 4.7 (b); however, the final bullets included in the m easure were mistakenly 

omitted from the Table and not addressed in report. This omission has been corrected in 

Attachment A of the final report. 

As required by the mitigation measure, KMR contracts with the CA Highway Patrol to conduct 

manual control of egress and ingress at the intersection of SR 88 and Kirkwood Meadows Drive 

during periods of peak visitation. The mitigation measure also specifies that traffic counts and 

LOS modeling be completed every three years during periods of peak visitation, but allows for 

the frequency to be modified by TC- TAe. The mitigation measure further specifies that the 

traffic reports be submitted TC- TAe, who will then submit its recommendations to the Caltrans 

District 10. 

Under the Master Development Agreement (2012) between KMR and KMD, KMD is responsible 

for conducting traffic counts and LOS modeling. The most recent traffic study was completed in 

2010 (Fehr & Peers). In 2013, TC- TAC allowed for the ana lysis to be deferred to 2014 (or until 

as may be appropriate) due to lack of new development within Kirkwood Valley since the 2010 

traffic study. No new on-mountain facilities or private land developments occurred in 2014 that 

would contribute to an increase in peak traffic. However, documentation of any 

communication between KMR or KMD and TC- TAC since 2013 on this issue is lacking. 

Additionally, the mitigation measure specifies that traffic reports are to be submitted to TC

TAe, which will then submit its recommendations to the Ca ltrans District 10. Based on the 

comments from Caltrans (March 10, 2016), which stated that it did not receive the traffic 

evaluations for 2010 and 2013, it appears neither the 2010 report nor the decision to defer the 
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2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Comments Received and Responses Ba sed on 

Resource Concept s, In c. Report 

dated November 6,2015 

2013 report were submitted to Caltrans. TC- TAC should determin e if additional traffic studies 

are necessary based on current conditions or if further deferment is appropriate and notify 

Caltrans of its determination. 

COA 96 is addressed in Table 1 of Attachment A under the Traffic sub-section Mitigation 

Measure 4.07 (c). This measure recommends that Alpine County implement a traffic impact 

mitigation fee for future real estate development within Kirkwood. The fee is to be used to 

mitigate traffic impacts on SR 88 both the east and west of Kirkwood (in Amador County) that 

are partially attributable to Alpine Coun ty development. Alpine County established the 

Kirkwood Area Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee under Ordinance No . 670-06 adopted April 18, 

2006. In 2003, a similar mitigation fee program was implemented in Amador County for real 

estate development. 

) Visual and Aesthetics 

VA-i) 

Additional action is needed to address abandoned construction sites. There are at least three 

aband oned commercial project foundations with exposed metal that are highly visible and which 

clearly intrude on the intended aesthetics. These abandoned proj ects significantly deg rade the 

aesthetic qualities of Kirkwood's natural and built environments. Mitigation, i.e . removal and 

restoration, is likely under the purview of one or more of the project's approving agencies and 

shou ld be initiated. 

See response to GS-3 above. 

VA-2) 

Mitigation Measures 4.08(a)-(y) are associated specifically with the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 

and the October 2002 Kirkwood Recirculated Revised Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) . 

Planned development that was approved prior to th e 2003 Kirkwood Specifi c Plan and th e EIR is 

not subject to the visual and aesthetic mitigation me asures committed to in the EIR and, 

therefore, KMA is not required to obtain approva l rega rding these requirements. 

Response: The Specific Plan applies to all privately held land in the counties of Alpine, Amador 

and EI Dorado (Specific Plan page 2). The map on page 9 of the Specific Plan shows the plan 

development area and includes KMA. 

Development projects that were approved prior to the adoption of the Specific Plan were 

reviewed and approved pursuant to the Kirkwood Master Plan which originally was prepared in 

1971 and last amended in 1988. Comm ents received concerning the applicobility of the Specific 

Plan mitigation measures to developm ent approved prior to the implementation of the Specific 

Plan raise a complicated legal question related to vested rights. De termination of a legal 

response to these comments is outs ide the scope of this review. 
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2003 KIRKWOOD SPECIFIC PLAN 

Comments Received and Responses Based on 

Resource Concepts, Inc. Report 

dated November 6,2015 

The requirement of TC-TAC approval is limited to new development within the viewshed of State 

Route 88; sixteen such lots within KMA have been identified as fitting within this category. KCA 

does not have jurisdiction over KMA or its members, and KCA approval is not required. 

