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.. 
REGULAR	MEETING	AGENDA

May 28, 2014  ∙  Regular Session begins at 7:00 PM 
 

1) CONVENE OPEN SESSION_________________________________________________________________ 
1A.  Pledge of Allegiance 
1B.  Roll Call 
1C.  Approval of Agenda Order 

This is the time for changes to the agenda to be considered including removal, postponement, or change 
to the agenda sequence. 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: By motion, accept the agenda as presented or amended. 

 

2) CONSENT AGENDA______________________________________________________________________ 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve Consent Calendar 
All matters listed under the Consent Agenda are considered routine in nature and will be approved by one blanket motion 
with a roll call vote. There will be no separate discussion of these items unless persons request specific items to be removed 
from the Consent Agenda for discussion and separate action.   Any  items removed will be considered after the motion to 
approve the Consent Agenda. If you wish to have an item pulled from the Consent Agenda for discussion, please notify the 
City staff. 

 

2A.   Minutes City Council Meeting of May 14, 2014 
Recommendation: Approve the Minutes of the Regular Meeting of May 14, 2014. 

 

3) COUNCIL, STAFF AND OTHER REPORTS______________________________________________________ 
The purpose of these reports is to provide information to the Council and public on projects, programs, 
and  issues discussed at committee meetings and other  items of general  information. No decisions will 
be made on these issues. If a member of the Council prefers formal action be taken on any committee 
reports or other information, the issue will be placed on a future Council meeting agenda. 
 

3A.   Committee Reports and Informational Items ‐ All Councilmembers 
3B.   Operations Update – City staff 
3C.   Additional Reports – Agency partners 
 

4) PUBLIC COMMENT______________________________________________________________________ 
At this time, members of the audience are permitted to address the Council on matters of concern to 
the public that are not listed on this agenda.  Please make your comments as brief as possible. 
Comments should not exceed three (3) minutes in length. The Council cannot act on items not included 
on this agenda; however, if action is required it will be referred to staff. 
 

5) PUBLIC HEARINGS______________________________________________________________________ 
NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC: City Council will take the following actions when considering a matter scheduled for hearing: 

1. Open the public hearing 
2. Presentation by staff 
3. Council comments and questions 
4. Presentation, when applicable, by applicant or appellant
5. Accept public testimony 
6. Council comments and questions 
7. When applicable, applicant or appellant rebuttal period
8. Close public hearing. (No public comment is taken after the hearing is closed.)
9. City Council action 

Public hearings that are continued will be announced. The continued public hearing will be listed on a subsequent Council Meeting Agenda and posting 
of that agenda will serve as notice. 
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The City Council encourages the participation of the public. To ensure the expression of all points of view, and to maintain the efficient conduct of the City’s 
business, members of the public who wish to address the Council shall do so in an orderly manner. The audience is asked to refrain from positive or negative 
actions such as yelling, clapping or jeering that may intimidate other members of the public from speaking.  Members of the public wishing to speak may 
request recognition from the presiding officer by raising his or her hand, and stepping to the podium when requested to do so. 

 

Abate Meeting as City Council and Convene as Planning Commission‐ The council will convene as the Planning 
Commission for the purpose of considering and making a recommendation on Agenda Item 6A 
 

5A.   Discuss and Consider Adopting Resolution No. 10‐2014: A Resolution of the Planning Commission of 
the City of Colfax: (1) Certifying the Negative Declaration for Planning Application  
#TPM‐03‐13/Pinetop Estates; and (2) Approving an Application (#TPM‐03‐13) for the Purpose of 
Subdividing an existing 34.7 Acre Parcel into Four Lots. 
STAFF PRESENTATION: Gabe Armstrong, Director of Community Services  
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 10‐2014  
 

Reconvene as City Council‐ The council will re‐convene as the City Council for the remainder of the meeting.  
 

5B.  Introduction and First Reading of Ordinance No. 524: An Ordinance Of The City Of Colfax Authorizing 
Collection Of Delinquent Sewer Service Charges On The Placer County Secured Tax Roll For Fiscal Year 
2014‐2015 

  STAFF PRESENTATION:  Laurie Van Groningen, Finance Director 
RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Introduce the proposed Ordinance by title only, conduct a Public Hearing and 

thereafter by Motion waive the first reading and Continue for Second Reading and Adoption at the June 

11th Regularly Scheduled Council Meeting to be effective 30 days thereafter. 
 

6) COUNCIL BUSINESS_____________________________________________________________________ 
6A.  Room Four, LLC, Parcel Map 01‐11, a three lot parcel map splitting Assessor Parcel Number  

100‐230‐035 consisting of existing occupied facilities containing Buzz‐Thru‐Joes, TJ’s Roadhouse, and 
Colfax Motor Lodge. 
STAFF PRESENTATION:  Jim Fletter, City Engineer 
RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt Resolution No. 11‐2014 to approve Parcel Map 01‐11 and accept the 
corresponding reciprocal easement agreement. 
 

6B.   Cash Summary Report, April 30, 2014  
STAFF PRESENTATION:  Mark Miller, City Manager 
RECOMMENDATION:  Receive and File 
 

6C.  Contract amendment between the County of Placer, Office of the Sheriff‐Coroner‐Marshal and the 
City of Colfax providing the annual update to the costs for Fiscal Year 2014‐2015. 
STAFF PRESENTATION:  Mark Miller, City Manager 
RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt Resolution No. 12‐2014 

 

7) ADJOURNMENT________________________________________________________________________ 
IN WITNESS THEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and posted this agenda 

at Colfax City Hall and Colfax Post Office. 
 
 
 
 

Administrative Remedies must be exhausted prior to action being initiated in a court of law.  If you challenge City Council action in court, you may be 
limited  to  raising only  those  issues  you or  someone  else  raised  at  a public hearing described  in  this notice/agenda, or  in written  correspondence 
delivered to the City Clerk of the City of Colfax at, or prior to, said public hearing. 
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City of Colfax 
City Council Minutes 

Regular Meeting of Wednesday, May 14, 2014 
City Hall Council Chambers 
33 S. Main Street, Colfax CA 

 
1 CALL REGULAR MEETING TO ORDER
The Regular Council meeting was called to order at 7:03 PM by Mayor Hesch. 
 

1A. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by David Green, Commander of the Colfax 
Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

1B. Roll Call:  
Councilmembers present:  Barkle, Douglass, Hesch, McKinney, and Parnham 

1C. Approval of Agenda: 
On a motion by Councilmember McKinney, seconded by Councilmember Barkle, 
the City Council approved the agenda. 
AYES:  Barkle, Douglass, Hesch, McKinney, Parnham 
NOES:   
ABSENT:  
 

2 PRESENTATIONS 
2A. County Presentation on Proposed Beacon Hill - Public Safety 
Communication Tower Facility Project - Dieter Wittenberg, Placer County IT Division 
Manager. This project includes the construction of a 140-180 foot tall lattice tower which 
will be used primarily for Emergency Medical Services (EMS) and Operations 
communication.  The minimum height for the tower to function is 140 feet, if the trees at 
the site grow and begin to encroach on the effectiveness, then the tower is permitted to 
allow increasing the height in 20 foot increments up to 180 feet.  The arborists indicate 
this would not be necessary for 20 years or more. 
 
After Mr. Wittenberg’s presentation, the council and public discussed the proposed 
tower. Points of discussion included (County responses in italics): 

 Will it be possible to abandon and demolish the recently installed tower 
downtown since it will not be used for public safety? – Staff will look into the 
feasibility of removing the tower downtown. 

 Could the tower be used for pagers, SCADA, or City radio communication? – 
There is a possibility that it could be used for these functions.  

 The County and City will need to create an MOU to utilize the tower for City 
purposes – Staff will coordinate with the County and bring an agreement back to 
Council for approval.   

 Is it possible to see the Arborist report created during the permitting process – 
Yes, staff will obtain the report and pass it on to Council. 

 Will the tower be lit to protect air traffic? – No, this is not required because the 
tower is less than 200 feet. 
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2 B.  Council/Public Budget Presentation - City Manager Mark Miller; Laurie Van 
Groningen, Finance Director 
 
City Manager Miller gave an overview of the new budget for Fiscal Years 2014-2015 and 
2015-2016 to give Council a “Big Picture” view and preliminary assumptions.  This is a 
balanced budget with slight savings.  Expenses are going up, primarily for salary 
increases per the Union Contract and expected benefits. In 2015, the City is required to 
perform a salary compensation study.  Please note that wages for the City Manager and 
the Community Services Director have been reallocated to reflect the amount of time 
they each spend working on Water Treatment Plant Issues.  This is a planning document 
and is designed to be flexible. 
 
Council and City Manager Miller did a page by page review of the document to clarify or 
make suggestions.  Council had several requests which will be included in the next draft.  
 
Members of the public listed several budget priorities: 

 Frank Klein, President of the Chamber of Commerce 
Fix the potholes and streets, build a community pool, keep reserves on hand 
and look into holding events at the closed landfill area. 

 Joan Bridgeman  
Irrigation for the flagpole  and landscape area downtown  

 Jeannie Claxton, 285 Alpine Drive  
Keep animal control contract as is, signs directing to the City Park and to the 
Sierra Vista Community Center, improve the sidewalks on S Auburn, become 
vocal proponents of the Grass Valley to Colfax bus route, move the caboose to 
another location and create a paved seating area in its place 
Mayor Hesch will take a petition from potential riders of the Grass Valley to 
Colfax bus route to PTCPA should the citizens create one. 
Staff will look into an appropriate location for the caboose. 

 
3    CONSENT AGENDA 
3A.  Minutes City Council Meeting of April 9, 2014 

Recommendation: Approve the Minutes of the Regular Meeting of April 9, 
2014. 

3B. Minutes City Council Meeting of April 23, 2014 
Recommendation: Approve the Minutes of the Regular Meeting of April 23, 
2014. 

3C. Summary of Staff Research on Mink Creek Infrastructure 
 Recommendation:  Receive and File 
3D. Declaration of Election and Requesting Consolidation and Election Services   

by the County Clerk 
Recommendation:  Approve Resolution No. 08-2014 A Resolution of the City 
Council of the City of Colfax Declaring an Election be held in its Jurisdiction; 
Requesting the Board of Supervisors to Consolidate this Election with any other 
Election conducted on said Date; and requesting Election Services by the County 
Clerk. 
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3E. Summary of Per Capita Grant Research 
 Recommendation:  Receive and File 
 
Items 3B, 3C and 3E were pulled for comments: 
 
3B. Minutes City Council Meeting of April 23, 2014 
Council directed staff regarding details and tone of the minutes but made no changes to 
the minutes 
3C. Summary of Staff Research on Mink Creek Infrastructure 
Councilmember McKinney requested another copy of the recent letter to the president of 
the Mink Creek HOA. 
3E. Summary of Per Capita Grant Research 
Council gave some recommendations of projects that may be appropriate for the Per 
Capita Energy Grant: 
 Automatic Door Closers for Depot and Chamber 
 Pumps for the Wastewater Treatment Plant at the appropriate size 
 Solar Mixer for the new Equalization Pond at Pond 1 
 Convert to solar energy for certain buildings 

Use Grant funds in conjunction with PG&E funding to increase the scope of the 
project that would be possible 
 
On a motion by Councilmember Barkle, seconded by Councilmember McKinney, 
the City Council approved the consent agenda. 
AYES:  Barkle, Douglass, Hesch, McKinney, Parnham 
NOES:   
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: Parnham (Item 3B)  
 

4.    COUNCIL, STAFF AND OTHER REPORTS
4A  Committee Reports and Informational Items – All Council Members  

Councilmember McKinney 
 Bianchini Trust Board Meeting - Bianchini Board requests suggestions 

from the City of community projects to monies from the Trust.  He 
requested that the topic be placed on the Agenda for discussion.   

Councilmember Barkle 
 Fire and Steel promises to be more family friendly this year 
 Fundraiser was able to pay for a service dog for a young autistic citizen 

Councilmember Parnham 
 Requested postponing closed session until after May 28 meeting 

Mayor Pro-tem Douglass 
 Bianchini Board Meeting – appreciates Councilmember McKinney’s 

leadership in ensuring that the Trust makes a difference 
 Local Art Economic Development meeting – great ideas which may be 

useful in Colfax, also very important to utilize code enforcement to 
improve the local economy.  The City needs a working Vision Statement 
for continuity. 

ITEM 2A
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Mayor Hesch 
 Recognized professionalism of Sergeant Ty Conner and other emergency 

personnel during the Emergency Drill. 
 Spring Green, Art Walk and National Train Day were all great events with 

good reports 
 Placer County Transportation Planning Agency announced that the $1.3 

million Truck Route will be funded. 
 Concerned about broken glass and general disrepair of Historic Hotel. The 

City may need to turn up pressure on property owners to get it fixed up. 
 Consider moving irrigation to the flagpole landscaping up to high priority. 

 

4C  Additional Reports – Agency Partners 
Sergeant Ty Conners, Colfax Sheriff Station Commander 

 Returned today from participating in the Honor Guard for LAPD Funeral 
 The new office should be opened by July 3rd. 
 Kudos to the Fire Department for managing the paperwork for the MCI 

Drill in April 
Fire Chief Paulus 

 Insurance Office audited Colfax to set the insurance rates for Colfax real 
estate – results should be posted in 45 days 

 Burn permits are currently required; there will be no burning after June 1st.  
 Local Rainfall is 66% of normal; The Sierra snowpack is 0-30% of normal 
 The House fire on So. Auburn was probably caused by an electrical short 

Frank Klein, President of the Chamber of Commerce  
 The Downtown Historic Business Assoc. will meet May 22 at 6:00 pm 
 The July 3 Event is coming together – still no word if Fireworks will be 

allowed – the committee is looking into a laser show as an alternative 
 

4B  Operations Updates – City Staff 
Community Services Director (CSD) Armstrong  

 The Splash Park will open June 1; to save water, the water will run for 90 
seconds per button push. 

City Manager Miller  
 Colfax High School student, Michael Wilson was selected California 

Scholar-Athlete of the Year. City Manager Miller requested, and Council 
agreed to announce this accomplishment on the electronic Billboard. 

 Finance Director Van Groningen and City Manager Miller visited the 
County Treasurer-Tax Collector to pay the balance of the $1.01 million 
dollar loan for the Pond 3 Project early, saving the City interest expense 
and expressed our appreciation for the loan. 

 The Artwalk was a great event – City Manager Miller  recognized efforts 
of Judi Cowart-Anderson who hosted the City Hall venue 

 The PTCPA funds for the truck route will be a boost to the economy – 
thanks to the business owners who have committed to completing the 
privately funded part of the project. 

ITEM 2A
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 National Train Day was a successful event with 190 people visiting the 
depot. 

 Delinquency letters for outstanding sewer account have been sent out – 
Citizens have until June 30 to pay before the balance goes on the tax roll.  

 

5.   PUBLIC COMMENT 
Jeannie Claxton of 285 Alpine Drive, 

 Complimented for City Manager Miller for allowing the Artwalk to 
include City Hall as a venue 

 Please set up an Emergency Center for Cooling and Warming; the City 
needs a place with a generator to protect the citizens from outages. 

 Approves that the City is now becoming pro-active rather than reactive. 
  

6.    PUBLIC HEARINGS 
No public hearings were held. 
 

7    COUNCIL BUSINESS 
7A. Cash Summary Report, March 31, 2014  

STAFF PRESENTATION:  Mark Miller, City Manager; Laurie Van Groningen, 
Finance Director  
RECOMMENDATION:  Approve and File 
On a motion by Councilmember Parnham, seconded by Councilmember 
McKinney, the City Council approved the cash summary report. 
AYES:  Barkle, Douglass, Hesch, McKinney, Parnham 
NOES:   
ABSENT:  

 
7B. Authorization to Apply for CalTrans Active Transportation Program Grant 

for N. Main Street Bike Route 
 STAFF PRESENTATION: Mark Miller, City Manager  
 RECOMMENDATION:  Approve Resolution No. 09-2014 A Resolution of the 

City Council of the City of Colfax Authorizing the City Manager to Apply for a 
Grant from the California Department of Transportation Active Transportation 
Grant Program for Implementation of a Bicycle Route on N. Main Street. 

 
On a motion by Councilmember Barkle, seconded by Councilmember McKinney, 
the City Council approved Resolution No. 09-2014 A Resolution of the City 
Council of the City of Colfax Authorizing the City Manager to Apply for a Grant 
from the California Department of Transportation Active Transportation Grant 
Program for Implementation of a Bicycle Route on N. Main Street. 
AYES:  Barkle, Douglass, Hesch, McKinney, Parnham 
NOES:   
ABSENT:  
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7C. Participation in Awards Programs at Colfax Elementary School  
RECOMMENDATION:  Discuss Award programs initiated by previous 
Councils and request Councilmembers available to present awards. 
 
Two awards programs were discussed. The Kiwanis awards will be presented by 
Councilmember Barkle and the Student Body Council Awards will be presented 
by Mayor Pro-tem Douglass. 
 
On a motion by Councilmember McKinney, seconded by Councilmember 
Parnham, the City Council approved participation in the awards program. 
AYES:  Barkle, Douglass, Hesch, McKinney, Parnham 
NOES:   
ABSENT:  

 

8.    ADJOURNMENT 
On a motion by Councilmember Parnham, seconded by Councilmember 
McKinney, City Council voted to adjourn.  The meeting was adjourned at 10:26. 
PM. 

 
Respectfully submitted to City Council this 28th day of May, 2014 
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FOR THE MAY 28, 2014 COUNCIL MEETING 
** CITY COUNCIL SITTING AS THE PLANNING COMMISSION** 

 
FROM:  Brigit S. Barnes, Planning Director & City Land Use Attorney 

PREPARED BY:  Brigit S. Barnes, Planning Director & City Land Use Attorney 
Jaenalyn Jarvis Killian, Planner 

DATE:  May 22, 2014 

SUBJECT:  Discuss and Consider Adopting Resolution No. 10‐2014:  A Resolution Of The 
Planning Commission Of The City Of Colfax:  (1) Certifying The Negative 
Declaration For Planning Application #TPM‐03‐13/Pinetop Estates; and (2) 
Approving An Application (#TPM‐03‐13) For The Purpose Of Subdividing An 
Existing 34.7 Acre Parcel Into Four Lots 

 

X  N/A     FUNDED     UN‐FUNDED  AMOUNT:   FROM FUND:   

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Adopt Resolution No. 10‐2014 

 
PUBLIC NOTICE:  This hearing has been noticed in accordance with the requirements of 

California Planning and Zoning Law, Title 7, Chapter 65000, Government 

Code, as amended. 

PROJECT SUMMARY: 
Project Title:      Pinetop Estates (#TPM‐03‐13) 

Vesting Tentative Map‐Parcel Map 
Applicant:      Jack Remington, Andregg Engineering 
Owner:        Eric R. Stauss/Pinetop Properties, LLC 
Project Location:        Iowa Hill Road & Grandview Way, Colfax, CA 
Land Use (existing):    Vacant 
Assessor’s Parcel No:   101‐170‐013‐000 
Zoning District:   RM‐1 and R‐1‐10 
GP Designation:   Medium Density Residential 
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SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING:   
The subject vacant parcel is located on the corner of Iowa Hill Road and Grandview Way in Colfax.  See Site 
Map attached to this Staff Report as Attachment 1.  The property is bordered by residential apartments to 
the northwest, commercial uses to the west/southwest, and residential uses to the north, east and south.  
The subject parcel is bordered by Placer County property on all sides except the western boundary, which is 
Colfax property.  The frontage road to the North (Iowa Hill Road) is a county‐owned public road.  The 
frontage road to the East (Grandview Way) is a private road located in the County.  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The proposed project is a minor land division (four‐lot split) of a 34.7 acre undeveloped, residentially‐zoned 
site.  No development is proposed at this time.  The proposed parcel areas vary in size from 3.2 acres to 15 
acres.  See proposed vesting tentative map‐parcel map attached to this Staff Report as Attachment 2.   
Each of the four proposed parcels directly front an existing county public road on the North side and there 
are no major roadway or infrastructure improvements proposed.  As proposed and conditioned, each 
parcel will have its own individual driveway access or shared access via an easement with an adjacent 
parcel, but the location of each driveway or easement has not been identified.  Proposed parcel 1 will have 
a drainage easement encumbering the parcel and each of the other proposed parcels will have rights to 
drain to and into the drainage easement via the proposed parcel map.  Additionally, clarification regarding 
the existing zoning on the property is being considered as discussed further below in this Staff Report. 
 