Response: As discussed in response GS-3, KCA is a private entity with authority over the 

development projects of its HOA members. 

') Socioeconomics 

5-1) 

The current employee housing ordinance is not clear. Substandard (as defined in the Specific 

Plan), pre-existing housing should not be included in the count of employee housing, nor, under 

current rules, be eligible for deed restriction . Make clear that a reliable system of recording deed 

restrictions is required. The report should make clear that this mitigation measure was not 

designed to simply transfer developer dollars into the pockets of the resort or developer in 

"repayment" for substandard, old housing stock. There should be exploration of in-lieu fees to 

build more consolidated employee housing units. 

Response: TC-TAC has taken the position that the inclusion of "existing employee housing" (i.e., 

employee housing units in existence as of the date of adoption of this ordinance), in the total 

count of available housing is allowed as specifically referenced in Section 3.A.l of the Employee 

Housing Ordinance. Existing employee housing units, therefore, are not required to meet the 

standards of new employee housing (use restricted) as prescribed in Section 3.A.2 of the 

Employee Housing Ordinance. 

While this mitigation is in compliance, it is clear that the existing housing ordinance could be 

updated and revised in order to respond to actual conditions and be more effective in achieving 

the needs of the major s takeholders. It is recommended that KMR, KMD, and KMPUD, and the 

counties work together to update and revise the Housing Ordinance to m eet the current 

conditions and housing needs. 

) Recreation 

R-1) 

Surveys are to be conducted every four years. Most recent survey completed in 2006. Are 

su rveys needed? 

Response: Mitigation Measure 4.12(b} requires surveys be conducted every four years, or as 

deemed necessary by TC- TAC to identify on/off-site recreation use patterns of residents and 

guests and report results to TC- TAC and the Fores t Service. Such surveys will be conducted every 

4 years or as deemed necessary by TC- TAC and the Fores t Service. 

Since 2006 little residential de velopment within Kirkwood or to on-mountain facilities has 

occurred that would significantly increase the number of residents and guests at Kirkwood or 
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influence their recreational patterns; however, to achieve compliance with this measure, it is 

recommended that KMR consult with TC-TAC on the need for and timing of future surveys. 

) Public Services 

P-l) 

The leve l of police protective services for the winter months needs to be evaluated to insure that 

it meets the community's current and future needs. 

Response: Mitigation Measure 4.13 (a) requires KMR to monitor the level of police protection 

services required as development proceeds and the resident population increases. Alpine and 

Amador counties will add deputies as dictated by community needs. Based on interviews with 

KMR, no fo rmal monitoring has been completed. KMR maintains a cooperative relationship 

with both Amador and Alpine County Sheriff Departments. It is recommended that KMR pursue 

a discussion with the Amador and Alpine County Sheriff Departments regarding this comment. 

) Utilities and Infrastructure 

UI-l) 

The 2014 Bennett Engin eer ing Capacity Study also recommends add it ional water storage to meet 

build -out demand. 

Response: Comment noted. 
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December 20, 2016 
Via email: 

Mr. Chuck Beatty 
Amador County Planning Department 
810 Court Street 
Jackson,CA 95642 

Mr. Roger Trout 

KIRKWOOD MEADOWS '---------...,.,..-".". --..... , ~ . ~ 

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT 

EI Dorado County Community Development Agency 
2850 Fair Lane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

 

Mr. Zach Wood 
Alpine County Community Development Department 
50 Diamond Valley Road 
Markleeville, CA 96120 

 

Dear Tri-County Technical Advisory Committee Members: 

Subject: Comments on Ten·year Review of Kirkwood Specific Plan 

The Kirkwood Meadows Public Utilities District (District) is in receipt and review of Resource Concepts, 
Inc.'s (RCI's) revised report dated November 23, 2016 regarding the 10-Year Mitigation Compliance 
Review in accordance with the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan. The District's Board of Directors agree with 
the Summary of Recommendations as contained in RCI's report on pages 20-22. The Board requests the 
following additional recommendations be made to the Alpine and Amador County Planning Commissions 
and Boards of Supervisors: 

Amador Condition of Approval (COA) Mitigation Measure 2.0 states, in part: ... "Additionally, the 
consultant (for producing the 10-year review) will identify any new circumstances or unanticipated 
impacts that were not foreseen when the 2002 Final EIR was certified and the Proposed Project 
approved." Three unanticipated circumstances include : 

1. The pace of development under the Specific Plan has been far slower than anticipated. The 
Specific Plan anticipated that near build-out would be achieved much more quickly, possibly by 
the time the 10-year review was done. We now know that reaching build-out will span many 
more years. Therefore, another la-year review for mitigation comp liance should be required. 