PROJECT ANALYSIS: 

The subject site already has an “active” previously‐approved subdivision map (known as the “Colfax Pines” 

project), which subdivided the site into 64 residential lots.  The Colfax Pines project was originally approved 

in 1998.  Based on a series of circumstances, including discretionary extensions granted by the City, 

California State Legislative extensions and a development moratorium due to a lack of sewer capacity, the 

Colfax Pines project has a current map expiration date of July 17, 2016.  As conditioned, the approval of the 

new vesting tentative map‐parcel map would rescind the original Colfax Pines subdivision map approval.   

Vesting Tentative Map‐Parcel Map 

If approved, the “vesting” tentative map‐parcel map would confer a vested right for the owner to proceed 
with development in substantial compliance with the ordinances, policies and standards in effect as of the 
date of approval, as described in Government Code Section 66474.2.  These rights would expire one year 
after the recording date of the final map‐parcel map.    

Project Review by City Planning, Engineering, Building and Fire Departments 

The proposed map and project description have been reviewed by the above City departments, whose 

conditions have been incorporated into the Draft Conditions of Approval, which are attached to this Staff 

Report as Attachment 3.  A more detailed discussion of the Cal Fire requirements are described below 

under Environmental Analysis.    
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Project Review by Outside Agencies (Informal Consultation) 

The proposed map and project description were submitted to all interested/affected outside agencies for 
informal consultation.  Comments from agencies have either been addressed through the processing of the 
Project or have been included in the Draft Conditions of Approval (Attachment 3).  Comments include the 
following: 
 

 The Placer County Water Agency submitted comments regarding the requirements needed in order 
for PCWA to serve future development of the parcels with water; 

 The Placer County Department of Public Works submitted comments regarding driveway locations 
and Iowa Hill frontage road design standards, especially as it relates to demonstrating adequate 
sight distance for each proposed driveway;  

 Cal Fire submitted comments regarding fire protection requirements, including a requirement for 
fire road access; and 

 The Placer County Air Pollution Control District submitted standard conditions of approval to be 
included. 

 
Public Comments 
 
A public comment was received on May 21, 2014 from a resident that lives adjacent to the subject site on 
Grandview Way.  Grandview Way (which runs along the Northeast side of proposed Parcel 1) is a private 
road maintained by area property owners.  The resident is concerned about access coming out onto 
Grandview Way. Staff has briefly conferred with the Applicant who confirms that access is planned from 
Iowa Hill Road.  The issue of whether a condition to restrict all access from the proposed parcels via Iowa 
Hill Road has not been resolved at this time.  
 
General Plan/Zoning Consistency 
 
The General Plan designation for the subject property is medium density residential.  The Project, as 
conditioned, is consistent with the General Plan.  The project maintains the site’s General Plan land use 
designation of medium density.  No increase in development density beyond what was anticipated in the 
General Plan for the project site would occur. 
  
The property currently has two different zoning designations as follows:  

 R‐1‐10, which is single family residential/low density (2.25 du/acre), 10,000 square foot 

minimum lot size; and 

 RM‐1, which is multi‐family residential/medium density (7 du/acre). 

As  part  of  the  project,  Planning  Staff  is  requesting  that  the  Planning  Commission  clarify  the  zoning  by 

assigning the single family residential (R‐1‐10) zoning designation to resultant parcels 1 and 2 and the multi‐

family residential (RM‐1) zoning to resultant parcels 3 and 4.  The clarification will be included on the list of 

corrections for the City’s Zoning Map Update project.  It should be noted that the RM‐1 zoning will entitle 

the owner of either of the designated parcels to develop the site as multi‐family which  is consistent with 

the apartment project immediately west of the site (“Pinetop Apartments”). 

ITEM 5A
3 of 55

Agenda Packet Page #11



 

Page 4 

 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: 
 
Although in some cases a minor land division is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), because the proposed project involves land with an average slope of greater than twenty percent 
(20%) and as proposed involves potential access issues flowing onto Iowa Hill Road, it did not qualify for the 
categorical exemption under CEQA Guideline 15315.   Accordingly, the City of Colfax conducted an Initial 
Study to determine whether the project may have a significant adverse effect on the environment.  The 
prior staff review of the parcel had anticipated development of the site using one centralized access road 
with internal driveways.  The applicant’s proposal assumes four separate driveways.  Staff conducted its 
study and proposes its conditions based on the assumption of greatest possible impact:  4 driveways and 
development of the two RM‐1 parcels as multi‐family projects.  On the basis of Staff’s study, the City found 
that the proposed project, as conditioned, will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment, 
and will not require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.  Therefore, a proposed Negative 
Declaration was prepared, which is attached to this Staff Report as Attachment 4. 
 
The Negative Declaration analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the project across a wide range 
of impact areas:  Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forest Resources, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural 
Resources, Geology & Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology & 
Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, 
Recreation and Transportation and Traffic.  The Negative Declaration determined that the project, as 
conditioned, would have a less‐than‐significant impact without the need for mitigation measures for all 
impact areas.       
 
The Proposed Negative Declaration was circulated for public review for a period of at least 20 days (April 
17, 2014 to May 7, 2014).  The CEQA document was also posted on the City's website during that period.  
 
Two comment letters were received from the following agencies:  Placer County Department of Public 
Works [“DPW”] (request for modification of conditions of approval relating to potential driveway 
location/design and sight distance issues and request for additional environmental review if necessary due 
to modifications) and Placer County Health & Human Services ("no impacts").  Modifications addressing the 
DPW’s comments regarding sight distance were made to the conditions of approval, which were reviewed 
and approved by DPW. The most recent revised DPW comment letter dated April 18, 2014 is attached to 
this Staff Report as Attachment 5.  According to City Engineering staff, DPW has approved the specific 
language of Conditions 21 and 22, which explicitly requires the Applicant to identify the driveways, 
including compliance with DPW concerns for line of sight issues, as well as the City’s Hillside Grading 
Ordinance, when it submits its final map for approval.  If the driveways as then proposed cannot meet 
either of DPW’s or City’s concerns, then Applicant has agreed to provide a centralized access driveway up 
between the parcels, which will then through grant of internal driveway easements provide the necessary 
access for each parcel.  In this manner, City is assured that the parcels as finally developed respond to 
DPW’s concerns, and do not violate City’s pre‐existing Hillside Development Guidelines as such Guidelines 
may apply to access routes through the parcel 
 
Cal Fire submitted comments during the project review phase and throughout the processing of the Project 
requiring standard fire protection measures, which have been incorporated as conditions in the Draft 
Conditions of Approval (Attachment 3).  The measures are required to be implemented at different stages 
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of development.  Cal Fire’s initial proposal assumes roadway development along a central internal corridor 
as is scribed into the parcel based on dirt driveways show on the aerial map attached to this Staff Report as 
Attachment 6.  As a result of City discussions with Cal Fire, Condition 35 has been added which allows the 
Applicant flexibility in locating the fire access road after preparation of the final map takes place, but 
assures construction of fire road access for the benefit of the proposed parcels connecting Iowa Hill Road to 
the Southern boundary line through Parcel 1 or 4.  Condition 38(d) defers actual construction of the road to 
development of the first residence or multi‐family parcel; and further requires that such road meet the 
Hillside Development Guidelines; then allowing City Engineering and Building staff to confirm compliance 
with City’s pre‐existing ordinances.   
 
As stated above, the parcel also included a previously approved, but undefined multi‐family (RM‐1) zoning 
designation as shown on the City’s most recent Zoning Map (reprint date:  2002), and as such, formal 
application of the designation of the two parcels does not require independent environmental review at 
this time, nor does the zoning designation require use permits as a condition of further development.  As 
part of this parcel map process, the RM‐1 multi‐family residential zoning will be applied to resultant parcels 
3 and 4.  However, because the applicant has not identified whether these parcels are ultimately to be 
developed as multi‐family, or identified access to these parcels, staff has included Condition No. 5 to assure 
that despite the vesting nature of this map, if either parcel is to be developed as multi‐family, the City’s 
Design Review Permit process may require traffic, geology/soils and hydrology/water quality reviews, 
together with any mitigation or fees as may be necessary, to assure that access for these parcels considers 
the substantially increased number of vehicle trips resulting from multi‐family development; together with 
drainage and grading issues which must be specially addressed for such site development.  
 
The Planning Commission must make the following findings under CEQA in its adoptive action: 
 

 The Negative Declaration has been completed in compliance with CEQA; 

 Based on the record (including the Initial Study and comments received), there is no substantial 
evidence that the project, as approved and conditioned, will have a significant effect on the 
environment; and 

 The Negative Declaration reflects the City’s independent judgment and analysis. 
 
 
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:  
 
The proposed project was reviewed in detail with the Land Use Committee on May 21, 2014.  The Land Use 
Committee recommends approval subject to the proposed Conditions of Approval (Attachment 3). 
  
PLANNING DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:  
 
The Planning Department recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the Proposed Resolution:  (1) 
Certifying The Negative Declaration For Planning Application #TPM‐03‐13/Pinetop Estates; and (2) 
Approving An Application (#TPM‐03‐13) For The Purpose Of Subdividing An Existing 34.7 Acre Parcel Into 
Four Lots. 
 
A Draft Resolution is attached to this Staff Report as Attachment 7.  
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RECOMMENDED FINDINGS: 
 
A.  Staff recommends the Commission make the following findings with regard to Certifying and 

Adopting the Negative Declaration for the Project: 
 

1. Adopt the following findings relative to the environmental review of the project: 
 

 The Negative Declaration has been completed in compliance with CEQA; 

 Based on the record (including the Initial Study and comments received), there is no substantial 
evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the environment; and 

 The Negative Declaration reflects the City’s independent judgment and analysis. 
 
B.  Staff recommends the Commission make the following findings with regard to the Application 

(#TPM‐03‐13) For The Purpose Of Subdividing An Existing 34.7 Acre Parcel Into Four Lots: 
 

1. The proposed map, as conditioned, is consistent with the General Plan and applicable zoning 
requirements. 

 
2. The design or improvement of the proposed subdivision, as conditioned, is consistent with 

development standards applicable to pre‐approved projects.  
 

3. The site is physically suitable for the proposed type of development. 
 

4. The site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development. 
 

5. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements, as conditioned, is not likely to 
cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their 
habitat. 

 

6. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements, as conditioned, is not likely to 
cause serious health problems. 

 

7. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements, as conditioned, will not conflict 
with easements, acquired by the public‐at‐large, for access through or use of property within the 
subdivision. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 
1 ‐  Site Map 
2 ‐  Proposed Vesting Tentative Map‐Parcel Map 
3 ‐   Draft Conditions of Approval 
4 ‐  Negative Declaration 
5 ‐  Department of Public Works Comment Letter dated April 18, 2014 
6 ‐   Aerial Photograph of site 
7 ‐   Proposed Resolution 
 
 
ALL PLANNING COMMISSION DECISIONS MAY BE APPEALED TO THE CITY COUNCIL WITHIN 10 DAYS.  
CONTACT CITY HALL FOR APPLICATION AND FILING FEE INFORMATION. 
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Draft Conditions of Approval for #TPM-03-13 
May 28, 2014 

 

DRAFT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 

#TPM-03-13 (PINETOP ESTATES) 
 

1. The vesting tentative map-parcel map (minor land division) is approved as shown on 
Attachment 1, and as conditioned or modified below.  

2. The vesting tentative map-parcel map shall be valid for a period of two (2) years from the 
date of approval (Estimated Expiration Date:  May 28, 2016).  Prior to said expiration 
date, the applicant may apply for, and the City may grant, an extension of time for up to 
one year from May 28, 2016.   

3. The vesting tentative map-parcel map confers a vested right to proceed with development 
in substantial compliance with the ordinances, policies and standards effective as of the 
date of approval, as described in Government Code Section 66474.2 subject to the terms 
and conditions of this Approval.  These rights shall expire one year after the recording 
date of the final map-parcel map.    

4. The subject site currently has a valid previously-approved tentative subdivision map 
associated with it (commonly known as the “Colfax Pines” project), which subdivided 
the site into 64 residential lots.  The Colfax Pines project was originally approved on 
September 17, 1998 and has a current map expiration date of July 17, 2016, due to 
various extensions.  As a condition of this vesting tentative map-parcel map approval, the 
City and Owner agree to rescind the original 1998 Colfax Pines tentative subdivision map 
approval.   

5. In addition to the Hillside Grading Guidelines and other city Ordinances in effect at the 
time of this approval, if either of the multi-family parcels is to be developed as multi-
family, the following site specific impacts shall be evaluated as part of the City’s Design 
Review Permit process:  traffic, geology/soils and hydrology/water quality.  Any 
mitigation and/or fees required by the City and County must be complied with to the 
satisfaction of said agencies. 

6. On the Final Map, a note shall be provided as follows:  Development of any of the 
parcels shown on this map is subject to Owner Compliance with those Conditions of 
Approval adopted by resolution during the May 28, 2014 approval hearing for the vesting 
tentative map-parcel map. 

PUBLIC WORKS, CITY ENGINEERING AND PLACER COUNTY CONDITIONS 

General Conditions 

7. The applicant shall prepare and submit to the City a Parcel Map which is in substantial 
conformance to the approved Tentative Map in accordance with Chapter 16 of the Colfax 
Municipal Code.  The following shall be submitted to the City Engineer for plan 
checking of the parcel map prepared by a licensed surveyor or civil engineer registered in 
California as appropriate:  Three (3) copies of the PM with closure calculations (required 
for the boundary, right-of-way and centerlines, blocks, lots, easements, monument lines 
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Draft Conditions of Approval for #TPM-03-13 
May 28, 2014 

 

and other as required by the City Engineer); preliminary title report prepared within three 
months of submittal for checking (this shall include any and all off-site easements for this 
property and project); One (1) copy of all maps, documents, and information used or 
referenced on the TPM; and Map check fees.  

8. Future development of each parcel shall construct all public improvements as required by 
the approving-body, and all improvement plans shall be reviewed and approved by the 
City Engineer and County Public Works Department. 

9. With the Parcel Map, all easements and reciprocal use agreements between parcels shall 
be recorded against the parcels, for construction, use and maintenance of any shared 
private infrastructure, reciprocal storm drainage maintenance areas or landscaping. 

10. All grading and improvements shall be designed in conformance with the City of Colfax 
Standards, City’s Hillside Development Guidelines, Placer County Water Agency 
Standards, Placer County Land Development Manual, and Placer County Storm Water 
Management Manual. 

11. If any of the four parcels are to be developed, each parcel shall be connected to Placer 
County Water Agency and City Sanitary Sewer. 

12. If any of the four parcels are to be developed, no grading shall be permitted without a 
Grading Permit. 

13. Development of each parcel will require payment of applicable planning, engineering and 
development impact fees.  

14. If any of the four parcels are to be developed, on-site improvements for each parcel shall 
be reviewed and approved by the City, and other applicable agencies, prior to issuance of 
any building permits for that parcel. 

15. Upon a finding by the City Engineer that all items are in order, the applicant shall provide 
to the City Engineer the original documents required for recording and any additional 
City map and plan check fees that are in excess of the base deposit payable to the City 
prior to recording. 

16. The applicant will be responsible for any recording fees applicable at the time of 
recording and shall have a representative present when the City Engineer or his 
authorized representative presents the parcel map to the County for recording.  The City 
will not pay or be responsible for any recording or document fees. 

17. A note shall be placed on the Final Map, “No work shall be performed on any parcel 
without first checking with the City of Colfax and having an approved grading or 
building permit for the respective lot by the City.” 

18. A note shall be placed on the Final Map, “Connection to the public water is not 
guaranteed and is subject to the availability of capacity and agency requirements at the 
time of building permit application.” 
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May 28, 2014 

 

19. On the Final Map, a note shall be provided as follows: “No building is proposed with this 
minor subdivision.  Development of the parcels is subject to the Colfax Subdivision 
Ordinance, Title 16.” 

20. On the Final Map, a note shall be provided as follows: “No site grading is proposed with 
this minor subdivision.  Development of the parcels is subject to the Colfax Grading 
Ordinance, Chapter 15.30.” 

Street Improvements 

21. Placer County Code Section 16.20.200 C.3.g. requires minor land divisions to construct 
improvements to a County maintained roadway in accordance with the Plate R-17 
standard. This Plate requires that each new proposed driveway encroachment 
demonstrate that adequate driver sight distance can be provided as well as paved radii and 
transitions. The current Placer County design speed for Iowa Hill Road is 35 mph. 

22. Driveway access has not been specifically shown on the Tentative Parcel Map.  Prior to 
approval of the Final Parcel Map (FPM), the applicant shall demonstrate that the entire 
frontage of each parcel along Iowa Hill Road meet Placer County Standards and the 
immediate condition above to the satisfaction of the City and the County.  If the 
Standards or the said condition cannot be met then the applicant shall provide for one or 
more driveways on the FPM that meet County Standards and said condition.  Any parcel 
on the FPM that does not provide for driveway access directly to Iowa Hill Road shall 
have access created through one or more of the parcels based on an approved access 
location or locations as determined by Placer County.  Written confirmation from Placer 
County of approved access locations shall be obtained by the applicant and provided to 
the City prior to FPM approval.  Said parcels shall have private access easement(s) 
shown on the FPM or a private access agreement shall be recorded with the FPM that 
allows access to said parcels through those parcels necessary to access the driveway(s) 
shown on the FPM. 

23. An Encroachment Permit is required for any work within the Placer County right-of-way.  
Improvement plans will be required for review and approval by the Placer County 
Engineering and Surveying Division and the Department of Public Works for proposed 
road encroachment(s) prior to Encroachment Permit issuance. 

24. A twenty (20) foot landscape easement shall be provided with the Final Map along the 
property line on Iowa Hill Road and offered for dedication. 

25. Design of full frontage improvements, in accordance with the City’s Design and 
Improvement Standards in Chapter 16.56 of the City Municipal Code, across all 
subdivision parcels on Iowa Hill Road shall be required with the development of the first 
parcel, including that of a single-family residence.  Design shall provide connection to 
existing improvements west of the subdivision. 

26. Construction of full frontage improvements across each parcel shall be made with 
development of each parcel, in accordance with the approved design required in the 
immediate condition above. 
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Drainage Improvements 

27. The applicant shall be required to record a reciprocal storm drainage maintenance 
agreement against Parcels 1, 2, 3 and 4 for the operation and maintenance of storm 
drainage and storm water run-off associated with the parcels, at the time of recording of 
the Parcel Map. 

28. Drainage easements shall be provided on the Final Map for all major on and offsite 
drainage sources that flow through each parcel. 

Water Improvements (Placer County Water Agency) 

29. There is currently no PCWA service to the parcels.  Water can be made available from 
the Agency’s treated water main in Iowa Hill Road; however, this water main does not 
front the originating parcel (101-170-013).  In order to obtain service, the developer will 
have to enter into a facilities agreement with the Agency to provide any on site or off site 
pipelines or other facilities if they are needed to supply water for domestic or fire 
protection purposes and pay all fees and charges required by the Agency, including the 
Water Connection Charges.  The Agency does not reserve water for prospective 
customers.  The Agency makes commitments for service only upon execution of a 
facilities agreement and the payment of all fees and charges required by the Agency.  All 
water availability is subject to these limitations and the prior use by existing customers. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT 

30. This project is within Colfax City Fire Department/CAL FIRE jurisdiction (Jurisdiction).  
Plan review and inspection will be conducted by the Placer County Fire Protection 
Planning Department under contract with Colfax City. 