2. The abandonment of partially built projects in highly visible locations was not anticipated . 
However, several large projects were abandoned with only foundations completed. These 
locations are now unsafe, full of invasive plants, and unsightly. The Counties should take 
measures to remove these foundations and properly revegetate the sites. 
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3. The Specific Plan did not anticipate the negative impacts of small projects, or projects that 
proceed without permits (either because permits are not required or because the requirement is 
ignored). However, we now have ample evidence that such projects result in tree removals, 
grading activities that can damage infrastructure and vegetation, damage to the meadow, and 
erosion of materials into Kirkwood Creek. The TC-TAC recommendations should include the 
development of communication and enforcement protocols for small and unpermitted projects. 
The District is ready to assist with these measures. 

It must be noted and remembered that the Specific Plan serves as the specific Genera l Plan for the entire 
Plan Area (Paragraph 2.3 Project Acreage, p. 2 of the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan), and even if KCP 
(Kirkwood Capital Partners) and/or the Resort does not have a responsibility to implement a specific 
requirement, each property owner and each contractor must abide by the Specific Plan requirements, and 
the Counties must make sure that these requirements are followed. 

Sincerely, 

Michae l Sharp 
General Manager 

cc: Mr. Doug Pierini, Kirkwood Mountain Resort 
Mr. Andrew Strain, Kirkwood Mountain Resort 
Mr. Nate Wha ley, Kirkwood Capita l Partners (
Mr. John Reiter, Kirkwood Resort Development  
Ms. Susan Grija lva, Amador County Planning Department (
Mr. Brian Peters, Alpine County Community Deve lopment 



MOSKOVITZ TIEDEMANN & GIRARD 

December 27,2016 

VIA E-MAIL 

400 Capitol Mall , 27th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

TI916.321.4500 
F 916.321.4555 Scott A. Morri s 

smorris@kmtg .com 

Mr. Zach Wood, Alpine County 
Tri-County Technical Advisory Committee 
E-mai l:  

Mr. Chuck Beatty, Amador County 
Tri-County Technical Advisory Committee 
E-mail:  

Mr. Roger Trout, EI Dorado County 
Tri -County Technical Advisory Committee 
E-mail: r  

Re: Request for additiona l review to ensure compliance with 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 
mitigation measures 

Dear Mr. Wood, Mr. Beatty, and Mr. Trout: 

This letter is submitted on behalf of Kirkwood Meadows Association ("KMA") regarding the 
Kirkwood Specific Plan Mitigation Compliance 10-Year Review ("10-Year Review"). This letter 
supplements the March 8, 2016, letter and the March 24, 2016, letter ("March letters") sent on 
behalf of KMA regarding the 10-Year Review, attached for your reference . 

The 10-Year Review submitted on behalf of Kirkwood Mountain Development ("KMD") and 
Kirkwood Mountain Resort ("KMR") is not fully compliant with the Kirkwood Specific Plan 
Mitigation Measures ("mitigation measures") regarding street sweeping, traffic, parking, and 
visual and aesthetic resources, as stated in the March letters. Incorporated here are the 
comments and concerns stated in the March letters that explain why these measures are not 
sufficiently satisfied or accounted for in the 10-Year Review. 

California law requires enforcement of mitigation measures 

The mitigation measures listed above, which have not been satisfied, are imposed by the 
October 2002 Kirkwood Recircu lated Revised Final Environmenta l Impact Report, to mitigate 
what wou ld otherwise be considered significant environmental impacts. Therefore, by law, 
those mitigation measures must be enforced. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.6, subds. (a) & 
(b) ). 

To ensure compliance with the mitigation measures, KMA requests that the Tri-County 
Technica l Advisory Committee ("TC-TAC") recommend to the planning comm issions and board 
of supervisors of Alpine and Amador counties, and EI Dorado County, if and when it adopts the 
2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan, that each county: 

• Enforce comp liance with the mitigation measures according to the recommended 
schedu le included in this letter; and, 

Kronick, Moskovitz , Tiedemann & Gi rard , A Professional Corporati on I Attorneys at Law I wwwkmtg.com 
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• Require an additional review in five years (November 6, 2020) of KMR's and 
KMD's ability to satisfy the required mitigation measures. 

Mitigation measures are enforceable as county ordinances 

In addition to the requirement that the mitigation measures must be enforced as mitigation 
imposed through an environmenta l impact report, the counties have enforcement obligations 
and powers through the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan ("Specific Plan") and through their own 
county ordinances. 

Both Alpine County and Amador County adopted the Specific Plan as a county ordinance and 
are obligated to enforce the Specific Plan. Alpine County adopted the Specific Plan as 
Ordinance No. 648-03 ("Alpine Specific Plan") .' Amador County adopted the Specific Plan as 
Ordinance No. 1569 ("Amador Specific Plan,,).2 The Specific Plan provides that because it is an 
ordinance, the county is obligated to enforce the applicable standards in it. (Alpine Specific 
Plan, p. 100; Amador Specific Plan, p. 99). 

Under the Amador Specific Plan, Amador County has an obligation to enforce the mitigation 
measures. Included within the Amador Specific Plan are four attachments, including 
"Attachment D - Mitigation Monitoring Program." The Mitigation Monitoring Program 
incorporates measures that are within Amador County's jurisdiction, including the mitigation 
measures at issue here. Specifica lly, Mitigation Measure 4.02(v) addressing street sweeping is 
enforced by the Amador County Public Works department. Mitigation Measure 4.7(b) requiring 
a traffic study is also enforced by the Amador County Public Works department along with TC
TAC and Caltrans. As noted , the standards, guidelines, and regulations in the Specific Plan are 
the enforcement mechanisms. (Amador Specific Plan, "Chapter 9 - Implementation Measures 
and Phasing", section 9.1 Kirkwood Ordinances, p. 90). 

The counties can also rely on their general enforcement powers to ensure compliance with the 
Specific Plan, as an enforceable county ordinance. For example, Alpine County has general 
enforcement ordinances. Specifically, any land that is subdivided and developed for any 
purpose must conform with any applicable specific plan in the county. (Alpine County Code 
Ord. No. 17.04.030). In general, any violation of an ordinance or failure to comply with any 
ordinance requirements is a misdemeanor or infraction and the violator is subject to ensuing 
fines. (Alpine County Code Ord . No. 1.16.010). Fines are assessed for each separate offense 
and for every day the violation occurs. (Alpine County Code Or. No. 1.16.010, subd . E.). 

, The Alpine Specific Plan is available here: 
http://www.kmaonline.netlewExternal Files/2003 %20KI R KWOOD%20S PECI FIC%20PLAN. pdf. 

2 The Amador Specific Plan is ava ilable here: 
http://www.co.amador.ca.us/depa rtments/pla n n i ng/tri-cou nty-tech n ica I-adviso ry-com m ittee-tri
taco 

1523430.1 11755-002 



Mr. Zach Wood, Alpine County 
Mr. Chuck Beatty, Amador County 
Mr. Roger Trout, EI Dorado County 
December 27,2016 
Page 3 

Schedule and 5-year review necessary to ensure compliance 

Based on the requirements and deadlines imposed in the Specific Plan, KMA believes there 
should be a remedial plan to ensure KMR and KMD are compliant with required mitigation 
measures. The recommended schedule 3 below allows for compliance within a reasonable time. 

Finally, because of past and current non-compliance with the required mitigation measures, 
KMA recommends that there be an additional review in five years (November 6, 2020) of KMR's 
and KMD's ability to satisfy the mitigation measures in the Specific Plan to ensure compliance is 
achieved . 

Recommended schedule to ensure compliance with the 2003 Kirkwood Specific Plan 

Street sweeping mitigation 

• By June 9, 2017: Require KMR to conduct a mid-year review of street sweeping 
needs in the required areas as mandated by Mitigation Measure 4.02(v). This 
mid-year review would account for the current lack of minimum required annual 
street sweeping; 

• By Jan. 1, 2018: Require KMR and KMD to report on required street sweeping 
measures taken to ensure that at least one street sweeping a year takes place 
per Mitigation Measure 4.02(v). 

Parking and traffic mitigation 

• By June 9,2017: Require KMR to provide its overdue annual report required by 
Mitigation Measure 4.07(d) that analyzes 201 5 and 2016 day-visitor parking 
during peak periods; 

• By Aug. 11, 2017: Require KMR to conduct and report on the overdue traffic 
count as required by Mitigation Measure 4.07(b); 

• By Jan. 1, 2018: Require KMR to provide annual reports analyzing day-visitor 
parking during peak periods as required by Mitigation Measure 4.07(d); 

• By Aug. 11, 2020: Require KMR to conduct and report on a traffic study per the 
mandate to do so every three yea rs as required by Mitigation Measure 4.07(b). 