31. Security gates shall be provided with Jurisdiction access to locks or switches.  Driveway 
gates that may hamper Jurisdiction access shall be approved by the Jurisdiction office. 

32. Building numbers shall be visible from the access street or road fronting the property, 
clearly visible from both directions of travel on the road/street.  Said numbers shall be a 
minimum 3 inch letter height, 3/8 inch stroke, reflectorized, and contrast with their 
background. 

33. All driveways shall comply with the requirements of PRC 4290 and 2013 California Fire 
Code. 

34. Defensible Space Standards shall be met pursuant to PRC 4291. 

35. A private 20-foot fire road easement for the purpose of providing emergency access 
through the properties between Iowa Hill Road and the existing gate on the south 
property line of Parcel 1 or 4, shall be provided on the Final Parcel Map.  Said gate is not 
shown on the Tentative Parcel Map.  The location of the gate shall be shown on the Final 
Parcel Map.  The location of the fire road easement may be revised subsequent to the 
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recording of the Parcel Map and any such change shall be approved in writing by an 
authorized agent of the Jurisdiction. 

36. If construction and maintenance of the fire road will be shared between parcel owners 
then a reciprocal agreement, approved by the City and the Jurisdiction, shall be recorded 
with the Final Parcel Map. 

37. Establish a 100 foot fuel break from the City boundary to meet the intent of PRC 4291. 

38. With the development of the first multi-family residence, multiple single family residence 
on one parcel (if allowed) or subdividing of any parcel, the follow shall apply: 

(a) Per prior conditions, any development requires connection to PCWA water 
system.  Provide fire protection in accordance with State, City, PCWA and 
Jurisdiction standards to the satisfaction of these agencies.  Fire hydrants meeting 
fire flow requirements shall be provided.  Fire protection from other sources will 
not be allowed unless permitted as backup or augmentation to PCWA water 
supply. 

(b) For those parcels 2.5 acres or greater, road standards shall meet PRC 4290 
criteria.  

(c) Subdividing of any parcel to less than 2.5 acres, and/or multi-family 
developments, roads shall be all weather, all season (paved). 

(d) The private 20-foot fire road easement recorded with the Final Parcel Map, in 
compliance with the Hillside Grading Guidelines, shall be constructed in its 
entirety.  The road shall be capable of carrying 40,000 lb. vehicular loads and 
shall be approved by the Jurisdiction prior to construction.  

PLACER COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 

39. Applicant shall submit a Dust Control Plan to the District, which must be approved by the 
District prior to the commencement of ground disturbance when construction activity 
exceeds one (1) acre.  The District also requires the following Construction-related 
District Rules and Regulations be listed as standard notes on subsequent grading or 
improvement plans:  

(a) Prior to approval of Grading or Improvement Plans (whichever occurs first), on 
project sites greater than one acre, the applicant shall submit a Construction 
Emission/Dust Control Plan to the Placer County Air Pollution Control District.  
The applicant shall not break ground prior to receiving District approval, of the 
Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan, and delivering that approval to the 
local jurisdiction issuing the permit. 

(b) Include the following standard note on the Grading Plan or Improvement Plans, or 
as an attached form:  The prime contractor shall submit to the District a 
comprehensive inventory (e.g., make, model, year, emission rating) of all the 
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heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 horsepower or greater) that will be used in 
aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction equipment.  If any new 
equipment is added after submission of the inventory, the prime contractor shall 
contact the district prior to the new equipment being utilized.  At least three 
business days prior to the use of subject heavy-duty off-road equipment, the 
project representative shall provide the District with the anticipated construction 
timeline including start date, name and phone number of the property owner, 
project manager and on-site foreman. 

40. Applicant shall incorporate the Construction-related District Rules and Regulations 
attached hereto as standard notes, or as an attachment to all subsequent 
Grading/Improvement Plans associated with the approval of the Project.  

41. In accordance with District Rule 225, only U.S. EPA Phase II certified wood burning 
devices shall be allowed in single-family residences.  The emission potential from each 
residence shall not exceed a cumulative total of 7.5 grams per hour for all devices.  
Masonry fireplaces shall have either an EPA certified Phase II wood burning device or 
shall be a U.L. Listed Decorative Gas Appliance. 

42. Wood burning or pellet appliances shall not be permitted in multi-family developments.  
Only natural gas or propane fired fireplace appliances are permitted.  These applies shall 
be clearly delineated on the Floor Plans submitted in conjunction with the Building 
Permit application. 

STANDARD CONDITIONS 

43. All applicable impact fees shall be paid prior to the issuance of any building permit 
associated with these parcels. 

44. The Vested Tentative Map, if approved, assures that the applicant can construct 
according to the local ordinances already adopted at the time of approval for a period of 
one year after the recording date of the final map-parcel map.. However, the City of 
Colfax has no control over amendments of County or Agency ordinances, or amendment 
to state statutes. The applicant shall ensure that this project is constructed and completed 
in accordance with all local, state and federal regulations, including obtaining any other 
permits that may be required by other governing bodies for this project. 

45. The owner or occupant of each residence associated with these parcels shall subscribe to 
weekly mandatory refuse collection service from the refuse collection franchise holder 
and shall pay such sewer fees as established by the City. 

46. Pursuant to Section 21089(b) of the California Public Resources Code and Section 711.4 
of the Fish and Game Code, the approval of this Vesting Tentative Map shall not be 
considered final unless the current Fish and Game filing fee is paid.  Without the 
appropriate fee, the Notice of Determination is not operative, and shall not be accepted by 
the County Clerk.  The Notice of Determination is required to be filed within five (5) 
days of project approval.   
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47. Development of each parcel shall comply with the City’s Tree Preservation Guidelines 
and Hillside Grading Guidelines. 

48. If, during any construction associated with these parcels, any archaeological artifacts, 
exotic rock (non-native), or unusual amounts of shell or bone are uncovered during any 
on-site construction activities, all work must stop immediately in the area and a SOPA-
certified (Society of Professional Archaeologists) archaeologist retained to evaluate the 
deposit and remain onsite for the duration of project completion.  The City and the Placer 
County Department of Museums must also be contacted for review of the archaeological 
find(s).  If the discovery consists of human remains, the Placer County Coroner, the 
Native American Heritage Commission and the City must all be contacted.  Work in the 
area may only proceed after authorization is granted by the City Planning Director.  A 
note to this effect shall be provided on the Improvement Plans for the project.  Following 
a review of the new find and consultation with appropriate experts, if necessary, the 
authority to proceed may be accompanied by the addition of development requirements 
which provide protection of the site and/or additional mitigation measures necessary to 
address the unique or sensitive nature of the site. 

49. The City’s Fee Schedule and terms are incorporated as part of this approval. Applicant is 
aware that City charges based on actual cost and that outstanding planning application 
fees, engineering, and building plan check fees must be paid in full within 30 days of 
receipt of invoices.  If the deposit(s) with the City for this project become(s) depleted and 
there is still work to be done, additional deposits shall be paid prior to any additional 
work being performed by the City on the project. 

 50.  Indemnification of the City/Attorney’s fees for Enforcement.    

(a) The applicant/developer agrees as a condition of approval/entitlement to defend, 
indemnify, and hold harmless the City and its agents, officers, employees, 
consultants, and volunteers from any claim, action, lawsuit or proceeding arising 
out the City’s processing of this application, related permits and approvals and 
any improvements approved by City. Applicant agrees that City shall have the 
right to appoint its own counsel to defend it and conduct its own defense in the 
manner it deems in its best interest, and that such actions shall not relieve or limit 
Applicant’s obligations to indemnify and reimburse for actual defense costs.   

(b) In the event the City initiates proceedings against the applicant/developer 
regarding non-compliance with law or these conditions or any related approvals, 
the applicant shall reimburse the City for any and all court costs and attorney’s 
fees as a result of any such action.  Failure to reimburse the City within 30 days of 
receipt of invoices or establish a contractual payment schedule may result in the 
City placing lien against the subdivision property in accordance with the tax 
assessor’s process and procedures or other legal authority; and shall include costs 
of the lien process. 

    Approved and agreed to:   ________       _________ 
              Owner Initials 
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CITY OF COLFAX 

 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT 

A NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
 

APRIL 17, 2014 

 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 

21092 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15072 that the City of Colfax has prepared and 

proposes to adopt a Negative Declaration in connection with the project described in this 

notice. 

 

PROJECT TITLE:    Pinetop Estates (#TPM-03-13) 

 

PROJECT LOCATION:  Iowa Hill Road & Grand View Way, Colfax, Placer County, 

California 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  #TPM-03-13/Pinetop Estates.  The proposed project is a 

minor land division for a 35+ acre undeveloped residentially zoned site.  The proposed 

parcel areas vary in size from 3.2 acres to 15 acres.  Each of the four proposed parcels 

directly front existing public roads and there are no major roadway or infrastructure 

improvements proposed.  Each parcel will have its own individual driveway access.  

Proposed parcel 1 will have a drainage easement encumbering the parcel and each of the 

other proposed parcels will have rights to drain to and into the drainage easement via the 

proposed parcel map.  Additionally, the City will process a zoning amendment to correct 

inadvertent designation of two different zoning districts on one parcel (APN 101-170-013-

000 – the originating parcel that is the subject of this parcel map application).  The 

originating parcel contains both R-1-10 (single family residential) and RM-1 (multi-

family residential) zoning designations.  The amendment will re-designate the zoning on 

proposed parcels 1 and 2 as R-1-10 and re-designate the zoning on proposed parcels 3 and 

4 as RM-1 to properly follow resultant parcel boundary lines.   

 

A copy of the draft Negative Declaration will be available for review at the City of Colfax 

Planning Department located at 33 S. Main Street, Colfax, CA 95713 during normal 

public business hours.  It is also accessible to the public by visiting www.colfax-ca.gov 

under the page “Reports & Documents.”  

 

Written Comments on the Negative Declaration must be addressed to the City of Colfax 

Planning Department, P.O. Box 702, Colfax, CA 95713.  The public review period begins 

April 17, 2014.  All comments must be received by 5:00 p.m. on May 7, 2014.   

 

The Public Hearing on this project is anticipated to be held on May 14, 2014 at City Hall, 

located at 33 S. Main Street, Colfax, CA.  

 

Contact: City of Colfax Planning Department (530) 346-2313 

ATTACHMENT 4
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CITY OF COLFAX 

 

 

 

PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
 

 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act, the City of Colfax has 

conducted an Initial Study to determine whether the following project may have a 

significant adverse effect on the environment.  On the basis of that study, the City finds 

that the proposed project will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment and 

will not require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.  Therefore, this 

Negative Declaration has been prepared. 

 

LEAD AGENCY:  City of Colfax 

    33 S. Main Street 

    Colfax, CA 95713 

 

    Contact:  Planning Department (530) 346-2313 

 

PROJECT APPLICANT: Jack Remington 

    Andregg Geomatics 

    11661 Blocker Drive, Suite 200 

    Auburn, CA 95603 

 

    Contact:  Jack Remington (530) 885-7072 

     

PROJECT LOCATION:   Iowa Hill Road & Grand View Way, Colfax, Placer County, 

California 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  #TPM-03-13/Pinetop Estates.  The proposed project is a 

minor land division for a 35+ acre undeveloped residentially zoned site.  The proposed 

parcel areas vary in size from 3.2 acres to 15 acres.  Each of the four proposed parcels 

directly front existing public roads and there are no major roadway or infrastructure 

improvements proposed.  Each parcel will have its own individual driveway access.  

Proposed parcel 1 will have a drainage easement encumbering the parcel and each of the 

other proposed parcels will have rights to drain to and into the drainage easement via the 

proposed parcel map.  Additionally, the City will process a zoning amendment to correct 

inadvertent designation of two different zoning districts on one parcel (APN 101-170-013-

000 – the originating parcel that is the subject of this parcel map application).  The 

originating parcel contains both R-1-10 (single family residential) and RM-1 (multi-

family residential) zoning designations.  The amendment will re-designate the zoning on 

proposed parcels 1 and 2 as R-1-10 and re-designate the zoning on proposed parcels 3 and 

4 as RM-1 to properly follow resultant parcel boundary lines.   

 

REVIEW PERIOD:  April 17, 2014 to May 7, 2014  
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INITIAL STUDY 
 

January 2014 
 

 
A.  BACKGROUND 

 

1. Project Title: Pinetop Estates (#TPM-03-13) 

Vesting Tentative Map-Parcel Map 

 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Colfax 

P.O. Box 702 

33 S. Main Street 

Colfax, CA  95713 

 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:   Brigit S. Barnes, Planning Director  

(530) 346-2313 

planning@colfax-ca.gov 

 

4. Project Location:   City of Colfax 

  

5. Project Applicant’s Name and Address: Jack Remington 

  Andregg Engineering 

  11661 Blocker Drive 

  Auburn, CA 95603 

 

6. Project Owner’s Name and Address: Eric R. Stauss 

      9724 Wedgewood Place 

      Granite Bay, CA 95746-6711 

 

7. General Plan Designation:  Medium Density Residential 

 

8. Existing Zoning:  RM-1 and R-1-10 

 

9. Proposed Zoning: RM-1 and R-1-10 

 

10. Project Description Summary:  The proposed project is a minor land division for a 35+ acre 

undeveloped residentially zoned site.  The proposed parcel areas vary in size from 3.2 acres to 15 acres.  

Each of the four proposed parcels directly front existing public roads and there are no major roadway or 

infrastructure improvements proposed.  Each parcel will have its own individual driveway access.  

Proposed parcel 1 will have a drainage easement encumbering the parcel and each of the other proposed 

parcels will have rights to drain to and into the drainage easement via the proposed parcel map.  

Additionally, the City will process a zoning amendment to correct inadvertent designation of two 

different zoning districts on one parcel (APN 101-170-013-000 – the originating parcel that is the subject 

of this parcel map application).  The originating parcel contains both R-1-10 (single family residential) 

and RM-1 (multi-family residential) zoning designations.  The amendment will re-designate the zoning on 

proposed parcels 1 and 2 as R-1-10 and re-designate the zoning on proposed parcels 3 and 4 as RM-1 to 

properly follow resultant parcel boundary lines.   
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B.  SOURCES 

 

 The following are referenced information sources utilized by this analysis: 

 

1. City of Colfax, City of Colfax General Plan, September 1998. 

2. City of Colfax, City of Colfax Municipal Code (current edition). 

3. National Register of Historic Places/State Historic Preservation Office, December 2013. 

4. Placer County Sheriff’s Office, Sergeant Ty Conners, December 2013. 

5. City of Colfax Fire Department, Fire Marshal Brad Albertzazzi, December 2013. 

6. California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire Chief Chris Paulus, December 

2013; April 2014. 

7. City Clerk’s Office, December 2013 and April 2014. 

8. County of Placer, County of Placer General Plan, August 1994. 

9. California Department of Conservation Important Farmland Map for Placer County 2010. 

10. Official Maps (Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones), California Department of 

Conservation Geological Survey, December 2010. 

11. Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List, DTSC, 2013. 

12. FEMA FIRM, Map Number 06061C0125F. 

13. USGS, Mineral Resources Spatial Data, December 2013. 

14. California Air Resources Board website resources, December 2013. 

15. USEPA website resources December 2013. 

16. City of Colfax Sewer Evaluation and Capacity Assurance Plan, Ponticello Enterprises, July 

2010 

 

C.  ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 

one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture & Forestry Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources 

   Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Cultural Resources 

    Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

 Geology/Soils 

    Hydrology/Water Quality 

 Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 

 Population & Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation/Traffic  Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of 

   Significance 
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D. DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial study:

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

LI I fmd that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the applicant. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the Proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

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

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier ER
pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier
ER, includg revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project,

is required.

Datt’

Brigit S. Barnes, Planning Director çjy of Colfax
Printed Name For

3
January 2014
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Figure 1 

Regional Location Map 

 

 

Project Location 
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Figure 2 
Project Location Map 

 

 
 

E. BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION 

 

The City received an application to divide real property located on the Southwest corner of Iowa Hill 

Road and Grandview Way (Assessor’s Parcel No. 101-170-013-000) in the City of Colfax, Placer County, 

California.  The subject parcel is bordered by residential apartments to the northwest, commercial uses to 

the west/southwest, and residential uses to the north, east and south.  The subject parcel is bordered by 

Placer County property on all sides except the western boundary which is Colfax property. 

 

F.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

 
The proposed project is a minor land division for a 35+ acre undeveloped residentially zoned site.  The 

proposed parcel areas vary in size from 3.2 acres to 15 acres.  Each of the four proposed parcels directly 

front existing public roads and there are no major roadway or infrastructure improvements proposed.  

Each parcel will have its own individual driveway access.  Proposed parcel 1 will have a drainage 

easement encumbering the parcel and each of the other proposed parcels will have rights to drain to and 

into the drainage easement via the proposed parcel map.  Additionally, the City will process a zoning 

amendment to correct inadvertent designation of two different zoning districts on one parcel (APN 101-

170-013-000 – the originating parcel that is the subject of this parcel map application).  The originating 

parcel contains both R-1-10 (single family residential) and RM-1 (multi-family residential) zoning 

designations.  The amendment will re-designate the zoning on proposed parcels 1 and 2 as R-1-10 and re-

designate the zoning on proposed parcels 3 and 4 as RM-1 to properly follow resultant parcel boundary 

lines.   
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G. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

 

The following Checklist contains the environmental checklist form presented in Appendix G of the 

CEQA Guidelines. The checklist form is used to describe the impacts of the proposed project. A 

discussion follows each environmental issue identified in the checklist. Included in each discussion are 

project-specific mitigation measures recommended as appropriate as part of the proposed project. 

 

For this checklist, the following designations are used: 

 

Potentially Significant Impact:  An impact that could be significant, and for which mitigation has not 

been identified. If any potentially significant impacts are identified, an EIR must be prepared. 

 

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated:  An impact that requires mitigation to reduce 

the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 

Less-Than-Significant Impact:  Any impact that would not be considered significant under CEQA 

relative to existing standards. 

 

No Impact:  The project would not have any impact. 
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I. AESTHETICS. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-

Significant 
Impact 

No 

Impact 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?      

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 

historic buildings within a State scenic highway? 
    

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character 

or quality of the site and its surroundings? 
    

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare 

which would adversely affect day or nighttime 

views in the area? 

    

 

Discussion 
The City of Colfax is located in Placer County near Interstate 80 in the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range. 

The core of Colfax consists of residential, commercial, and industrial uses. The area surrounding the City 

of Colfax primarily consists of rural undeveloped land. The Bear River runs along the northwestern edge 

of Colfax and the North Fork of the American River is located beyond the Colfax City Limits towards the 

southeast. State Highway 174, which runs through the City, has not been identified as a State scenic 

highway.  The subject property is surrounded by existing commercial and multi-family buildings to the 

West, and existing and/or vacant residential uses to the North, East and South.   

 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project. 

Therefore, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts relating to aesthetics is not possible. Future 

development applications submitted for the parcels would be required to comply with the City’s 

development standards and would be subject to applicable, site-specific environmental review, which 

would ensure that impacts relating to aesthetics are minimized. In addition, future projects would be 

subject to applicable building, design, landscaping, and lighting requirements found in the Municipal 

Code of the City of Colfax. City regulations regarding aesthetics include, but are not limited to, the 

following:  Section 16.56, regarding design and improvement standards for subdivisions; Title 17, 

Chapter 17.72, regarding residential zones; and Title 17, Chapter 17.116, regarding design guidelines. 

Applicable, site-specific environmental review of future development applications and adherence to the 

above-mentioned requirements would ensure that impacts relating to aesthetics are less-than-significant. 