3 Additional deadlines may be required pending the results of the studies and reports to 
ensure compliance with the mitigation measures. 

1523430.1 11755-002 
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Visual and aesthetic resources 

• By Nov. 6, 2020: Remove all reference to the Kirkwood Community Association 
from the 1 0-Year Review for reasons stated in the March letters. This date 
coincides with the proposed five-year update to the 10-Year Review. 

Regards, 

KRONICK, MOSKOVITZ, TIEDEMANN & GIRARD 
A Professional Corporation 

~~ 
SCOTT A. MORRIS 
SAM 

Attachments 

cc: Judy Flinn, KMA Board President,  
Lynn A. Morgan, Amador County Supervisor, District 3, 
Caryl Callsen, Amador County Planning Commissioner, District 3, 
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Zach Wood 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Sandy Sloan > 
Tuesday, January 03, 2017 3:35 PM 
Chuck Beatty; Brian Peters; Zach Wood; Roger Trout; Aaron Mount; 

g 
Michael Sharp; sandy sloan 
Fwd: TCTAC Agenda for 12-09-16 
Email From Brian Peters Attachment l .pdf; Letter From Sloan Attachment 2.pdf; Letter 
From Cohee Attachment 3.pdf 

RE: TC-TAC Agenda of January 13, 2017 

Dear Chuck, Zach and Roger, 

I made these comments at the December 9,20 16 meeting and now would like to put these comments in writing 
for the January meeting. 

I very much appreciate TCTAC requiring the Mitigation Compliance Review to be revised in response to 
comments and I bel ieve for the sake of completeness that the 16 pages of Comments Rece ived and Responses 
should be included with the 10 Year Review. 

The Summary of Recommendations on pages 2 1 and 22 of the 10 Year Review is a good one. The Counties 
now need to adopt these recommendations and make recommendations to their respective Planning 
Commissions how to proceed. With regard to the particular recommendations, 

1. The Counties should adopt and implement the revi sed Grazing Management Plan . 

2. The Noxious Weed Management Plan should be updated as indicated on page 2 1. KCP should be 
responsible for this , with the aid of a professional biologist, as outlined in the original Mitigation Monitoring 
Program. 

3. Mitigation Measure 4.7(b) requires that traffi c counts and LOS modeling be completed every three 
years. This was last completed in 20 I 0, almost 7 years ago. In 2013 , TC-TAC deferred the necess ity of a 
report to 2014, almost 3 years ago, but nothing has been done. This del ay has been of grave concern to 
CalTrans as outlined in Carl Baker's letter of March 16, 2016 to TC-TAC, and is also of concern to Kirkwood 
res idents. Although Kirkwood deve lopment has proceeded more slowly th an anticipated , the daytime visitors 
have greatly increased, espec ially with Vail's loca l sk i pass, allowing ski ers to sk i at Kirkwood, as well as 
Heavenl y, with one pass. Please recomm end that the Counties require a new traffi c count and LOS modeling 
study. 

4. With regard to employee housing, one of the Counti es should take the lead in working with Vail, KCP and 
the KMPUD to update and rev ise the Housing Ordinance. 

5. Mitigation Measure 4.02 req uires all streets to be swept twice a year. This does not seem to be such an 
onerous requirement and yet KCP has continued to balk at doing this . All streets are used by the public, even 
though some are privately owned. In Jul y 2004 County Counse ls for both Alpine and Amador opined that the 
deve loper bore the responsibility for sweeping all streets. See Attachment I, an email from Brian Peters to 
Penny Stewart, Susan Grija lva, Peter Morrow and Ed Morrow of Kirkwood Reso rt. In August of2004 I wrote 



an extensive letter on this subject because the matter was to be discussed by all Counties. See Attachment 2. In 
October of2004, Tim Cohee, President of Kirkwood Resort, wrote to all Kirkwood Homeowner Association 
Presidents (copying the County Planning Departments and other specific interested parties) acknowledging that 
Kirkwood Mountain Resort was to be responsible for twice a year street sweeping. See Attachment 3. The 
street sweeping issue has been brought up frequently by KMR and now KCP, even thought the issue was settled 
over 10 years ago! TC-TAC should inform KCP that this issue has been settled and this mitigation must be 
adhered to without any more complaining. 