 
 

II.  AGRICULTURE & FORESTRY RESOURCES. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-

Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 

of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 

maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, 

to non-agricultural use?  

    

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 

Williamson Act contract? 
    
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II.  AGRICULTURE & FORESTRY RESOURCES. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-

Significant 
Impact 

No 

Impact 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 

forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 

12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources 

Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 

Production (as defined by Government Code section 

51104(g)) 

   

d.     Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 

land to non-forest use?     

e.     Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 

due to their location or nature, could result in conversion 

of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?   

   

 

Discussion 
There are no areas in or adjacent to the City that are mapped as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland). [California Department of Conservation Important 

Farmland Map for Placer County, 2010].   Williamson Act contract lands do not exist within the Colfax 

City Limits. The subject property is not zoned agricultural use.  The City has no land that is zoned for 

Timberland Production (TPZ).  [Fire Chief Paulus, December 2013]       

 

Impact Analysis 

The Project does not propose the rezoning of any forest land or timberland.  The proposed project is a 

minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project. Therefore, an assessment 

of potential site-specific impacts regarding loss or conversion of or other impacts to forest land [as 

defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)] is not possible. Future development applications 

submitted for the parcels would be required to comply with the City’s development standards and would 

be subject to applicable, site-specific environmental review, which would ensure that impacts to 

agriculture and forestry resources are minimized.  Applicable, site-specific environmental review of 

future development applications and adherence to the above-mentioned requirements would ensure that 

impacts related to agriculture and forestry resources are less-than-significant. 

 

 

III. AIR QUALITY. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-
Than-

Significant 
Impact 

No 

Impact 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan?     

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality 

violation? 

    

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 

any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-

attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient 

air quality standard (including releasing emissions 

which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 

    
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III. AIR QUALITY. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-
Than-

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

precursors)? 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations? 
    

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 

number of people? 
    

 

Discussion 

The City of Colfax is located within the Mountain County Air Basin (MCAB), which is under the 

jurisdiction of the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), and experiences most of its 

air quality impacts from pass through traffic along I-80 and CA-174. The MCAB consists of the eastern 

two-thirds of Placer County and lies between the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range and the Sacramento 

Valley. The MCAB is designated as nonattainment for federal and state ozone (O3) standards, and 

nonattainment for the state particulate matter standard (PMIO). 

 

The air quality management agencies of direct importance in Placer County are the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (USEPA), the California Air Resources Board (ARB), and the Placer County Air 

Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). The EPA has established national ambient air quality standards 

(NAAQS) for which the ARB and the PCAPCD have primary implementation responsibility.  The ARB 

and the PCAPCD are also responsible for ensuring that the California ambient air quality standards 

(CAAQS) are met.  PCAPCD manages air quality in the Placer County portion of the MCAB; it has 

jurisdiction over air quality issues in the county and administers air quality regulations developed at the 

federal, state, and local levels.  It is also responsible for implementing strategies for air quality 

improvement and recommending mitigation measures for new growth and development.  State and 

federal standards for a variety of pollutants are summarized in Appendix AIR-I.  

 

Area Pollutants 

State and federal criteria pollutant emission standards have been established for six pollutants:  carbon 

monoxide (CO), ozone, particulate matter (particulate matter of less than 10 microns in diameter [PMIO] 

and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter [PM2.5]), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide 

(SO2), and lead. The pollutants of greatest concern in the MCAB are ozone, particulate matter, and CO.  

Carbon dioxide (CO2) and toxic air contaminates (TACs) also affect climate change and human health, 

respectively, but no state or federal ambient air quality standards exist for these pollutants. 

 

 Ozone: Ozone is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant that can cause substantial damage to 

vegetation and other materials. Ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is formed by a 

photochemical reaction in the atmosphere.  Ozone precursors, called reactive organic gases 

(ROG), and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) react in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight to form 

ozone.  Ozone is primarily a summer air pollution problem, and high ozone levels often occur 

downwind of the emission source.  Ozone conditions in Placer County result from a combination 

of locally generated emissions and transported emissions. 

 

 Inhalable Particulate Matter:  The federal and state ambient air quality standard for particulate 

matter applies to two classes of particulates:  PM1O and PM2.5.  Health concerns associated with 

suspended particulate matter focus on those particles small enough to reach the lungs when 

inhaled.  Particulates also reduce visibility and corrode materials.  Sources of PM1O in the 
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MCAB are both rural and urban, and include agricultural burning, discing of agricultural fields, 

industrial emissions, dust suspended by vehicle traffic, and secondary aerosols formed by 

reactions in the atmosphere. 

 

 Carbon Monoxide:  Carbon monoxide is a public health concern because it combines readily with 

hemoglobin and reduces the amount of oxygen transported in the bloodstream.  Motor vehicles 

are the dominant source of CO emissions in most areas.  High CO levels develop primarily during 

winter, when periods of light winds combine with the formation of ground-level temperature 

inversions (typically from the evening through early morning).  These conditions result in 

reduced dispersion of vehicle emissions.  Motor vehicles also exhibit increased CO emission rates 

at low air temperatures. 

 

 Carbon Dioxide: Carbon dioxide is an anthropogenic greenhouse gas (GHG) and accounts for 

more than 75% of all anthropogenic GHG emissions.  Its long atmospheric lifetime (on the order 

of decades to centuries) ensures that atmospheric concentrations of CO2 will remain elevated for 

decades.  Increasing CO2 concentrations in the atmosphere are primarily a result of emissions 

from the burning of fossil fuels, gas flaring, cement production, and land use changes. 

 

 Mobile Source Air Toxics/Toxic Air Contaminants:  Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are 

pollutants that may result in an increase in mortality or serious illness, or that may pose a present 

or potential hazard to human health.  ARB identified particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines 

as a TAC, which is estimated to be responsible for about 70% of the total ambient air toxics risk 

(California Air Resources Board 2002). 

 

Monitoring Data 

Ozone concentrations are measured at a local monitoring station in the City of Colfax.  The monitoring 

station for Colfax is located at 33 South Main Street.  A review of the Colfax monitoring station for the 

year 2012 (the last year that complete data is available) shows that the monitoring station has experienced 

1 violation of the state 1-hour ozone standard, 7 violations of the federal 8-hour ozone standard and 16 

violations of the state 8-hour ozone standard during 2012. 

 

Attainment Status 

If monitored pollutant concentrations meet state or federal standards over a designated period of time, the 

area is classified as being in attainment for that pollutant.  If monitored pollutant concentrations violate 

the standards, the area is considered a nonattainment area for that pollutant.  If data are insufficient to 

determine whether a pollutant is violating the standard, the area is designated as unclassified. The USEPA 

has designated Placer County as a nonattainment area for the 8 hour ozone standard (USEPA April 2012).  

The USEPA has designated Placer County as a non-attainment area for the PM2.5 standard (USEPA 

October 2009).  The California ARB has designated Placer County as a nonattainment area for ozone and 

PM1O standards (ARB February 2012).  For the CO and PM2.5 standards, the California ARB has 

designated Placer County as unclassified (ARB February 2012).  The PCAPCD has an adopted emission 

thresholds of 82 pounds per day for ROG, NOx, and PM1O.   

 

PCAPCD Adopted Rules 

The PCAPCD has adopted a number of District Rules that apply to both the construction and operational 

phases of any given proposed project.  A project’s conditions of approval include a condition requiring 

compliance with PCAPCD’s rules, as applicable. 

 

Impact Analysis 
There are no sensitive receptors (such as a school, day care center or senior living facility) located within 

the vicinity of the proposed project area.  Therefore, there is no impact to sensitive receptors.  The 
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proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project. 

Therefore, an assessment of potential site-specific air quality impacts is not possible. The Placer County 

Air Pollution Control District is requiring that their standard conditions of approval be included for this 

project relating to construction and operation-related air quality impacts, although no development is 

proposed at this time.  Future development applications submitted for the parcels would be required to 

comply with federal, State, and local air quality standards and be consistent with the goals, policies, and 

standards established within the General Plan that are intended to protect air quality.  Future development 

applications submitted for the parcels would also be subject to applicable, site-specific environmental 

review, which would ensure that impacts to air quality are minimized. Applicable, site-specific 

environmental review of future development applications and adherence to the above-mentioned 

requirements would ensure that impacts related to air quality are less-than-significant.   
 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-

Than-

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species identified 

as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 

local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 

California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service? 

    

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 

or other sensitive natural community identified in local 

or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the 

California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and 

Wildlife Service? 

    

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 

Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 

coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 

hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 

established native resident or migratory wildlife 

corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 

sites? 

    

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 

biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy 

or ordinance? 

    

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 

Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 

conservation plan? 

    

 

Discussion 
Habitat types within the City of Colfax include chaparral and shrub communities, woodland communities, 

conifer forest communities, and sierra mixed conifer forest. Under the tree canopy are scrub-oak, 

manzanita, deer brush, and a variety of herbs and grasses. The natural vegetation supports various wildlife 

including, but not limited to, California quail, gray fox, mule deer, California thrasher, western 

rattlesnake, brush rabbit, dusk-footed wood rat, western gray squirrel, California ground squirrel, bobcat, 
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raccoon, scrub jay, golden mantled ground squirrel, and mountain lion. State or federally listed rare or 

endangered animal species are not known to exist in the City, or the City’s Sphere of Influence (See 

Natural Environment Element, 6.2-6.3). The City of Colfax does not have an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan.   

 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project. 

Therefore, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts to biological resources is not possible.  

Although the subject property contains many trees, there are no trees proposed to be removed at this time, 

as no development of the site is being proposed.  Future development applications submitted for the 

parcels would be required to comply with the City’s development policies and standards that are intended 

to protect biological resources (such as the City’s Tree Preservation Guidelines) and would be subject to 

applicable, site-specific environmental review, which would ensure that impacts to biological resources 

are minimized. Applicable, site-specific environmental review of future development applications and 

adherence to the above-mentioned requirements would ensure that impacts related to biological resources 

are less-than-significant.   

 

 
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-
Than-

Significant 
Impact 

No 

Impact 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 

a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5? 
    

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 

an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? 
    

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 

resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
    

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred 

outside of formal cemeteries? 
    

 

Discussion 

Colfax is located off of Interstate 80 in Placer County, California, near the City of Auburn. During the 

prehistoric period the Maidu and the Miwok Native Americans lived in the Colfax area. Whether the 

Native Americans had permanent settlements located in what is present day Colfax is undetermined; 

however, all new construction is monitored by an archeological expert, in case prehistoric artifacts are 

uncovered. The history of Colfax began in a little valley just below Colfax on the southern side of the 

Southern Pacific Railroad. Along a bend in the valley known as Alder Grove, miners first congregated as 

early as the spring of 1849. The area became the distributing point of supplies for all of the surrounding 

mining camps. As a commercial area, Alder Grove ranked with Dry Diggings (Auburn) until late in the 

fall of 1849, when fear of a harsh winter in the upper canyon area discouraged winter trading activity.  

The site for the town, today known as Colfax, was laid out by the Central Pacific Railroad in 1865.  The 

City of Colfax was incorporated in 1910.  

 

Cultural resources are places, structures, or objects that are important for scientific, historic, and/or 

religious reasons to cultures, communities, groups, or individuals. Cultural resources include historic and 

prehistoric archaeological sites, architectural remains, engineering structures, and artifacts that provide 

evidence of past human activity. They also include places, resources, or items of importance in the 

traditions of societies and religions. 

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 define historic resources as any object, building, structure, site, area, 

place, record, manuscript or other resource listed or determined to be eligible for listing by the State 
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Historical Resources Commission, a local register of historic resources, or the lead agency. Generally a 

resource is considered to be “historically significant” if the resource meets one of the following criteria: 

 

 Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California’s history and cultural heritage; 

 Is associated with the lives of important persons in the past; 

 Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction, 

or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

 Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

 

Approximately 19 historic sites have been recorded in Placer County according to the National Registry of 

Historic Places, of which three are located within the City of Colfax.  The Colfax Freight Depot (7 Main 

Street), registration number 99001564, was built in 1880 by Central Pacific Railroad Company. The 

freight depot served as the transfer point a terminus for the Nevada County Narrow Gauge Railroad 

(NCNG). The NCNG transported passengers, mining supplies, gold and fruit from April 20, 1876 to July 

10, 1942.  The Freight Depot was retired from railroad use in 1963.   

 

The Colfax Passenger Depot (Main Street & Railroad Avenue), registration number 98001605, was built in 

1905 by Southern Pacific Railroad. The Depot structure replaced the original Central Pacific Depot, 

constructed in 1865. The Depot included the Western Union Telegraph Office, Wells Fargo Express Office 

and a restaurant. The depot was destroyed by fire in September 1905 and later rebuilt. The station was the 

terminus for the NCNG Railroad from 1876 to 1945. The NCNG hauled gold, lumber, fruit and passengers 

to the main line of the Transcontinental Railroad. The Depot is the only remaining depot of this type in 

Placer County and remained in operation until April 30, 1971.  

 

Steven’s Trail (Secret Ravine ridge area), registration number 02001391, was originally owned and 

surveyed by gold miner John Rutherford. Rutherford soon partnered with another miner, Truman A. 

Stevens, to build the road connecting Colfax and Iowa Hill, separated by the steep canyon of the North 

Fork of the American River. Their toll road was active from 1870 until 1895. Steven’s Trail now serves as 

a hiking trail from Colfax to the confluence of Secret Ravine and the North Fork of the American River.  

 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed project area is not located in the vicinity of the three Colfax Historic Places discussed 

above.  The proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific 

project. Therefore, an assessment of potential site-specific cultural resources impacts is not possible.  A 

standard condition of approval will be included that states if, during any construction associated with 

these parcels, any archaeological artifacts, exotic rock (non-native), or unusual amounts of shell or bone 

are uncovered during any on-site construction activities, all work must stop immediately in the area and a 

SOPA-certified (Society of Professional Archaeologists) archaeologist retained to evaluate the deposit 

and remain onsite for the duration of project completion.  Future development applications submitted for 

the parcels would be required to comply with City, County, State, and federal standards and guidelines 

related to the protection/preservation of cultural resources and would be subject to applicable, site-

specific environmental review, which would ensure that impacts to cultural resources are minimized. 

Applicable, site-specific environmental review of future development applications and adherence to the 

above-mentioned requirements would ensure that impacts related to cultural resources are less-than-

significant.   
 

ITEM 5A
33 of 55

Agenda Packet Page #41

http://www.noehill.com/placer/cal0401.asp


Pinetop Estates (#TPM-03-13) Vesting Tentative Map-Parcel Map Initial Study 

  

14 
January 2014 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-
Than-

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    

iv. Landslides?     
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?      
c.  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

    

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

    

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

    

 

Discussion 
The City of Colfax has not been identified as a city which would be affected by the Alquist-Priolo Act.  

Rupture of the surface has not resulted from faulting associated with earthquakes in Placer County. The 

nearest fault line is the Stampede Valley fault that was last active in 1966 during the Truckee earthquake. 

The most recent listing of Earthquake Fault Zones under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

does not include either the City of Colfax or Placer County.  [Official Maps, California Department of 

Conservation Geological Survey, December 2010]   

 

Liquefaction is a process by which water-saturated materials (including soil, sediment, and certain types 

of volcanic deposits) lose strength and may fail during strong ground shaking. Liquefaction is defined as 

"the transformation of a granular material from a solid state into a liquefied state as a consequence of 

increased pore-water pressure. The Colfax General Plan Safety Element identifies the bed of streams or 

sloped exposures as areas of the City of Colfax that are the most susceptible to liquefaction. (Colfax 

General Plan, 7-3).  

 

Landslide can occur with or without an earthquake. These slope failures can be attributed to the type of 

material, structural properties of that material, steepness of slope, water, vegetation type, and proximity to 

areas of active erosion. Within Colfax, landslides are attributed to both erosion and the steepness of slope. 

The City of Colfax’s Hillside Development guidelines are in place to mitigate for landslides due to 

development.   
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The Placer County General Plan Background Report identifies Colfax and the surrounding area as having 

soils that present a moderate to high erosion hazard. Due to this risk, parcels that have gradients of more 

than 10 percent are subject to the City’s Hillside Development guidelines. The Guidelines define certain 

grading and drainage standards which are meant to encourage the planning, design, and development of 

home sites that provide maximum safety with respect to exposure to geological and geotechnical hazards, 

drainage, erosion and siltation.  

 

Expansive soils have the potential for shrinking and swelling with changes in moisture content, which can 

cause damage to overlying structures. According to the Colfax General Plan Initial Study, much of the 

Colfax Planning Area contains soils that have low to moderate expansive soils.  

 

Septic systems are not allowed in the City of Colfax. 

 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project. 

Therefore, an assessment of most potential site-specific impacts relating to geology and soils is not 

possible.  All grading requires a Grading Permit as set forth in the Conditions of Approval.  The subject 

property consists of approximately:  20 percent slopes of 30% or more; 38 percent slopes between 20-

30%; 30 percent slopes between 10-20%, and 12 percent slopes less than 10%.  As discussed above, the 

City’s Hillside Development Guidelines apply to any property with slopes greater than 10%.  The 

Guidelines prohibit development on slopes greater than 30%.  One of the purposes of the grading and 

drainage standards that are required by the Guidelines is to encourage the planning, design, and 

development of home sites that provide maximum safety with respect to exposure to geological and 

geotechnical hazards, drainage, erosion and siltation.  Future development applications submitted for the 

parcels would be required to comply with the City’s Hillside Development Guidelines and any other 

applicable City, County, State and federal standards and guidelines relating to geology and soils impacts, 

including, but not limited to, compliance with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

permit requirements and Uniform Building Code (UBC) seismic safety standards.  Such requirements are 

designed and intended to ensure that new development or construction does not expose people to 

significant geological impacts.  Furthermore, future development applications submitted for the parcels 

would be subject to applicable, site-specific environmental review, which would ensure that impacts 

relating to geology and soils are minimized.  Applicable, site-specific environmental review of future 

development applications and adherence to the above-mentioned requirements would ensure that impacts 

relating to geology and soils are less-than-significant.   

 

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 
         or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on  
         the environment? 

    

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
         adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of  
         greenhouse gases? 

    

 

Discussion 
 

I.         Global Climate Change:  Climate change is a shift in the “average weather” that a given region 

experiences.  This is measured by changes in temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms. 
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Global climate is the change in the climate of the earth as a whole.  It can occur naturally, as in the case of 

an ice age, or occur as a result of anthropogenic activities.  The extent to which anthropogenic activities 

influence climate change has been the subject of extensive scientific inquiry in the past several decades.  

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), recognized as the leading research body on the 

subject, issued its Fourth Assessment Report in February 2007, which asserted that there is “very high 

confidence” (by IPCC definition 9 in 10 chance of being correct) that human activities have resulted in a 

net warming of the planet since 1750.   

 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires local agencies to engage in forecasting “to 

the extent that an activity could reasonably be expected under the circumstances”.  The agency cannot be 

expected to predict the future course of governmental regulation or exactly what information scientific 

advances may ultimately reveal (CEQA Guidelines Section 15144, Office Associate v. Regents of the 

University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376). 

 

II        Greenhouse Gas Emissions:  Recent concerns over global warming have created a greater interest 

in greenhouse gases (GHG) and their contribution to global climate change (GCC).  However, at this time 

there are no generally accepted thresholds of significance for determining the impact of GHG emissions 

from an individual project on GCC.  Thus, the City may develop policies and guidance to ascertain and 

mitigate, to the extent feasible, the effect of GHG, for CEQA purposes, without the normal degree of 

accepted guidance by case law.  The City of Colfax currently has not developed nor established a policy 

for this. 