Finally, I would like once again to urge KCP to have EI Dorado County adopt the Specific Plan. The Plan is a 
precious document that was the subject of careful planning, negotiation and compromise. The fact that it was 
adopted by Alpine and Amador Counties, but not EI Dorado County, was a fluke because of EI Dorado's 
General Plan being inadequate at the time. Since the Plan hasjust been reviewed carefully and some follow up 
actions are required, now is the time to have EI Dorado County adopt this Plan. KCP and Vail asking EI 
Dorado County to do this would go a long way to ensuring the Kirkwood community that KCP and Vail still 
care about it. 

Thank you for the work you do for ollr community. 

Sandy Sloan 
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> ; Ed Morrow 
> Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 20042:38 
>PM 
> Subject: Mitigation Measures 
> 
> Our 

From: Brian 
------¥ ~---

> counsel has weighed in on the question of who is responsible 
> for street sweeping (and other mitigation measures that have 
> a similar approach). It is Counsel's opinion that 
> the project applicant is responsible and, further, that 
> mitigation measures cannot be retroactively imposed on 
> existing development. Bottom line - the condo and 
> homeowner associations cannot be required to conduct street 
> sweeping. KMR, as the project applicant on the 
> Specific Plan, can be required to conduct the street 
> sweeping. I'm not sure that this was fully 
> understood when the EIR was certified and the Plan 
> approved. The general topic is probably worthy of 
> discussion at a future TC-TAC meeting. 
> 
> For 
> Peter & Susan - thinking ahead to September, the first 
> Friday (3rd) precedes Labor Day. Do we want 
> to meet then? I will be out of town September 9-18 

Mon 



Brian Peters 
Planning Director 

August 18, 2004 

Alpine County Planning Department 
17300 State Rt. 89 
Markleeville, CA 96120 

Re: Kirkwood Specific Plan/Conditions of Approval 

Dear Mr. Peters: 

I am writing as a homeowner at Kirkwood since 1981, a member of Friends of 
Kirkwood and as a land use attorney who was actively involved in the approval process for 
Kirkwood Meadow Resort's ("KMR") new Specific Plan ("Plan"). I am concerned that Alpine 
County and Amador County, which both approved the Plan, carefully monitor the Plan and 
make certain that all conditions of approval are met. I am addressing this letter to you as 
Planning Director of the lead agency and would appreciate your conveying this letter to the 
County Counsel. 

Public Resource Code Section 21 081.6(a)(1) mandates that "a public agency adopt 
a reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of a 
project approval and that the reporting or monitoring program "be designed to ensure 
compliance." Section 21 081.6(b) goes on to mandate that the public agency "provide the 
measures to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment are fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements or other measures." The guidelines that implement 
CEOA also address mitigation monitoring, stating in Guideline 1S097(a) that the lead 
agency remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures 
occurs in accordance with the program. As you know, for the KMR Specific Plan, Alpine 
County is the lead agency. 

In particular, at this time, I am concerned about Conditions of Approval No. SO and 
83 regarding street sweeping. Condition SO (Mitigation Measure 4.2(v)) states "conduct 
street sweeping with vacuum sweeper twice a year and when build-up of loose materials 
occurs on paved roadways." Condition 83 (Mitigation Measure 4.4(e)) states "streets will 

N:IDATAlAttomeys\maslKirkwood\letterslPetB6.lrt.wpd 
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be swept by a vacuum sweeper during periods when road conditions are dry enough to 
allow the removal of anti-skid materials (i.e., sand). The streets must be swept from curb 
to curb which includes the driving lanes to maximize the control effectiveness." 

I appreciate Rod Schuler's writing the June 10,2004 letter (copy enclosed) to Mr. 
Tim Cohee of KMR advising him that the County itself does not perform street sweeping 
and that the Resort must comply with the Conditions of Approval. However, the statement 
in that letter that "the responsible party is KMR, Homeowners/Condominium Association 
is confusing since no cond itions of approval could be imposed on Homeowner Associations 
through a county's approval process. 

The Conditions of Approval ("COAs") are imposed on the applicant who sought the 
approvals in the first place. There would be no legal authority for imposing the conditions 
on any third parties. The approval sought by KMR was for a Specific Plan for the entire 
development. Since KMR asked for revisions to the Specific Plan, the Counties - - rightly 
so - - looked at the Plan in its entirety. The Counties looked at the total development - -
numbers of units, location of units and appropriate conditions on the entire area. Many of 
the conditions speak to the entire area, and not just the new construction; for example, the 
biennial review, the grazing plan (COA 4.3.1 (h», drainage systems for parking lots (COA 
4.2w), minimizing salting and sanding of parking lots (COA 4.3.1 (e», assisting Kirkwood 
residents regarding fishing regulations (COA 4.3.1 (h», regulations regarding snowmaking, 
etc. 