 

The potential effect of greenhouse gas emissions on global climate change is an emerging issue that 

warrants discussion under CEQA.  Unlike the pollutants discussed in Section III of this report (Air 

Quality) that may have regional and local effects, greenhouse gases have the potential to cause global 

changes in the environment.  In addition, greenhouse gas emissions do not directly produce a localized 

impact, but may cause an indirect impact if the local climate is adversely changed by its cumulative 

contribution to a change in the global climate.  Individual development projects contribute relatively 

small amounts of greenhouse gases that when added to other greenhouse gas producing activities around 

the world would cumulatively result in an increase in these emissions that have led many to conclude is 

changing the global climate.  However, no threshold has been established for what would constitute a 

cumulatively considerable increase in greenhouse gases for individual development projects that might be 

considered significant.  The State of California has taken several actions that help to address potential 

global climate change impacts.   

 

In 2006, the State of California adopted Assembly Bill 32 which requires the California Air Resources 

Board (CARB) to develop regulations and market mechanisms that will ultimately reduce California's 

greenhouse gas emissions by 25 percent by 2020.  Statewide mandatory caps began in 2013 for 

significant sources to meet the 2020 goals.   

 

Impact Analysis 
The proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project. 

Therefore, an assessment of potential site-specific greenhouse gas emissions impacts is not possible.  

Future development applications submitted for the parcels would be required to comply with City, 

County, State, and federal standards and guidelines that are intended to protect the environment from 

impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions and would be subject to applicable, site-specific 

environmental review, which would ensure that impacts from greenhouse gas emissions are minimized. 

Applicable, site-specific environmental review of future development applications and adherence to the 

above-mentioned requirements would ensure that impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions are less-

than-significant.   
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion 

Hazardous materials are used in Colfax for a variety of purposes including manufacturing, service 

industries, small businesses, agriculture, medical clinics, schools and households. In addition, hazardous 

materials are transported through the City via the transportation routes that traverse the City of Colfax 

including Interstate 80, State Highway 174, and the Union Pacific Railroad. The City of Colfax does not 

have direct authority to regulate the transportation of hazardous materials on State highways and rail 

lines, but the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations establish criteria for safe handling 

procedures. Federal safety standards are also included in the California Administrative Code. In addition, 

the California Health Services Department regulates the haulers of hazardous waste, but does not regulate 

all hazardous materials. 

 

There are no active sites in the City of Colfax that are included on the Hazardous Waste and Substances 

Sites (Cortese) List [DTSC, 2013].   Airports are not located within the City of Colfax. Two airports are 

located relatively near the City of Colfax:  the closest is the Nevada County Airport, which is 

approximately 12 miles from the Colfax; the second is the Auburn Airport, which is approximately 15 
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miles from Colfax. State Law charges Nevada County with administering an Airport Land Use Plan 

(ALUP) for the airports.  

 

The Colfax/Placer Hills community has been identified as an area of extreme fire susceptibility within the 

West Slope Placer County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (2013).  This area also falls within Very 

High and High Fire Hazard Severity Zones as mapped by CAL FIRE (2007). Residential development in 

the fire dependent ecosystem has created hazardous firefighting and life safety considerations for first 

responders. Long narrow roads intermixed with residential and rural development on parcels ranging from 

one to 20 acres dominates with larger properties within canyons where vehicle access is limited. The 

communities are permeated by steep south aspect canyons. Below these communities lie federal lands 

(BOR, BLM) where high recreational use is common.  This area has an active large fire history and 

continues to experience endemic levels of bug kill and storm damage which influences the fuel loading 

and availability for ignition.  [Fire Chief Paulus, April 2014] 

 

Impact Analysis 

Regarding questions c) and f) above, the area is not located within ¼ mile of a school or proposed school 

or within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  The proposed project is a minor land division and does not 

propose any development of a specific project. Therefore, an assessment of most potential site-specific 

hazards or hazardous materials impacts is not possible.  With respect to hazards relating to potential 

wildlands fires, as conditions of approval, the City Fire Department is requiring, among other things, that:  

(1) one fire hydrant with a 6,000 gallon tank be provided for fire protection; (2) and that defensible space 

standards be met pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 4291.  In addition, the City Fire Department 

is requiring that future development of the resultant parcels provide the following:  

 

a.  100 fuel break from the city boundary to meet the intent of PRC 4291. 

b.     Water for fire protection equal to the original four parcel split, per parcel, as long        

        as the parcels are 2.5 acres or greater. 

c.     If parcel splits are less than 2.5 acres then a fixed water system with   

        hydrants will be required. 

d.     If parcels splits are less than 2.5 acres a 20 foot road easement from Iowa  

        Hill to Tree Farm Road is required. 

e.     Multifamily development on any parcels requires a fixed water system with  

        hydrants. 

f.     All splits 2.5 acres or greater road standards shall meet PRC 4290 criteria. 

g.     Splits less than 2.5 acres, and/or multifamily development, roads to be all    

        weather all season (paved). 

 

Future development applications submitted for the parcels would be required to comply with the Fire 

Department’s Conditions of Approval as stated above, and City, County, State, and federal standards and 

guidelines intended to protect the environment from hazards or hazardous materials and would be subject 

to applicable, site-specific environmental review, which would ensure that impacts from hazards or 

hazardous materials are minimized. Applicable, site-specific environmental review of future development 

applications and adherence to the above-mentioned requirements would ensure that impacts related to 

hazards and hazardous materials are less-than-significant.   
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements? 
    

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 

would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 

the local groundwater table level (i.e., the production 

rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level 

which would not support existing land uses or planned 

uses for which permits have been granted)? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

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

h. Place within a 100-year floodplain structures which 
would impede or redirect flood flows?     

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

    

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
 

Discussion 

Under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) issues 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits to regulate waste dischargers to 

“waters of the nation.” Waters of the nation include rivers, lakes, and their tributary waters. Waste 

discharges include discharges of stormwater and construction project discharges. A construction project 

resulting in the disturbance of one or more acres requires a NPDES permit. Construction project 

proponents are required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  
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Water quality for all surface water and groundwater for Placer County is regulated under the jurisdiction 

of the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA). The City of Colfax is located within Zone 3 of the five 

geographical zones that the PCWA services. Approximately 20 percent of the water supplied by the 

PCWA is treated drinking water and about 80 percent is used for irrigation. Information provided by the 

PCWA reports that the drinking water supplied to the residents of the City of Colfax meets or exceeds 

state and federal public health standards.  [Placer County Water Agency, Water Quality Report, Volume 

26, Number 2, April-May 2012] 

 

The City of Colfax is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area [FEMA FIRM, Map Number 

06061C0125F].  The City of Colfax is not located near a dam or levee.  A tsunami is a sea wave or a 

series of sea waves caused by submarine earth movement, by either an earthquake or volcanic eruption. A 

seiche is an oscillation of the surface of a lake or landlocked sea. The City of Colfax is not in close 

proximity to the ocean or a landlocked sea; therefore the City is not at risk of inundation from these 

phenomena. Colfax is not located near a lake that is identified as having a potential threat from a seiche. 

However, mudflows typically occur in mountainous or hilly terrain. The City of Colfax is mountainous 

and hilly and has experienced mudflows in the past.  

 

The City of Colfax is not heavily reliant on groundwater. The Placer County Water Agency supplies 

water for the majority of the City of Colfax. Water from the Yuba-Bear and American River watersheds 

and snow pack runoff supplement the PCWA. 

 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project. 

Therefore, an assessment of most potential site-specific impacts to hydrology and water quality is not 

possible.  There is an existing drainage area located in the Northeast corner of the property.  Proposed 

parcel 1 will have a drainage easement encumbering the parcel and each of the other proposed parcels 

will have rights to drain to and into this drainage area via the easements established through the parcel 

map process, if approved.  The City Engineer is requiring that the applicant record a reciprocal storm 

drainage maintenance agreement against proposed parcels 1, 2, 3 and 4 for the operation and maintenance 

of storm drainage and storm water run-off associated with the parcels.  Future development applications 

submitted for the parcels would be required to comply with City, County, State, and federal standards and 

guidelines intended to protect hydrology and water quality (such as implementation of Best Management 

Practices (BMPs) as specified by any applicable NPDES permit and the approval of a SWPPP, if 

applicable).  Future development applications submitted for the parcels would also be subject to 

applicable, site-specific environmental review, which would ensure that impacts hydrology and water 

quality are minimized.,  Applicable, site-specific environmental review of future development 

applications and adherence to the above-mentioned requirements would ensure that impacts to hydrology 

and water quality are less-than-significant.   

 

 
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING. 
Would the project: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a. Physically divide an established community?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies, or 

regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating on environmental 
effect? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     

ITEM 5A
40 of 55

Agenda Packet Page #48



Pinetop Estates (#TPM-03-13) Vesting Tentative Map-Parcel Map Initial Study 

  

21 
January 2014 

 
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING. 
Would the project: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

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

    

 

Discussion 
The City of Colfax does not currently participate in a habitat conservation plan or natural community 

conservation plan. 

 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project. 

As part of the proposed project, the City is processing a zoning amendment to correct split-zoning on the 

property.  The originating parcel is currently designated as both RM-1 (multi-family residential) and R-1 

(single-family residential) zoning.  The proposed project will assign the existing R-1 zoning to resultant 

parcels 1 and 2 and the existing RM-1 zoning to resultant parcels 3 and 4.  As such, the proposed project 

would not alter existing General Plan land use designations or zoning, nor would new land use 

designations or zones be created.  

 

Future development applications submitted for the parcels would be required to comply with City 

standards, policies and guidelines relating to land use and would be subject to applicable, site-specific 

environmental review, which would ensure that impacts to land use and planning are minimized. 

Applicable, site-specific environmental review of future development applications and adherence to the 

above-mentioned requirements would ensure that impacts related to land use and planning are less-than-

significant. 
 

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-
Than-

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

Discussion 
Currently, within the City of Colfax, inactive mines exist that may still contain trace amounts of the 

mineral gold. The City has three known mineral deposit sites:  (1) the “Colfax Claim” site (primary 

commodity:  Gold); (2) the “Colfax Mine” site (primary commodity:  Clay); and (3) the “Colfax Shale 

Quarry” site (primary commodity:  Crushed/Broken Stone).  [USGS, Mineral Resources Spatial Data, 

December 2013]  None of these sites are within the vicinity of the proposed project area. 

 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed project area is not located in the vicinity of the three known mineral deposit sites.  The 

proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project. 

Therefore, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts to mineral resources is not possible.  Future 

development applications submitted for the parcels would be required to comply with City, County, State, 

and federal standards and guidelines intended to protect/preserve mineral resources and would be subject 
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to applicable, site-specific environmental review, which would ensure that impacts to mineral resources 

are minimized. Applicable, site-specific environmental review of future development applications and 

adherence to the above-mentioned requirements would ensure that impacts related to mineral resources 

are less-than-significant.   
 

XII. NOISE. 
Would the project result in: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-
Than-

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion 
The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or 

public use airport, nor within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  Therefore, aircraft operations are typically 

not audible in the City and existing and future operations are not identified as a potential noise source 

within the City. 

 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project. 

Certain Conditions of Approval for this project require improvements to be constructed upon future 

development of the parcels (i.e., water and sewer-related infrastructure) which would require the use of 

construction equipment, and therefore generate an increase in noise levels, as well as potential 

groundborne vibration.  Short-term construction-related noise levels would be higher than current ambient 

noise levels in the project area, but would be temporary in nature.  Activities associated with construction 

would typically generate maximum noise levels ranging from 85 to 90 decibels (dB) at a distance of 50 

feet. However, because construction activities would be temporary and would occur during normal 

daytime working hours, significant adverse public reaction to construction noise would not be anticipated. 

In addition, construction activities could only be performed during the hours set out by Title 8, Chapter 

8.28 of the Colfax Municipal Code. Future development applications submitted for the parcels would be 

required to comply with City, County, State, and federal standards and guidelines intended to protect the 

environment from noise impacts and would be subject to applicable, site-specific environmental review, 

which would ensure that impacts from noise are minimized. Applicable, site-specific environmental 
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review of future development applications and adherence to the above-mentioned requirements would 

ensure that impacts related to noise are less-than-significant.   

 

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through projects in an 
undeveloped area or extension of major 
infrastructure)? 

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion/Impact Analysis 

The proposed project is a minor land division of vacant property and does not propose any development 

of a specific project.   The proposed project will not displace substantial numbers of existing housing, or 

necessitate the construction of replacement housing.  The subject property is located within City limits 

and is zoned multi-family and single-family residential with nearby major infrastructure available to serve 

residential development.  As such, potential future construction of residences on the parcels would induce 

population growth directly, but such growth is already planned-for and anticipated in accordance with the 

residential zoning.  Future development applications submitted for the parcels would be required to 

comply with City, County, State, and federal standards and guidelines intended to protect existing 

residential housing and would be subject to applicable, site-specific environmental review, which would 

ensure that impacts to population and housing are minimized. Applicable, site-specific environmental 

review of future development applications and adherence to the above-mentioned requirements would 

ensure that impacts related to population and housing are less-than-significant.   

 
 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-
Than-

Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Fire protection?     
 
b. Police protection? 

    

 
c. Schools? 

    

 
d. Parks? 

    

 
e. Other Public Facilities? 

    
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Discussion 
 
Fire Protection  

Two different fire departments provide fire protection services to the City of Colfax.  The Colfax Fire 

Department (CFD) is located at 33 Main Street and currently houses one fire engine, four available 

apparatuses for volunteers, one fire chief, 15 firefighters, and one fire inspector.  [Colfax Fire 

Department, Fire Marshal Brad Albertazzi, December 2013]  The current service ratio is one firefighter 

per 131 residents. The CFD goal response time is five minutes and the CFD reports a current average 

response time of less than five minutes. Cal Fire operates a second fire station located at 24020 Fowler 

Road in the City of Colfax’s sphere of influence. Cal Fire has one fire engine available, one chief, two 

firefighters available in the winter and three firefighters available in the summer months. Other agencies 

that support the CFD and Cal Fire with mutual aide are the Placer Hills Fire District in Meadow Vista, 

and the Chicago Park/Peardale Fire Departments. 

     

Police Protection  

Currently, police protection in the City of Colfax is provided by the Placer County Sheriff’s Office 

substation within the City Limits.  The Sheriff’s Office’s substation in Colfax is located at 33 Main Street. 

The main Placer County Sheriff’s Office is located at 2929 Richardson Drive in Auburn, California. The 

Placer County Sheriff’s Office has a total of 232 sworn officers, including deputies such as 12 lieutenants, 

38 sergeants, and five captains. The current ratio is approximately one sheriff per 12,500 residents in 

Placer County. The Sheriff’s Office has a goal of one sheriff per 10,000 residents. The Placer County 

Sheriff’s Office substation in the City of Colfax currently employs four deputies and one sergeant. All 

Special Teams (SWAT, Bomb Squad, K9, Air Ops, Hostage Negotiation, Mounted, Dive Team, Search 

and Rescue) from Auburn are available to the City of Colfax. The nearest California Highway Patrol 

station is located in the town of Gold Run and their units are made available to Colfax. The approximate 

response time for emergency situations within the City of Colfax is three to five minutes and the average 

response time to a non-emergency situation varies depending on the particular situation. According to the 

Placer County Sheriff’s Office, the current substation location is believed to be adequate to accommodate 

the current population of Colfax. However, as Colfax develops outward, the necessity may arise in the 

future to construct new facilities in order to maintain acceptable response times.  The City of Colfax and 

the Placer County Sheriff’s Office are currently renovating a new station for the City of Colfax.  The new 

station will be at 10 Culver Street.  The projected move in date is in Summer of 2014.  [City Clerk’s 

Office, April 2014]  This move will not decrease response times, however the Sheriff’s Office is adding 

on more volunteers to man the front counter and 5 days a week for 4 hours a day and installing a direct 

line phone to dispatch for when the office is not being staffed.  This will provide better service to the City 

of Colfax. 

 

Schools 

Colfax Elementary School District (CESD) provides educational services for the City of Colfax. The 

Colfax ESD district has approximately 350 students.  [Colfax Elementary School District, Kate Karlberg, 

December 2013]  Colfax Elementary School is located at 24825 Ben Taylor Road in the City of Colfax. 

CESD has a total of 50 staff employees and 20 certificated personnel.  Portable classrooms are available 

on-site in the event of any overcrowding.  

 

Colfax High School is part of the Placer Union School District.  Colfax High School is located at 24995 

Ben Taylor Road in the City of Colfax. According to school officials, the High School has approximately 

662 students with a maximum capacity of 1,000 students.  [Placer Union School District, Kristen Nave, 

December 2013]  The High School has 25 staff employees and 32 certificated personnel.  Colfax High 

School is expecting a decreased in enrollment for the fall semester in 2014.   
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In 1998, the State legislature passed Senate Bill (SB) 50, which inserted new language into the 

Government Code (Sections 65995.5-65995.7) authorizing school districts to impose fees on developers 

of new residential construction, in excess of the mitigation fees already authorized by Government Code 

66000. School districts must meet a list of specific criteria, including the completion and annual update of 

a School Facility Needs Analysis, in order to be legally able to impose the additional fees. According to 

the District, Colfax Elementary School District is qualified to impose a fee of $1.78 per square foot of 

new residential units constructed.  The Placer Union School District states that the existing school 

developer fee is $1.42 per square foot of new residential units constructed. 

 

Parks 

The City of Colfax currently has a total of four parks totaling 3.26 acres.  All local-serving park and 

recreation lands within the City are owned and operated by the City.  [City Clerk’s Office, December 

2013]  The parks include a baseball field, a basketball court, a splash park, picnic areas, gazebos, and 

other amenities.  The City of Colfax has adopted a standard which requires 4 acres of open space area per 

1,000 residents (Colfax 1998 General Plan Natural Environment Element Policy 6.2.4.1).  The Placer 

County General Plan requires 4 acres of improved park land area and 5 acres of passive park land (open 

space) per 1,000 residents.  The City of Colfax Parks & Recreation Master Plan that was adopted in 2008 

recommends that the City impose the same requirements as the County, however this recommendation 

has not been adopted by the City Council.   The City has established and collects impact fees for Parks & 

Recreation facilities and Trail systems from new development to achieve the current standard.   

 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project.  

Future development applications submitted for the parcels would be required to pay applicable impact 

fees and comply with City, County, State, and federal standards and guidelines intended to address 

impacts relating to public services and would be subject to applicable, site-specific environmental review, 

which would ensure that impacts to public services are minimized. Applicable, site-specific 

environmental review of future development applications and adherence to the above-mentioned 

requirements, would ensure that impacts related to public services are less-than-significant.   

 

XV. RECREATION. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion 
The City of Colfax currently has a total of four parks totaling approximately 3.26 acres.  All local-serving 

park and recreation lands within the City are owned and operated by the  

City.  [City Clerk’s Office, December 2013]  The parks include a baseball field, a basketball court, a 

splash park, picnic areas, gazebos, and other amenities.  The City of Colfax has adopted a standard which 

requires 4 acres of open space area per 1,000 residents (Colfax 1998 General Plan Natural Environment 

Element Policy 6.2.4.1).  The Placer County General Plan requires 4 acres of improved park land area and 

5 acres of passive park land (open space) per 1,000 residents.  The City of Colfax Parks & Recreation 

Master Plan that was adopted in 2008 recommends that the City impose the same requirements as the 
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County.  The City has established and collects impact fees for Parks & Recreation facilities and Trail 

systems from new development.   

 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project.  

Therefore, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts to recreational facilities is not possible.  Future 

development applications submitted for the parcels would be required to pay applicable impact fees and 

comply with City, County, State, and federal standards and guidelines intended to address impacts 

relating to recreational facilities and would be subject to applicable, site-specific environmental review, 

which would ensure that impacts relating to recreational facilities are minimized.  Applicable, site-

specific environmental review of future development applications and adherence to the above-mentioned 

requirements, would ensure that impacts related to recreational facilities are less-than-significant. 

   

XVI. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION. 
Would the project: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 

establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of 
the circulation system, taking into account all modes of 
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized 
travel and relevant components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways 
and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, 

including, but not limited to level of service standards and 
travel demand measures, or other standards established by 
the county congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 

increase in traffic levels or a change in location that result in 
substantial safety risks?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., 

sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
e. Result in inadequate emergency access? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
f.     Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 

public transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?         

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
     

Discussion 
The subject property is fronted by Iowa Hill Road and Grand View Way, which are both public roads 

maintained by the County of Placer.   

 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project.  

Therefore, an assessment of most potential site-specific impacts relating to transportation and circulation 

is not possible.  Because of the terrain and horizontal and vertical curves of Iowa Hill Road in the project 

vicinity, as well as the speed of travelers on Iowa Hill Road (approx. 35 mph), the Placer County Public 
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Works Department is requiring as a condition of approval that each new driveway encroachment 

demonstrate adequate sight distance, as well as paved radii and transitions.  Future development 

applications submitted for the parcels would be required to comply with these conditions of approval and 

would be reviewed to ensure consistency with all regional and local transportation plans and policies.  

Future development applications would be required to pay applicable impact fees, comply with City, 

County, State, and federal standards and guidelines intended to address impacts relating to transportation 

and circulation and would be subject to applicable, site-specific environmental review, which would 

ensure that impacts relating to transportation and circulation are minimized. Applicable, site-specific 

environmental review of future development applications and adherence to the above-mentioned 

requirements, would ensure that impacts related to transportation and circulation are less-than-

significant. 

 

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
Discussion 
Wastewater infrastructure is available to all the parcels within the City of Colfax.  Collection system 

(WCS) and wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) capacity is discussed in more detail below.   The 

available capacity during dry weather flow is sufficient for current and projected 20 year growth, based 

on information provided in the City’s 2010 SECAP.  [City of Colfax Sewer Evaluation and Capacity 

Assurance Plan, Ponticello Enterprises, July 2010]  This same report identifies capacity deficiencies 

during 10-year, 36-hour storms due to inflow and infiltration (I&I); however, the City has completed two 

major I&I mitigation project to eliminate the deficiencies. 
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WWTP 

The City of Colfax Wastewater Treatment Plant was originally built in 1978 with secondary treatment 

and irrigation fields.  The plant was converted to a tertiary treatment facility in 2009.  The plant is 

permitted by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region, (RWQCB) under the 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, No. CA0079529, Order R5-2013-

0045.  Under the permit, the City is allowed to operate the WWTP at an average daily dry weather 

discharge flow of 0.275 million gallons per day. 

 

Collection System Capacity Study 

A Sewer Evaluation and Capacity Assurance Plan (SECAP) was completed by the City in 2010.   The 

study analyzed the dry weather and wet weather flow in the wastewater collection system.  Dry weather 

flows, which represent the demand on the collection system from its residential, commercial, and 

industrial users, was found to be insignificant relative to the wet weather flows.  The system capacity is 

sufficient to handle current and future usage based on 20-year growth assumptions. 

 

Sufficient capacity exists to support the development of an additional approximately 425 EDU’s 

(including both commercial and residential). 

 

 Water in the Colfax Planning Area is provided by the Placer County Water Agency.  The PCWA does not 

reserve water for prospective customers.  The PCWA makes commitments for service only upon 

execution of a facilities agreement and the payment of all fees and charges required by the PCWA. 

 

Solid waste collection in the City is currently handled by Recology.  Solid waste collection is a “demand-

responsive” service and current service levels can be expanded and funded through user fees without 

difficulty.  All future development within the City is required to comply with applicable elements of the 

California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991. 

 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project.  

Therefore, an assessment of most potential site-specific impacts relating to utilities and service systems is 

not possible.  Currently, there is no water service to the subject property.  Water could be made available 

to the property via PCWA’s treated water main in Iowa Hill Road, but the water main does not front the 

subject property.  As a condition of approval, PCWA is requiring that future parcel owners or developers 

enter into a facilities agreement with PCWA to provide on- and off-site improvements to provide water 

for domestic and fire protection purposes.  The City Engineer is requiring that each parcel connect to the 

City’s sewer system and PCWA’s water system prior to the issuance of any building permit.  Future 

development applications submitted for the parcels would also be required to pay applicable impact fees 

and comply with City, County, State, and federal standards and guidelines intended to address impacts 

relating to utilities and service systems and would be subject to applicable, site-specific environmental 

review, which would ensure that impacts to utilities and service systems are minimized. Applicable, site-

specific environmental review of future development applications and adherence to the above-mentioned 

requirements, would ensure that impacts related to utilities and service systems are less-than-significant.   
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

    

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable?  ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)? 

    

c. Does the project have environmental effects that will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly?  

    

 

Discussion/Impact Analysis 

The proposed project is a minor land division and does not propose any development of a specific project.  

Therefore, an assessment of potential site-specific direct and cumulative impacts relating to the 

environment, biological habitat, historical resources and human beings is not possible.  Future 

development applications submitted for the parcels would be required to pay applicable impact fees and 

comply with City, County, State, and federal standards and guidelines intended to address these types of 

impacts and would be subject to applicable, site-specific environmental review (including analyzing 

cumulative effects) which would ensure that these types of impacts are minimized. Applicable, site-

specific environmental review of future development applications and adherence to the above-mentioned 

requirements, would ensure that these types of impacts are less-than-significant.   
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Concentration 3 Method 4 Primary 3,5 Secondary 3,6 Method 7

1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 µg/m3) —

8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 µg/m3) 0.075 ppm (147 µg/m3)

24 Hour 50 µg/m3 150 µg/m3

Annual         
Arithmetic Mean 20 µg/m3 —

24 Hour — — 35 µg/m3 Same as             
Primary Standard

Annual          
Arithmetic Mean 12 µg/m3 Gravimetric or           

Beta Attenuation 12.0 µg/m3 15 µg/m3

1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) —

8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) —

8 Hour              
(Lake Tahoe) 6 ppm (7 mg/m3) — —

1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 µg/m3) 100 ppb (188 µg/m3) —

Annual                  
Arithmetic Mean 0.030 ppm (57 µg/m3) 0.053 ppm (100 µg/m3)

Same as             
Primary Standard

1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 µg/m3) 75 ppb (196 µg/m3) —

3 Hour — —
0.5 ppm               

(1300 µg/m3)

24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 µg/m3)
0.14 ppm                     

(for certain areas)10 —

Annual       
Arithmetic Mean

—
0.030 ppm                          

(for certain areas)10 —

30 Day Average 1.5 µg/m3 — —

Calendar Quarter —
1.5 µg/m3                            

(for certain areas)12

Rolling 3-Month 
Average

— 0.15 µg/m3

No 

24 Hour 25 µg/m3 Ion Chromatography
National

1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3)
Ultraviolet  

Fluorescence  Standards

24 Hour 0.01 ppm (26 µg/m3)
Gas 

Chromatography

For more information please call ARB-PIO at (916) 322-2990 California Air Resources Board (6/4/13)

Ultraviolet 
Fluorescence

Ultraviolet 
Flourescence; 

Spectrophotometry 
(Pararosaniline 

Method)

See footnote 13
Beta Attenuation and 

Transmittance 
through Filter Tape

Visibility 
Reduci ng 
Particles 13

Sulfates

Hydrog en 
Sulfide

Vinyl 
Chloride 11

Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant

Ozone (O3)

Respir able 
Particulate 

Matter (PM10) 8

Fine 
Parti culate 

Matter 
(PM2.5)8

Carbon 
Monoxi de 

(CO)

Averaging 
Time

Ultraviolet 
Photometry

Nitrogen 
Dioxi de (NO2)

9

Lead 11,12

Gas Phase 
Chemiluminescence

Gas Phase 
Chemiluminescence

Atomic Absorption

Ultraviolet 
Photometry

Sulfur Dioxide 
(SO2)

10

Inertial Separation 
and Gravimetric 

Analysis

Inertial Separation 
and Gravimetric 

Analysis

High Volume 
Sampler and Atomic 

Absorption

Non-Dispersive 
Infrared Photometry 

(NDIR)

Non-Dispersive 
Infrared Photometry 

(NDIR)

See footnotes on next page …

8 Hour            

Same as             
Primary Standard

California Standards 1 National Standards 2

Same as             
Primary Standard

Same as             
Primary Standard

Gravimetric or            
Beta Attenuation
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

For more information please call ARB-PIO at (916) 322-2990 California Air Resources Board (6/4/13)

In 1989, the ARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile visibility standard to 
instrumental equivalents, which are "extinction of 0.23 per kilometer" and "extinction of 0.07 per kilometer" for the statewide and Lake 
Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively.

On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were revoked. To 
attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each 
site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO2 national standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until one year after an area is 
designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in 
effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved.

On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 15 µg/m3 to 12.0 µg/m3. The existing national 24-

hour PM2.5 standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 µg/m3, as was the annual secondary standard of 15 µg/m3. The 

existing 24-hour PM10 standards (primary and secondary) of 150 µg/m3 also were retained. The form of the annual primary and 
secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3 years.

National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse 
effects of a pollutant.

The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 µg/m3 as a 
quarterly average) remains in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated 
nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 
standard are approved.

California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), nitrogen  dioxide, and 
particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles), are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be 
equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the 
California Code of Regulations.

National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than 
once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration measured at each site in a year, averaged over 
three years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24 hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per 

calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 µg/m3 is equal to or less than one. For PM2.5, the 24 hour standard is 
attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. Contact the U.S. 
EPA for further clarification and current national policies.

Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference 
temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference 
temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole 
of gas.

Any equivalent measurement method which can be shown to the satisfaction of the ARB to give equivalent results at or near the level of 
the air quality standard may be used.

National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.

To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at 
each site must not exceed 100 ppb. Note that the national 1-hour standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in 
units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the national 1-hour standard to the California standards the units can be converted 
from ppb to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm.

Note that the 1-hour national standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm). To 
directly compare the 1-hour national standard to the California standard the units can be converted to ppm. In this case, the national 
standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm.

Reference method as described by the U.S. EPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must have a “consistent 
relationship to the reference method” and must be approved by the U.S. EPA.

The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as 'toxic air contaminants' with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects 
determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for 
these pollutants. 
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City of Colfax 1 Resolution No. 10-2014
 

City of Colfax 
 

Resolution No.  10-2014 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF COLFAX: 
(1) CERTIFYING THE NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR PLANNING 

APPLICATION #TPM-03-13; AND 
(2) APPROVING AN APPLICATION (TPM-03-13) FOR THE PURPOSE OF 

SUBDIVIDING AN EXISTING 34.7 ACRE PARCEL INTO FOUR LOTS 
 

 

Whereas, the City of Colfax received Planning Application #TPM-03-13 for vesting tentative 
map-parcel map approval for the property located at Iowa Hill Road and Grandview Way (APN 
101-170-013-000) in the City of Colfax (the “Project); and 
 

Whereas, the City of Colfax, through the Planning Department, prepared an Initial Study and 
Negative Declaration of Environmental Impacts for the Project, including appendices; and 
 

Whereas, the City of Colfax Planning Commission (“Commission”) held a duly-noticed public 
hearing on the Project’s parcel map environmental documents on May 28, 2014; and 
 

Whereas, the Commission has reviewed and considered the proposed Initial Study and Negative 
Declaration of Environmental Impacts for the Project, including appendices; and 
 

Whereas, the Commission has reviewed and considered the staff report, any and all written 
comments received during the public review process, and any and all oral or written comments 
submitted at the public hearing; and 
 

Whereas, the Commission hereby rescinds the Colfax Pines 64-lot tentative subdivision map 
previously approved for the subject property on September 17, 1998. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of Colfax: 
 

(A) CERTIFICATION OF NEGATIVE DECLARATION  
1. That the Commission finds that the Negative Declaration has been completed in 

compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; 
2. That the Commission finds on the basis of the whole record before it, including 

the Initial Study and any comments received, that there is no substantial evidence that the Project 
will have a significant effect on the environment, because the mitigation measures described in 
the Initial Study and Negative Declaration of Environmental Impacts have been made part of the 
Project description and the Conditions further mitigating any potential impacts have been agreed 
to by the project applicant and property owner. 

3. That the Commission finds that the Initial Study and Negative Declaration reflect 
the independent judgment and analysis of the City as lead agency for the Project. 

4. That the Commission approves and certifies the Negative Declaration for the 
Project. 

5. That the City Clerk is directed to file a Notice of Determination with the Clerk of 
the County of Placer for the Project. 
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6. That the custodian of the documents comprising the record of proceedings is the 
Department head, or his/her designee, of the City of Colfax Planning Department, whose office 
is located at 33 S. Main Street, Colfax, CA 95713. 
 

(B) APPROVAL OF VESTING TENTATIVE MAP-PARCEL MAP  
1. That Planning Application #TPM-03-13 for vesting tentative map-parcel map 

approval is hereby approved subject to the following exhibits and findings: 
 

EXHIBIT 1 - VESTING TENTATIVE MAP-PARCEL MAP 
EXHIBIT 2 - NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
EXHIBIT 3 - CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 

FINDINGS: 
 

APPLICATION (#TPM-03-13) FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUBDIVIDING AN EXISTING 34.7 
ACRE PARCEL INTO FOUR LOTS: 
 

1. The proposed map, as conditioned, is consistent with the General Plan and 
applicable zoning requirements. 

2. The design or improvement of the proposed subdivision, as conditioned, is 
consistent with development standards applicable to pre-approved projects.  

3. The site is physically suitable for the proposed type of development. 
4. The site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development. 
5. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements, as conditioned, is not 

likely to cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or 
wildlife or their habitat. 

6. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements, as conditioned, is not 
likely to cause serious health problems. 

7. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements, as conditioned, will 
not conflict with easements, acquired by the public-at-large, for access through or use of property 
within the subdivision. 
 

Passed and Adopted this 28th day of May 2014 by the following roll call vote: 
 

Ayes:    
Noes:   
Absent:  
Abstain:         

                                                                
___________________________________ 

      Tony Hesch, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Lorraine Cassidy, City Clerk 
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For The May 28, 2014 Council Meeting 
 

FROM:  Mark Miller, City Manager

PREPARED BY:  Laurie Van Groningen, Finance Director

DATE:  May 21, 2014 

SUBJECT:  Introduction and First Reading of Ordinance No. 524: An Ordinance of The City of 
Colfax Authorizing Collection Of Delinquent Sewer Service Charges On the Placer 
County Secured and Unsecured Tax Roll for Fiscal Year 2014‐2015. 

 

X  N/A     FUNDED     UN‐FUNDED  AMOUNT:   FROM FUND:   

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Introduce the proposed Ordinance by title only, conduct a public hearing and 
thereafter by motion waive the first reading and continue for second reading and adoption at the June 
11th regularly scheduled council meeting to be effective 30 days thereafter. 

 
SUMMARY: 
Colfax Municipal Code (the “Code”) Title 13, Chapter 13.08, Article VI authorizes the City to collect delinquent 
sewer charges on the secured tax roll at the same time as general property taxes. The Code requires the City 
Council to adopt an ordinance by a two‐thirds vote in order to collect the delinquent charges on the tax roll. 
 
There are approximately 118 delinquent sewer service charge accounts that remain unpaid.  A written report 
containing a description of each parcel of real property for which there is a delinquent sewer service charge and 
the amount of each charge has been filed with the City Clerk and is attached.  All charges reflected in the 
written report have been computed in conformity with Title 13, Chapter 13.08, Article III of the Code.  
 
A public hearing is required before the proposed ordinance can be adopted.  Notice of the Public Hearing 
regarding the delinquent accounts was published in the Colfax Record once each week for two successive weeks 
prior to the hearing. A copy of the delinquent accounts report is on file at City Hall.  All property owners with a 
delinquent balance were notified in writing of the public hearing process. 
 
The purpose of the hearing is to allow the Council to hear objections and protests to the report. At the 
conclusion of the hearing, the Council may adopt, revise, change, reduce or modify any sewer service charge in 
the report, sustain or overrule any objections to the report and adopt or decline to adopt the report as 
modified.   If the report is adopted with or without modification, the City Clerk will file it with the County 
Auditor‐Controller and the charges reflected in the final report will be collected at the same time as ad valorem 
property taxes. 
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FISCAL IMPACT:   
 
As indicated on the attached report, there are $107,000 currently delinquent Sewer charges due to the City. 
 
BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS:   
 
Placer County requires a resolution containing specific provisions to be adopted in order to collect the 
delinquent charges on the tax roll. The Colfax Code requires an ordinance.  The 2nd reading and acceptance of 
the Ordinance is scheduled to be presented at the June 11th regularly scheduled meeting, along with the 
Resolution requesting collection of City sewer charges on the Placer County tax roll for the tax year 2014‐2015. 
 
In addition, a Resolution will be brought forward at the June 11th regularly scheduled meeting to confirm a 
delinquent waste collection report provided by Recology Auburn Placer and to place liens on said properties and 
special assessments upon property taxes pursuant to City of Colfax Municipal Code Section 8.20.130.  Similar to 
the Sewer process, property owners were duly notified and a lien hearing was held at City Hall. 
 
CONCLUSION:   

 
This process is cumbersome but essential to properly collecting delinquent sewer service charges on the tax roll. 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. Ordinance 524 including Exhibit A 
2. City of Colfax Report ‐ Delinquent Sewer Service Charges 
3. Schedule of Activities for Placing Delinquent Sewer and Garbage Charges on Annual Tax rolls 
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CITY OF COLFAX 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 524 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF COLFAX AUTHORIZING COLLECTION OF DELINQUENT SEWER 

SERVICE CHARGES ON THE PLACER COUNTY SECURED TAX ROLL FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014-2015 
 

 The City Council of the City of Colfax does ordain as follows:  
 
Section 1:  
 
The Colfax City Council authorizes the collection of delinquent sewer services charges on the Placer County 
secured tax roll as set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein.   
 
Section 2. Superseding Provisions 
 
The provisions of this ordinance and any resolution adopted pursuant hereto shall supersede any previous 
ordinance or resolution to the extent the same is in conflict herewith.  
 
Section 3. Severability 
 
If any section, phrase, sentence or portion of this ordinance is for any reason held invalid or unconstitutional by 
any court of competent jurisdiction, the invalid or unconstitutional portion shall be deemed a separate, distinct 
and independent provision and such holding shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions hereof.  
 
Section 4.  Effective Date 
 
This ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after its adoption. 
 
Section 5. Publication 
 
This ordinance shall, within 15 days after its adoption, be published or posted in accordance with Section 36933 
of the Government Code of the State of California with the names of those City Council members voting for and 
against it. 
 
The foregoing ordinance was introduced at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Colfax duly held 
on the 28th day of May, 2014, and passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the City Council duly held on the 
11th day of June, 2014, by the following vote:  
 
AYES:  
NOES:  
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN:  
        ______________________________ 
        Tony Hesch 
        Mayor  
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:     ATTEST:  
 
_______________________________    _____________________________ 
Alfred Cabral       Lorraine Cassidy 
City Attorney       City Clerk  
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Ordinance 524 
 

Exhibit A 
 

Recitals 
 
 This Ordinance has been enacted with regard to the following facts and circumstances: 
 

A. Colfax Municipal Code Title 13, Chapter 13.08, Article VI authorizes the City of 
Colfax (“City”) to collect delinquent sewer services charges which have accrued on the secured 
tax roll in the same manner and at the same time as general property taxes; and  
 

B. A written report attached  to this Ordinance (the “Report”) containing a 
description of each parcel of real property receiving sewer services and the amount of delinquent 
charges for each parcel has been prepared and filed with the City Clerk in accordance with 
Colfax Municipal Code §13.08.320; and  
 

C. Notice of the filing of the Report and notice of the time and place of the hearing 
thereon by the City Council has been duly given and published as required by Colfax Municipal 
Code §13.08.330; and  
 

D. At the June 11, 2014 hearing the City Council heard and considered all objections 
and protests to the Report and determined that protests were not made by the owners of a 
majority of the separate parcels of property described in the Report; and 
 

E. At the conclusion of the hearing, after incorporating all revisions to the Report 
that the Council deemed necessary and after addressing or overruling all objections to the Report 
the Council found and determined that each charge as described in the Report is due, owing and 
unpaid; and  
 
 F. The County has required as a condition of the collection of said charges that the 
City warrant the legality of said charges and defend and indemnify the County from any 
challenge to the legality thereof. 
 