The Conditions on street sweeping definitely imply street sweeping of all the roads 
within the Resort Area. Condition 50 regarding street sweeping falls under Water 
Resources and Condition 83 falls under Air Quality. To protect the water resources and 
air quality requires sweeping all the streets not just some. And, unlike some conditions 
which refer only to times during construction, these conditions are NOT restricted to times 
during construction. The street sweeping condition should be interpreted to apply to all 
streets on an ongoing basis. 

Construction traffic and traffic to and from construction sites, construction work itself 
and traffic related to those enjoying the activities at KMR creates an enormous amount of 
dust and debris in the air and water. With this summers early heat and frequent high 
winds, dust has, of course, spread to all areas of the Kirkwood Valley. If the dust is not 
swept, it remains in the air, thereby reducing air quality and makes it way into the creeks 
throughout Kirkwood, thereby reducing the water quality. 

KMR's Plan was approved fourteen (1 4) months ago and KMR has yet to sweep 
streets in the East Meadows or in Amador County. I would urge you to enforce the street 
sweeping of the roadways within Kirkwood Meadows Resort as soon as possible. 

N:IDATA\AttomeyslmaslKirkwoodllettersIPet86.lrt .wpd 
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If you have any questions, please feel free to give me a call. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

MAS:tlf 
cc: Susan Grijalva 

Rod Schuler 
Richard Vinson 
Peter Maurer 
Kip Sheeline 
Reid Bennett 
Standish O'Grady 

Sincerely, 

Margaret A. Sloan 

N: IDA T A IAttomeyslmas \Kirkwood~et1erslPetB6.lrt. wpd 



October 8, 2004 

To: All Kirkwood Homeowner Association Presidents 

Re: Kirkwood Street Sweeping, Mitigation Measures 4.2 (v) and 4.4 (e) 

The purpose of this communication is to inform and clarify the current street sweeping 
requirements under the Specific Plan in effect in Kirkwood. 

The above referenced Specific Plan mitigation measures require street sweeping via 
vacuum sweeper to control regional haze and inclusion of sediment in storm water runoff. 
Various discussions have been held with the counties regarding interpretation and 
clarification of the mitigation measures, and an understanding has been reached regarding 
responsibility and extent of the sweeping. 

Kirkwood Mountain Resort (KMR), to fully comply with these measures, has scheduled 
sweeping of all roads in the Valley in late October to mid November, on a conditions 
appropriate basis, and after the major construction season has ended. Sweeping twice per 
year is mandatory, with more frequent sweeping also required if material buildup is noted 
on the roads and streets. 

Please contact Ed Morrow ) if you'd like further information. 

Sincerely, 

Tim Cohee 
President 

cc: Alpine County Planning Department 
Amador County Planning Department 
Reid Bennett 
Sandy Sloan 
Ed Morrow 
Ray Reed 



Zach Wood 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello, 

JANE > 
Friday, January 06,201711:17 AM 
plannin@amadorgov.org; Zach Wood; 
Greg Cook BC #34 

Kirkwood Flooding Concerns/Violations of Kirkwood Specific Plans 
1483727535925; undefined; 1483727279037; undefined; IMG_1424.JPG; IMG_1418.JPG; 
IMG_1419.JPG; IMG_1420.JPG; IMG_142UPG; IMG_1422.JPG; IMG_1423.JPG 

My name is Jane Cook. My husband Greg and I are the owners of Base Camp #34 in the basecamp 
1 building in Kirkwood , CA. I am writing you because I am concerned about both my condo and my 
neighbor's condos being flooded this weekend . Last January 30th my condo along with basecamp 
33, 35 and the community laundry room flooded. The Kirkwood Specific Plan states that flooding 
hasn't been an issue and I would like you to know if has been an issue for us. The damage was 
sign ificant and we were unable to use the condo until late October of this year (in addition - the 
personal cost to us for repairs/replacement was around $40,000). This weekend we are expecting 
another large rain on snow event and I'm very concerned that Kirkwood is not taking the threat 
seriously. 