Ordinance 
 
1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct statements of fact and are hereby incorporated 

into this Ordinance. 
 
2. The Report attached hereto is adopted and that adoption is final. The City Clerk is hereby 

authorized to file with the Placer County Auditor-Controller a copy of this Ordinance, the 
Report and any related resolutions. 

 
3. The Auditor-Controller of Placer County is requested to attach for collection on the 

County tax rolls those taxes, assessments, fees and/or charges, listed on the Report 
attached to this Ordinance. 
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4. The City warrants and represents that the taxes, assessments, fees and/or charges imposed 

by the City and being requested to be collected by Placer County comply with all 
requirements of state law, including but not limited to Articles XIIIC and XIIID of the 
California Constitution (Proposition 218). 

 
4. The City releases and discharges County, and its officers, agents and employees from any 

and all claims, demands, liabilities, costs and expenses, damages, causes of action, and 
judgments, in any manner arising out of the collection by County on the property tax roll 
of any taxes, assessments, fees and/or charges on behalf of City. 

 
5. In consideration for the County’s collection of the charge through the County’s property 

tax roll, the City agrees to and shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County, its 
officers, agents and employees  (the “Indemnified Parties”) from any and all claims, 
demands, liabilities, costs and expenses, damages, causes of action, and judgments, in 
any manner arising out of the collection by County of any of  City’s said taxes, 
assessments, fees and/or charges requested to be collected by County for the City, or in 
any manner arising out of City’s establishment and imposition of said taxes, assessments, 
fees and/or charges. City agrees that, in the event a judgment is entered in a court of law 
against any of the Indemnified Parties as a result of the collection of one of City’s taxes, 
assessments, fees and/or charges, the County may offset the amount of the judgment from 
any other monies collected by County on behalf of City, including property taxes. 

          
6. The City agrees that its officers, agents and employees will cooperate with the County by 

responding to all inquiries referred to City by County from any person concerning the 
City’s taxes, assessments, fees and/or charges, and that City will not refer such persons to 
County officers and employees for response. 

 
7. The City agrees to pay the County for the reasonable and ordinary charges to recoup its 

costs of placement and collection on the tax rolls at the agreed upon rate of 1% of the 
taxes, assessments, fees and/or charges, as provided by Government Code sections 29304 
and 51800. 
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For the May 28, 2014 Council Meeting 
 

FROM:  Mark Miller ,City Manager 

PREPARED By:  Nicholas J. Ponticello, City Engineer 

SUBJECT:  Room Four, LLC, Parcel Map 01‐11, a three lot parcel map splitting Assessor Parcel 
Number 100‐230‐035 consisting of existing occupied facilities containing Buzz‐
Thru‐Joes, TJ’s Roadhouse, and Colfax Motor Lodge. 

 

X  N/A     FUNDED     UN‐FUNDED  AMOUNT:    FROM FUND:   

 

RECOMMENDED  ACTION:  Adopt Resolution 11‐2014 to approve Parcel Map 01‐11 and accept the 
corresponding reciprocal easement agreement. 

 
ISSUE STATEMENT AND DISCUSSION: 
 
On April 24, 2013, after continuance of the April 10th meeting, the Planning Commission conditionally 
approved a Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) of Room Four, LLC.  A copy of the Planning Commission Conditions 
of Approval (COA) are included as Attachment A. 
 
The Parcel Map (PM), included as Attachment B, will create three parcels that will be accessed from South 
Auburn Street in the same manner that they are currently.  The map provided in this staff report is a copy 
of the unsigned original.  The signed original is held by the City Engineer until it is approved for recording by 
this resolution.  The COA require a reciprocal parking and drainage agreement, a copy of which is included 
as Attachment C.  This agreement will be recorded with the PM.  During the Planning Commission meeting, 
Commissioner McKinney requested that the City retain the right to review and approve any future 
modifications to the agreement.  That right is provided in the agreement in Article 16 on page 8. 
 
The COA require the subdivider to separate the sewer lateral between Parcel 1 (Buzz‐Thru‐Joes) and Parcel 
2 (TJ’s Roadhouse).  The improvement was completed in April 2014 and the condition is satisfied. 
 
This PM has no easements or offers of dedication.  The City Engineer states that the PM is substantially the 
same as it appeared on the approved TPM, that all provisions of the Subdivision Map Act and local 
ordinances applicable at the time of approval of the TPM have been complied with. 
 
Approval of the TPM included four environmental mitigations; one for the establishment of a sewer lateral 
easement and three for inspection, repair, and construction of sewer laterals.  The lateral easement was 
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not required because the subdivider was not granted a variance and was required by the Planning 
Commission to construct as new sewer lateral directly from Parcel 1 to the City sewer main in S. Auburn 
Street.  The subdivider has completed the other mitigations.  The subdivider has complied with CEQA. 
 
FINANCIAL AND/OR POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
There is no financial burden placed upon the City by the actions requested.  The developer pays all City 
costs incurred to check, process and record the map, and check and inspect the improvements. 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS: 
Attachment A:  Parcel Map Conditions of Approval 
Attachment B:  Parcel Map 
Attachment C:  Reciprocal Easement Agreement 
Resolution 11‐2014: Parcel Map 01‐11 Approval 
 
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:  
This report was not discussed by any committee. 
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Recording Requested By and
When Recorded Mail To:

Reynolds Maddux LLP
clo R. Monti Reynolds
500 Auburn Folsom Road, Suite 210
Auburn, CA 95603

Space Above This Line For Recorder's Use Only

RECIPROCAL EASEMENT AGREEMENT

THIS RECIPROCAL EASEMENT AGREEMENT (this "Agreement"), dated for reference
purposes only as of , 2014, is made and entered into by Room Four, LLC, a
California limited liability company ("Subdivider").

RECITALS

The undersigned enters into this Agreement with reference to the following facts:

A. Subdivider is the legal owner of that certain real property, located in the City of
Colfax, County of Placer, State of California, more particularly described in Exhibit A attached
hereto and incorporated by reference (the "Property").

B. Subdivider has subdivided the Property into three separate legal parcels by means of a
Parcel Map, recorded (the "Map").

C. The three separate legal parcels created by the Map are labeled on the Map as "Parcel
1", "Parcel 2", and "Parcel 3" and are referred to as such in this Agreement. Parcel I is the most
northerly parcel. Parcel 3 is the most southerly parcel. Parcel 2 lies between Parcell and Parcel 3.
Parcel I, Parcel 2 and Parcel 3 are sometimes individually referred to as a "Pared' and collectively
as the "Parcels".

D. Among other things, Parcel I presently contains a restaurant with a drive through
facility. Among other things, Parcel 2 presently contains a two-story building housing a restamant on
the top floor and mixed conunercial space on the bottom floor. Among other things, Parcel 3
presently contains a motel complex.

E. As a condition of approval of the Map, the City of Colfax (the "City") has required
that this Agreement be executed and recorded by Subdivider so that if and when any or all of the
Parcels are conveyed to third pm1ies, rights of access over and parking, signage and propane tank
usage on the various Parcels shall be established.
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F. The locations of the easements referenced in this Agreement are designated on page 3 of
the Map, titied "Easement Location Map" (the "Locatiofl Page")

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual agreements contained herein and for
good and valuable consideration the receipt and adequacy of which is hereby acknowledged, the
lmdersigned hereby declares and agrees as follows:

AGREEMENT

1. Construction of Document / CC&Rs.

The purpose of this Agreement is to establish rights of access over and parking, signage and
propane tank usage on Parcel I, Parcel 2 and Parcel 3 if and when any or all of such Parcels are
conveyed to separate parties. The easements contained in titis Agreement shall be deemed to become
effective immediately and shall be operative at any time separate tenancy or ownership of the Parcels
occurs or reoccurs. otvvithstanding that Subdivider owns all of the Parcels today, the easements
conveyed shall not be subject to the doctrine of merger or any other doctrine that would tenninate or
preclude the granting of an easement over one's own property. If any such doctrine carmot be waived
or be deemed to apply notwithstanding the foregoing sentence, then this Agreement shall be
interpreted as and constitute a declaration of covenants, conditions and restrictions ("CC&Rs"),
binding on the Subdivider and its successors-in-interest. The benefit and burden of such CC&Rs
shall run with the land, binding successive owners. Such CC&Rs shall be for the benefit of the
current and successive owners and the City. Accordingly, it is hereby declared that the Property shall
be held, sold, conveyed, leased, rented, encumbered and used subject to the terms of this Agreement,
including its easements, rights, assessments, liens, charges, covenants, servitudes, restrictions,
limitations, conditions and uses to which the Property may be put, hereby specifying that this
Agreement shall operate for the mutual benefit of the owners of all Parcels (collectively, the
"Owflers") and shall constitute equitable servitudes and covenants that run with the land. This
Agreement shall be binding on and for the benefit of the Owners, the City and each of their respective
successors and assigns, and all subsequent Owners of all or any part of the Property, together Witil all
of the foregoing parties' grantees, successors, heirs, executors, administrators, devisees, assigns and
lessees, and shall be imposed upon all of the Parcels as equitable servitudes' in favor of each and
every other Parcel and owner thereof as the dominant tenement.

2. Grant of Easements Benefiting Parcel 2.

a. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the owner of Parcel 2 ("Owfler
2") and his or her successors and assigns in perpetuity are hereby granted a nonexclusive easement
upon, over and across that portion of Parcel I labeled "Area A" on the Locations Page ("Area A") for
the ingress and egress of vehicles (including, without limitation, trucks, delivery vehicles and heavy
equipment) and pedestrians to, from and between all portions of Parcel 2 and Area C (as defined
below) (the "2 Over J Access Easemeflt"). Such easement shall burden and run with Parcel I, shall
be appurtenant to and run with Parcel 2 (and each portion thereof, if further subdivided), and shall
inure to the benefit of Owner 2 and his or her successors and assigns.

2

ATTACHMENT C
ITEM 6A

10 of 22

Agenda Packet Page #86



b. Subject to the tenns and conditions of this Agreement, Owner 2 and his or her
successors and assigns in perpetuity are hereby granted a nonexclusive easement upon, over and
across those portions of Parcel 1 labeled "Area B" on the Locations Page ("Area B") for the parking
of vehicles of visitors, customers and other invitees of Owner 2, of his or her successors and assigns
and of any and all lessees or sublessees conducting business on or otherwise using Parcel 2 (the "2
Over 1 Parking Easement"). Parking shall be on a "first come first served" basis with other parties
with the right to park on Parcel 1. Parking shall be only in marked parking spaces. The owner of
Parcell ("Owner 1") shall not grant a parking easement on Parcel I to any third party. Neither
Owner I nor Owner 2 shall designate reserved spaces (other than handicapped spaces) within Area B.
Neither Owner I nor Owner 2 shall engage in or allow overnight parking within Area B. The 2 Over
I Parking Easement shall burden and run with Parcel I, shall be appurtenant to and run with Parcel 2
(and each portion thereof, if further subdivided), and shall inure to the benefit of Owner 2 and his or
her successors and assigns.

c. Subject to the tenns and conditions of this Agreement, Owner 2 and his or her
successors and assigns in perpetuity are hereby granted an easement upon, above, over and across
those two portions of Parcel 1 labeled "Area C" on the Locations Page ("Area C') for the placement,
maintenance, repair and replacement of signage by Owner 2 and his or her successors and assigns
(the "2 Over 1 Signage Easement"); provided that all such signage shall comply with all City signage
ordinances and shall be subject to the provisions of Section 6. This paragraph shall not be construed
as granting each occupant of Parcel 2 an independent right to have a sign but rather that Parcel 2 as a
whole shall have certain signage rights that shall be allocated between such parties in accordance with
Section 6 and various agreements ananged by Owner 2 and his or her successors and assigns. The 2
Over 1 Signage Easement shall burden and run with Parcell, shall be appurtenant to and run with
Parcel 2 (and each portion thereof, if further subdivided), and shall inure to the benefit of Owner 2
and his or her successors and assigns.

d. Subject to the tenns and conditions of this Agreement, Owner 2 and his or her
successors and assigns in perpetuity are hereby granted an easement upon, above, over and across that
portion of Parcel 3 labeled "Area D" on the Locations Page ("Area D") for the placement,
replacement, maintenance and repair of propane tanks, meters and similar ancillary machinery and
underground propane pipelines by Owner 2 and his or her successors and assigns (the "2 Over 3
Propane Easement"). Such easement shall burden and run with Parcel 3, shall be appurtenant to and
run with Parcel 2 (and each portion thereof, if D.lrther subdivided), and shall inure to the benefit of
Owner 2 and his or her successors and assigns.

e. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, Owner 2 and his or her
successors and assigns in perpetuity are hereby granted a nonexclusive easement upon, over and
across that portion of Parcel 3 labeled "Area E" on the Locations Page ("Area E') for the ingress and
egress of vehicles (including, without limitation, trucks, delivery vehicles and heavy equipment) and
pedestrians to, from and between Parcel 2 and Area D (the "2 Over 3 Propane Access Easement")
solely for purposes of accessing Area D for purposes of exercising rights under the 2 Over 3 Propane
Easement. Such easement shall burden and run with Parcel 3, shall be appurtenant to and run with
Parcel 2 (and each portion thereof, if further subdivided), and shall inure to the benefit of Owner 2
and his or her successors and assigns.

3
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3. Grant of Easements Benefiting Parcel 3.

a. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the owner of Parcel 3 ("Owner
3") and his or her successors and assigns in perpetuity are hereby granted a nonexclusive easement
upon, over and across that p011ion of Parcel 2 labeled "Area F" on the Locations Page ("Area F') for
the ingress and egress of vehicles (including, without limitation, trucks, delivery vehicles and heavy
equipment) and pedestrians to, from and between all portions of Parcel 3 (the "3 Over 2 Access
Easement"). Such easement shall burden and run with Parcel 2, shall be appurtenant to and run with
Parcel 3 (and each portion thereof, if further subdivided), and shall inure to the benefit of Owner 3
and his or her successors and assigns.

b. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, Owner 3 and his or her
successors and assigns in perpetuity are hereby granted an easement upon, above, over and across
Area C for the placement, maintenance, repair and replacement of signage by Owner 3 and his or her
successors and assigns (the "3 Over 1 Signage Easement"); provided that all such signage shall
comply with all City signage ordinances and shall be subject to the provisions of Section 6. This
paragraph shall not be construed as granting each occupant of Parcel 3 an independent right to have a
sign but rather that Parcel 3 as a whole shall have certain signage rights that shall be allocated
between such parties in accordance with Section 6 and various agreements alTanged by Owner 3 and
his or her successors and assigns. The 3 Over 1 Signage Easement shall bmden and run with Parcel
I, shall be appurtenant to and run with Parcel 3 (and each portion thereof, if further subdivided), and
shall inure to the benefit of Owner 3 and his or her successors and assigns.

c. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, Owner 3 and his or her
successors and assigns in perpetuity are hereby granted a nonexclusive easement upon, over and
across Area A for the ingress and egress of vehicles (including, without limitation, trucks, delivery
vehicles and heavy equipment) and pedestrians to, from and between the public right of way and
Area C (the "3 Over 1 Signage Access Easement") solely for purposes of accessing Area C for
purposes of exercising its rights under the 3 Over I Signage Easement. Such easement shall burden
and run with Parcel I, shall be appurtenant to and run with Parcel 3 (and each portion thereof, if
further subdivided), and shall inure to the benefit of Owner 3 and his or her successors and assigns.

4. Acknowledgements, Easements and CC&Rs as to Storm Water Runoff.

It is acknowledged that the Parcels are located on a slope with Parcell generally being the
highest in elevation and Parcel 3 generally being the lowest. Presently, a portion of the stonn water
runoff from Parcel I flows onto Parcel 2 and a portion of the stonn water nmoff from Parcel 2 flows
onto Parcel 3. Certain improvements cWTently channel portions of the stonn water collecting on the
various Parcels and concentrate its discharge on the adjoining Parcel downslope. The Owners and
each of their successors and assigns in perpetuity shall accept the stOlm water runoff of the upslope
Parcels whether as natural sheet flow, as it is currently being redirected or concentrated or as it may
be required to be redirected or concentrated to comply with cUlTent or future City or other
governmental agency laws, mles or regulations. Each of the Owners shall not change the current
concentration or direction patterns except as reasonably necessary to comply with current or future
City or other governmental agency laws, rules.or regulations.
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5. General Easement Provisions

a. All of the easements granted pursuant to this Agreement may be referred to
individually as an "Easement" and collectively as the "Easements". The 2 Over I Access Easement,
the 3 Over 2 Access Easement, the 2 Over 3 Propane Access Easement and the 3 Over I Signage
Access Easement are sometimes individually referred to as an ''Access Easement" and collectively as
the ''Access Easements". The 2 Over I Signage Easement and the 3 Over I Signage Easement are
sometimes individually refelTed to as a "Signage Easement" and collectively as the "Signage
Easements".

b. Should any of the Parcels be subdivided into smaller parcels in the future, the
Easements shall service, burden, be appurtenant to, run with and inure to the benefit of such smaller
parcels, their owners and the successors and assigns; provided this paragraph shall not be construed as
granting each subdivided parcel of Parcel 2 or Parcel 3 an independent right under the Signage
Easements, such rights to allocated prior to any subdivision.

c. All Owners and future owners of the Parcels are prohibited from performing any
activities on their respective Parcels that would unreasonably interfere with or be detrimental to the
proper use and function of the Easements. However, the Owners and future owners of the Propel1ies
may use their property for any purpose which will not unreasonably interfere with the lawful use of
the Easements, including without limitation installing, maintaining, and repairing structures, utilities
and other improvements on their Parcels.

d. All Owners and future owners of the Parcels are prohibited from impairing, impeding
or otherwise delaying the use of the Access Easements in any way, including, without limitation, the
installation of any gate or similar device within the areas affected by such easements.

6. Signs.

a. Area C consists of two areas on Parcel I, one in the Northeast corner of Parcel I
("Area CNE') and one in the Southwest corner of Parcel I ("Area CSW'). Area CNE contains two
40+ foot high, freeway visible poles, one of which holds a sign reading "EAT" (the sign and pole
collectively being the "Eat Sign") and the other holds a several signs, the largest of which reads
"MOTEL" (the signs and pole collectively being the "Motel Sign"). Area CSW contains a sign
depicted on Exhibit B hereto (the "Monument Sign"), the top portion of which currently advertises
the motel on Parcel 3 and the bottom four portions of which advertise the restaurant and other
businesses on Parcel Two. All signs referenced in this Section and any further signs that may be
added by amendment of this Agreement are sometimes individually referred to as a "Sign" and
collectively as the "Signs"). No Owner or third party shall erect, install, or otherwise utilize signs or
other advertising or decorative materials within Area C other than as set forth in this Section and in
compliance with all City and other applicable signage law, rules and regulations. No Owner or third
party shall change the content of any Sign except as may be allowed below.

b. Owner I and Owner 2 and their respective successors and assigns shall equally share
the maintenance costs of the Eat Sign and the power thereto. They may change the content of the Eat
Sign only upon written agreement of both Owners. Owner 3 and his or her respective successors and
assigns shall bear the maintenance costs and control the content of the Motel Sign and the power
thereto. All three owners shall equally share any and all maintenance costs of Area CNE not
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otherwise allocated in this paragraph.

c. Owner 2 and Owner 3 and their respective successors and assigns shall equally share
the maintenance costs of Area CSW and the Monument Sign, except as stated to the contrary below.
Owner 3 and his or her successors and assigns, shall control and may change, at Owner 3's sole cost
and expense, the content of the top portion of the Monument Sign that currently advertises the motel
on Parcel 3. Owner 2 and his or her successors and assigns, shall control and may change, at Owner
2's sole cost and expense, the content of the bottom four portions of the Monument Sign that
currently advertise the restaurant and other tenants of Parcel 2.

d. If and when necessary, all Signs shall be replaced, reconstructed and maintained in a
first class manner and with first class materials. Signs shall not be changed in size, material, shape or
general color scheme without first obtaining (i) any required approval of the City and of any other
applicable governmental authority, and (ii) the written consent of all then current Owners, which
consent shall not be unreasonably withheld or delayed. All such changes shall be professionally
designed. Parties responsible for Sign maintenance shall maintain Parcel I free from any and
mechanic or materialmen's liens.

7. Access and Parking Maintenance and Repair.

a. Owner I and Owner 2, and their respective successors and assigns, shall equally share
the cost of cleaning and maintaining Area A and Area B. Owner 2 and Owner 3, and their respective
successors and assigns, shall equally share the cost of cleaning and maintaining Area D, Area E and
Area F. Maintenance shall include, without limitation, paving, resealing and restriping paved areas as
needed to keep them in an attractive condition and in good repair. The reasonable determination of
when maintenance actions are necessary shall be made by the Owner of the burdened parcel. Such
Owner shall seek reasonable third party bids for the maintenance action and provide a copy of such
bids to the benefited Owner. If the benefited Owner fails to pay to the contractor its share of the
reasonable bid within 30 days of presentment, then the burdened Owner may either temlinate the
project or proceed at its own cost. If the burdened Owner proceeds, the benefited Owner shall
reimburse it for half of its costs; provided that if such reimbursement does not occur within thirty (30)
day of presentment of the demand for reimbursement accompanied by proof of payment, the rights of
the benefited Owner over the repaired area may suspended until such time as reimbursement is paid
in fujI.

b. Notwithstanding the provisions of the foregoing paragraph to the contrary, if any Owner's
or their invitees use of an easement cause damage to the paving, sealing or striping of any easement
area, then the damaging Owner shall be fully responsible for the repair of the damage. Failure to
promptly repair and replace damage shall result in the suspension of all easement rights under this
Agreement.

c. All maintenance under this section shall be conducted by licensed contractors carrying
commercially reasonable levels of insurance. All maintenance shall be conducted in such a maimer
as to maintain the underlying Parcel free and clear from any and all mechanics and materialmens
liens.

6
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Indemnity.

Each Owner and its successors and assigns (each an "Indemnitor") shall indenmify, defend
and hold the other Owners and their successors and assigns (each an "Indemnitee") free and harmless
from any and all claims, liabilities, judgments, losses, costs or expenses, including attorneys' fees,
arising or resulting from or attributable to (a) the Indemnitor's use of the Easement Areas, or any use
by his or her tenants or Indemnitor's or such tenants' agents, invitees or contractors, or (b)
Indemnitor's material breach of its obligations arising under this Agreement.

8. Insurance.

Each Owner and each their respective successors and assigns shall procure and maintain in
full force and effect a policy of commercial general liability insurance protecting and insUling both
the insuring Owner and the Owner of any Parcel that is burdened by and an Easement benefiting the
insuring Owner's Parcel from any damage or injury occUlTing on the insuring Owner's Parcel and on
within any Easement that benefits the insuring Owner's Parcel. Such insurance shall be underwritten
by companies duly authorized to conduct business in the State of California. Such insurance shall
have a combined single limit of liability of not less than Two Million Dollars ($2,000,000.00). Upon
request by any Owner, any insuring Owner shall provide a certificate of insurance demonstrating
compliance with this Section.

9. No Additional Rights.

Each Owner acknowledges and agrees that this Agreement reflects all of his or her respective
rights with respect to the other Owners' Parcels and that he or she has no additional rights to pass
over the other Parcels other than those as described in this Agreement.

11. Governing Law and Venue.

This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of California without regard to its
conflict of laws provisions. Venue for any civil proceeding shall be in the Superior Courts in and for
the County of Placer.

12. Successors and Assigns.

All covenants and agreements contained herein shall apply to and run with the land. This
Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and be binding on the parties hereto and their successors
and assigns, including all subsequent owners of any portion of the Property. All purchasers or
subsequent owners of these properties, by the acceptance of deeds or the signing of agreements,
shall thereby agree to be bound by the covenants contained herein.

13. Attorneys' Fees.

If any legal action, arbitration or proceeding is commenced by any party to enforce or
interpret any provision of this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover from the
losing party reasonable attorneys' fees and court costs in such amounts as shall be set by the court or
arbitrator.
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14. Entire Agreement.

This Agreement constitutes the entire tmderstanding of the parties with respect to its subject
matter and supersedes all negotiations and prior agreements between or among the parties. The
parties have made no representations, arrangements, or understandings concerning this Agreement
which are not fully expressed herein.

15. Full Understanding.

All parties have executed this document with full knowledge of its significance and hereby
accept all of its tern1S. All parties have been advised to consult with their own attorneys, consultants
or experts regarding this Agreement and they have had an opporttmity to do so if desired. All parties
participated in drafting this Agreement and no provision shall be interpreted in favor of or against a
party based on which party drafted such provision.

16. Amendment.

This Agreement and the location of the areas encumbered by the Easements Areas may
only be modified, amended or terminated by a written agreement signed by all of the then current
legal owners of all portions of the Property; provided however, that any such amendment of this
Agreement shall be approved in writing by the City prior to its execution and recording. City
approval shall not be unreasonably withheld or delayed. Any amendment that is not approved in
writing or ratified by the City shall be null and void and of no force and effect.

fN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned parties have read this Agreement and have
duly executed this Agreement on the date wTitten herein, effective as of the date set forth above.

SUBDIVIDER

DATED: 5 -;'t - I 'I-

AAF260-2

ROOM FOUR, LLC, a California

limi~y

BY~t;;Wi);jZ,
~~(LLX~U

SignaTUre must be acknowledged by a Notary Public
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EXHIBIT A

(LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY)

EXHIBITB

(DRAWING OR PICTURE OF CURRENT MONUMENT SIGN)
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State of CA

County of Placer

On 14th day of May, 2014 before me, Marianne Bagwell a Notary Public, personally appeared Steve Williams and Stacy
Williams and Penelope L. Todd, who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose
name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity
upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

L.MARIANNE BAGWEll(
• COlli'" 2037254 Ul
~ NOTIlIV PlI8Ut-CAlIfOftlCIA _
" Pl.\CtlCoum 1
~ IIVCOIII.E1P.SEP.13,2017-(Seal)

Marianne Bagwell
(typed or printed)

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY und r the laws of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is true and
correct.

MB(mb
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Exhibit "A"
Legal Description

A portion of the Northwest one-quarter of Section 1, Township 11 North, Range 7 East, M D.M.,
being also a portion of the Parcel of land shown and designated as Parcel "4" on that certain map
entitled "Parcel Map No 75227", etc, filed May 27, 1993, in Book 27 of Parcel Maps, at Page 116,
Placer County Records, described as follows:

Beginning at the most southerly Southwest corner of said Parcel "4" as shown and designated on the
above forementioned parcel map; running thence along the West line of said parcel "4", North
12°11'36" East 30285 feet to the Northwesterly comer of the Parcel being described, thence along
the North line of the parcel being described, North 69°46'59" East 27650 feet to a point on the
centerline of a stream, thence along the centerline of the stream the following four (4) consecutive
courses. (1) North 56°07'17" East 46.80 feet; thence (2) North 24°00'30" East 45.22 feet, thence (3)
North 51°15'52" East 3172 feet; thence (4) South 62°41'05" East 16.72 feet; thence leaving the
stream centerline North 62°53'53" East 230 24 feet to a point on the East line of said Parcel "4";
thence along the East line South 01°11'46" West 484 51 feet to the Southeast corner of said Parcel
"4"; thence along the South line South 89°46'50" West 63787 feet to the point of beginning

Excepting from a portion of said land all oil, gas and other hydrocarbons and minerals, as the same
were reserved by Bank of America National Trust and SaVings Association in Deed recorded August
1, 1945 in Book 457 Page 15 Official Records of Placer County.

Also excepting from a portion of said land all oil, gas, minerals and other hydrocarbons at a depth of
100 feet or more below the surface thereof, as set forth in Quitclaim Deed form Capital Company to
Ray Niegel recorded March 21,1961 under recorder's Series No. 3936, Placer County Records

Together with an easement for road and utility purposes, as shown on that certain map fiied in Book
27 of Parcel Maps, at Page 118, Placer County Records and recorded in Document 91-000631,
Placer County Official Records

Also together with an easement for road purposes, as shown on that certain map filed in Book 27 of
Parcel Maps, at Page 118, Placer County Records and recorded in those deeds in Volume 876 at
Page 626; Volume 676 at Page 534 and Volume 900 at Page 235, filed in Placer County Official
Records.

Apn: 037-011-066
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City of Colfax 
 

Resolution No.   11 - 2014 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COLFAX APPROVING 
PARCEL MAP 01-11 AND ACCEPTING THE CORRESPONDING RECIPROCAL 

EASEMENT AGREEMENT. 
 

 WHEREAS, the City of Colfax Planning Commission conditionally approved the Tentative 
Parcel Map 01-11 and adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the parcel map ; and  
 

 WHEREAS, the subdivider has prepared the parcel map through a licensed professional and 
a reciprocal easement agreement as required by the Conditions of Approval; and  
 

 WHEREAS, the Contract City Surveyor has checked the parcel map and found it to be 
technically correct; and the Contract City Engineer has found it to be in substantial conformance with 
the Tentative Parcel Map, the Conditions of Approval and the State Subdivision Map Act; and  
 

 WHEREAS, the City Engineer has accepted as to form the reciprocal easement agreement 
and all improvements; and 
 

 WHEREAS, the parcel map conforms to the Mitigated Negative Declarations under the 
California Environmental Quality Act and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Colfax as 
follows: 
 

1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct statements of fact and are incorporated into 
this Resolution by this reference. 

 

2. Approves Parcel Map 01-11 and accepts the corresponding reciprocal easement 
agreement. 

 

3. Authorizes the City Clerk to record the parcel map and reciprocal easement 
agreement together with the Placer County Recorder once all fees owed to the City of 
Colfax related to this map are paid in full.  

 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED, this 28th day of May, 2014, by the City Council of the City of 
Colfax, by the following roll call vote: 
 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

______________________________ 
Tony Hesch, Mayor 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Lorraine Cassidy, City Clerk 
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FOR THE May 28, 2014 COUNCIL MEETING 
 

FROM:  Mark Miller, City Manager

PREPARED BY:  Laurie Van Groningen, Finance Director

DATE:  May 14, 2014 

SUBJECT:  City of Colfax Cash Summary Report: April 30, 2014 

 

X  N/A     FUNDED     UN‐FUNDED  AMOUNT:   FROM FUND:   

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Approve and File City of Colfax Cash Summary Report: April 30, 2014. 

SUMMARY: 
Staff recommends that the Council accepts and files the Colfax Cash Summary Report: for April 2014. 
 

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS:   
These monthly financial reports include General Fund Unassigned Cash Analysis Graphs and the City of Colfax 
Cash Summary Report (with supporting documentation).  The reports are prepared monthly on a cash basis and 
are reconciled to the General Ledger accounting system, previous reports and bank statements.  Detailed 
budget comparisons are provided as a mid‐year report (as presented at February 26, 2014 meeting) and also as 
part of the proposed budget process each year. 
 

The purpose of the reports is to provide status of funds and transparency for council and the public of the 
financial transactions of the City. 
 

CONCLUSION:   

The attached reports reflect an overview of the financial transactions of the City of Colfax in April 2014.   
Monthly highlights include: 

 Received final reimbursement for the Pond3/I&I Mitigation/SCADA project from the State Water 
Board ‐ $612K 

 Paid off County loan ‐ $1,000K 
 Made final payment on Settlement Agreement  

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. General Fund Unassigned Cash Analysis Graphs 
a. Cash Analysis – Balance 
b. Cash Balance Activity 
c. Expenses by Month 
d. Revenues by Month 

2. Cash Summary – March 2014 
a. Cash Transaction Report – by individual fund 
b. Check Register Report  
c. Daily Cash Summary Report 
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For the May 28, 2014 Council Meeting 
 

FROM:  Mark Miller ,City Manager 

PREPARED By:  Staff 

SUBJECT:  Consideration of Adoption of Resolution No. 12‐2014: A Resolution Approving 
Amendment No. 2 To Contract No. 13143 With County Of Placer, Office Of Sheriff‐
Coroner‐Marshal Increasing Payment For Law Enforcement Services For Fiscal Year 
July 1, 2014 – June 30, 2015, or Direct Staff to Minimize Cost Increases by Adjusting 
Service Levels. 

 

  N/A   X  FUNDED     UN‐FUNDED  AMOUNT:  $635,141 
FROM FUND:  General Fund 
pending adoption of 2014‐
2015 City  Budget

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Adopt Resolution No. 12‐2014 Increasing Contract Amount or Direct Staff to 
Adjust Service Level to Minimize Cost Increase. 

 
ISSUE STATEMENT AND DISCUSSION: 
 
Effective July 1, 2012, the City and Placer County executed a three‐year agreement for the provision of law 
enforcement services by the Placer County Sheriff –Coroner‐Marshals Office. That contract expires June 30, 
2015. The base contract price for those services was $603,432 for Fiscal Year July 1, 2013 ‐June 30, 2014. 
The contract anticipates annual adjustments to account for increases in salaries, liability insurance, vehicle 
rates and overall cost of living.  
 
City staff and the Sheriff’s Office representative have been negotiating the upcoming fiscal year contract, 
and  the  Sheriff’s Office  has  been  very  sensitive  to  the  City’s  revenue  challenges.    The  increased  costs 
proposed  for the Colfax contract  ($31,709) are  in a  large part due to mandated  increases  in the Sheriff’s 
costs.  One option to essentially maintain current costs, is to reduce the hours of service by 2 hours in the 
period from 7:30 AM to 9:30 AM on Thursday, Friday, Saturday and Sunday.  These times correspond to the 
time of least emergency activity.  Sherriff’s officers would still respond to emergencies, but response time 
would increase slightly.  See the attached May 21, 2014 Memo from the Sheriff’s Office. 
 
If City Council directs staff to amend the contact  for  increased cost, the attached proposed resolution to 
amend  the  Sheriff’s  contract  includes  an  increase  of  $31,709  for  Fiscal  Year  2014  –  2015,  to  a  total  of 
$635,141. This represents a 5% increase over Fiscal Year 2013 – 2014. Payments in the amount of $150,858 
each will be paid quarterly beginning October 1, 2014. 
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FINANCIAL AND/OR POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
 
The draft Amendment increases annual contract payments by $31,709 to $635,141 for Fiscal Year 2014‐
2015.  Alternately, directing staff to minimize cost increase by reducing service levels slightly would result 
in essentially maintain the same Sheriff contract costs for the next fiscal year. 
 
Enclosures: 
May 21, 2014 Sheriff Memo 
Resolution 12‐2014 
Current Contract for Sheriff Services 
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PLACER COUNTY 

SHERIFF 
CORONER-MARSHAL 

 
 
 
 
 

MEMO 

EST. 1851 

EDWARD N. BONNER
SHERIFF-CORONER-MARSHAL 

Date: May 21, 2014 
To: Colfax City Manager 
From: Lt. Sander 
Subject: Colfax Service Level Proposal 
 
The  following brief  is a service  level reduction proposal  for the City of Colfax‐Contract 

Services/Fiscal  Year  2014/2015. Within  “Salary  and  Benefits”,  there  were  significant 

increases due to Proposition F, which the county is mandated to fund. The total increase 

to contract services this year is $31,709, an increase of 5.25% or in terms of man hours, 

386 deputy hours1. Spreading the 386 hours over the course of the contract year equals 

approximately 2 hours per day. 

Based on  this proposal, deputies assigned  to Colfax will be  reassigned  to other patrol 

beats  from  0730  hours  to  0930  hours  on  Thursday,  Friday,  Saturday  and  Sunday. 

Deputies will not respond to non‐emergency calls. Non‐emergency calls for service will 

be placed in a pending status during reassignment times.  

 

Service  level  reductions  aren’t  preferred;  however,  we  have  examined  all  realistic 

alternatives.  If  the  city  is  able  to meet part or  all of  their  remaining  contract  service 

obligations during the year, full service levels will be restored. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 386 hours @ $82/hour= $31,652 
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CITY OF COLFAX 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 12-2014 
 
APPROVING AMENDMENT #2 TO CONTRACT #13143 WITH COUNTY OF PLACER, 
OFFICE OF SHERIFF-CORONER-MARSHAL INCREASING PAYMENT FOR LAW 
ENFORCEMENT SERVICES FOR FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 2014 – JUNE 30, 2015  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

WHEREAS, the County of Placer, Office of the Sheriff-Coroner-Marshal (“County”) and 
the City of Colfax (“City”) are parties to Contract #13143 (the “Contract”) for the provision of law 
enforcement services by the County to the City; and 

 
WHEREAS, the County has submitted proposal for Contact Amendment #2 which 

provides for an increase in the cost of providing base law enforcement services to the City to 
$635,141 for Fiscal Year July 1, 2014 – June 30, 2015; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council hereby finds and determines that it is in the best interests of 

the City to approve an Amendment #2 to the Contract.  
 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Colfax as 
follows: 
 
1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct statements of fact and are incorporated into this 

Resolution by this reference. 
 
2. The Mayor and City Manager are hereby authorized to execute on behalf of the City 

Amendment #2 to Contract #13143 between the City and County and to appropriate and 
expend all City funds needed to perform the City’s obligation under the Contract and said 
Amendment #2 

 
 The foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of the City 
Council of the City of Colfax held on the 28nd day of May, 2014 by the following vote of the 
Council: 
 
AYES:     
NOES:      
ABSENT:   
ABSTAIN:   
       __________________________________ 
       Tony Hesch, Mayor  
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
___________________________   
Lorraine Cassidy, City Clerk 

ITEM 6C
4 of 9

Agenda Packet Page #114



ITEM 6C
5 of 9

Agenda Packet Page #115



ITEM 6C
6 of 9

Agenda Packet Page #116



ITEM 6C
7 of 9

Agenda Packet Page #117



ITEM 6C
8 of 9

Agenda Packet Page #118



ITEM 6C
9 of 9

Agenda Packet Page #119


	01Agenda
	02 Minutes
	05a PineTop
	Staff Report #TPM-03-13 FINAL
	Staff Report - Attachment 1
	Staff Report - Attachment 2
	Staff Report - Attachment 3
	Staff Report - Attachment 4
	Staff Report - Attachment 5
	Staff Report - Attachment 6
	Resolution #TPM-03-13 FINAL

	05b Delinquent Sewer
	Staff Report Public Hearing and 1st reading of ordinance
	140521ah_Ordinance Cover
	140521bh_Ordinance Text
	Report of Delinquent Sewer Charges
	Schedule of Activities

	06a Motor Lodge
	Staff Report PM Acceptance 5-28-14
	COA Attachment A
	ColfaxML-PM (3) 11x17
	Reciprical Agreement-Signed 5-20-14
	Resolution PM Acceptance 5-28-14

	06b Cash Summary
	Staff Report Cash Summary Apr 2014
	attachments

	06c Sheriffs Contract
	Staff Report  Sheriff Contract_MM
	Colfax proposal service level reductions2
	Contract and Amendment 1
	Resolution

	City of Colfax