Attached you will find pictures taken the morning of the flood (January 30, 2016). They show a snow 
cat in the creek on the mountain side of the road just before the bridge. The snow cat was violating 
the Kirkwood Specific Plan section 4.03.01 b which states: Allow no heavy construction equipment to 
operate within the Kirkwood Creek floodplain or within 100 feet of the Kirkwood Creek stream channel 
during periods when the soils are saturated from rain or snowmelt. The snow cat path is directly 
adjacent to the creek as it crosses Kirkwood Meadows Drive (it crossed the creek in three places - at 
the bend, at the road and near lift 1). The night before the flood we had a significant rain on snow 
event and the ground was saturated. The rain turned to snow around 2 am. Around 6 am I took the 
dog for a walk and saw the snowcat had slid into the creek on the mountain side of the road just 
above the road/bridge. They were working to pull it out. By 11 am the creek had overtopped the 
bridge on the mountain side (the exact location of the stuck snow cat) and was coming into our unit. 
believe the snow cat 1) compacted the snow and cut off the flow that was happening below the snow, 
2) Created an ice damn restricting flow through the bridge opening and 3) further damaged the 19 
year old creek drainage work they are claiming is adequate. We worked all day to save what we 
cou ld . The mountain did not have a plan to deal with the situation even though this had been an 
issue in the past. They also have not been honest about what caused the Ice Dam Issue. KMPUD 
simply stated in their March 2016 news letter that an ice damn developed near the base camp condos 
and water flowed into several units . There was no mention that the ice dam was caused by the snow 
cat just above the bridge. No one has offered to help offset the significant costs to the Basecamp 
HOA, and the individual owners who were impacted. We have also had a large insurance increase 
that all the homeowners will have to pay for years to come. 

This weekend we expect another huge rain on snow event and we are very concerned that no one is 
taking action to reduce the risk of flooding. The HOA had been assured that they would stop cutting 
parking spaces along Kirkwood Meadows Drive which is creating an area for flood water to pool, 
undermining the army corp of engineers solution, and that they would stop blowing snow in the 



creek. Although they have stopped blowing snow in the creek they have started cutting parking 
spaces in again . It forms a trap for any water that comes over the bridge and doesn't allow it to go 
back to the creek - the only place it can go is our condo when it tops the low flood barrier. The cutting 
of these parking spaces also damages the low flood barrier and blocks the drains. I believe the only 
reason they have stopped blowing snow in the creek is because they have been fined for 
contaminating it. It is not clear who is responsib le to take the steps recommended in 4.03.01 (f). We 
alerted the new Genera l Manager at this summers HOA board meeting and I do not know who else to 
contact other than our property manager (Kirkwood Property Services which I believe is a subsid iary 
of Kirkwood Mountain Development) . They did not seem to be aware of the Kirkwood Specific Plan 
or its details, although they are under new management. I have made them aware but think Kirkwood 
and KMPUD also have a responsibility to improve this situation both in the near and long term. I also 
would like you to help fix this issue in the long term . 

Please view the attachments. If you would like to discuss this further I can be reached at 916-467-
2759. After my discussions with Chuck Beatty I understand that you will be voting on the Kirkwood 
Plans very soon, please insist that they take action to reduce the threat to the homeowners who are 
already in the Valley and follow the recommendations that are la id out in their own plan. 

Sincerely, 

Jane Cook 
916-467-2759 

KIRKWOOD MEADOWS 
"'"' __ ......... I0!1!1. _ ............... t;;lII!f'I .. ........ r ,,", 

PUBLIC UTIL'TY DISTR'CT 

Flooding In Kirkwood 

If you were in Kirkwood at the end of January you may have experi
enced the rain on snow event wh fch caused numerous flooding Is
sues around the Kirkwood VaUey and tess than ' deal skIIng condi
tions. With a rain on snow event. surface drainsc:an quickly become 
blocked by Ice dams and aJso cause normal flowing' creek water to 
tie diverted and overflow. 

During this event,sn ice dam developed near the Base Camp Gon
domlniums and unf·ortunatelycaus-ed water to overfloW from the 
creek into several of the lower levet units, and then flow down Kirk
wood Meadows Drille towards East Meadows and Cornice Court. 
According to witnesses at the timeef the flood. there was almost a 
fOOl of standing water in the road which blocked vehicle access into 
the eastside of the valley. Fortunately. with a cooperative effort by 
the District and Kirkwood Mountain Resort, all drains In the area 
were quickty cleared and the road was reopened. 
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https://www.kmpud.com/wp

content/uploads/2015/12/Kirkwood

Specific-Pia n-l0-Yea r-Review. pdf 
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