ENVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS AND IMPACT ANALYSIS

REVISED SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SHARED-USE TRAIL PROJECT

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND
IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following environmental analysis has been prepared using the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G:
Environmental Checklist Form to complete an Initial Study (IS). This checklist also includes analysis of
environmental impacts required in the TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC) found at:

http://www.trpa.org/documents/currentapps/Initial Environmental Checklist Web.pdf.

Questions related to NEPA present the resource components for an Environmental Assessment (EA) and
serve as decision documentation for the LTBMU, analyzing potential effects of the 1,395 linear feet of
Greenway that cross National Forest Lands.

3.1 EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

3.1.1 CEQA

CEQA requires a brief explanation for answers to the Appendix G: Environmental Checklist except "No
Impact" responses that are adequately supported by noted information sources.

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

The following CEQA direction applies to each checklist question.

= A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that
the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a
fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-
specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to
pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

= “Less than Significant Impact” applies where the project creates no significant impacts based on
the criterion or criteria that sets the level of impact to a resource,

= "Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect is potentially
significant, as based on the criterion or criteria that sets the level of impact to a resource.

= “Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation" applies where the incorporation of mitigation
measures has reduced an effect from potentially "Significant Impact” to a "Less Than Significant
Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they
reduce the effect to a less than significant level.

3.1.2 TRPA

Article VI of the TRPA Rules of Procedures presents the rules governing the preparation and processing
of environmental documents pursuant to Article VII of the Compact and Chapter 5 of the Code.

TRPA uses an IEC, in conjunction with other available information, to determine whether an EIS will be
prepared for a project or other matter. As set forth in Code Subsection 5.2.B, based on the information
submitted in the IEC, and other information known to TRPA, TRPA shall make one of the following
findings and take the identified action:
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1. The proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment and a finding of no
significant effect shall be prepared in accordance with TRPA’s Rules of Procedure.

2. The proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, but due to the listed
mitigation measures which have been added to the project, could have no significant effect on the
environment and a mitigated finding of no significant effect shall be prepared in accordance with
TRPA’s Rules of Procedure.

3. The proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment and an environmental
impact statement shall be prepared in accordance with this Chapter and TRPA’s Rules of
Procedure.

When completed, TRPA reviews the IEC to determine the adequacy and objectivity of the responses.
When appropriate, TRPA consults informally with federal, state, or local agencies with jurisdiction over
the project or with special expertise on applicable environmental impacts.

3.1.3 NEPA

The LTBMU prepares an EA in compliance with NEPA and other relevant Federal and State laws and
regulations. This EA discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects that would result
from the proposed action (Greenway) or no action on National Forest Lands. Given the purpose and
need, the Forest Supervisor reviews the proposed action and no action in order to make the following
decisions:

1. Whether or not to approve the Greenway and permit the construction of a Class 1 or better
shared-use trail across federally managed lands or select an alternative to the proposed action.

2. Whether or not a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) can be supported by the
environmental analysis contained in the EA.

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS AND CEQA, TRPA AND NEPA
IMPACTS

The sections that follow present the environmental impact analyses following the CEQA Appendix G
Checklist supplemented to also reflect the questions included in the TRPA IEC. The analyses generally
follow this format:

1. Setting - A summary including physical and regulatory setting necessary to identify and analyze
potentially significant impacts;

2. Environmental Analysis and Mitigation Measures — For each CEQA and TRPA checklist
question, this section: begins with a statement of criteria used to determine level of significance;
then provides impact analysis.

3. Impact analysis for short-term, long-term, direct and indirect impacts, as applicable; and then
includes mitigation measures if needed to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. To avoid
excessive duplication where inclusion of both CEQA and TRPA checklist questions address
similar impacts, the analysis provides full evaluation in one location only and specific references
in related sections.

Section 3.2.18, Mandatory Findings of Significance, addresses cumulative effects to specific
environmental resources.

The following environmental analyses incorporate by reference the following technical studies and
documents completed for the planning and design stages of the Greenway or for other applicable projects
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and studies in the vicinity of the project area. The Conservancy and LTBMU maintain references, studies
and reports in electronic format or webpage referral.

1.

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.

15.

16.
17.
18.

19.

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

25.
26.

27.
28.
29.

Allander, K. 2003. Groundwater Reconnaissance of the Bijou Creek Watershed

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). 1999. Guide
for the Development of Bicycle Facilities.

Brand, J. and D. French. 1990. Lake Tahoe Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan. Prepared for
the Airport Land Use Commission. July 1990. South Lake Tahoe, CA

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Calfire) Forest Resource Assessment
Program (FRAP). 2009. Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA, as Recommended by
Calfire. El Dorado County. March 12. 2009. Assessed online at www.frap.cdf.ca.gov

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Calfire) Forest Resource Assessment
Program (FRAP). 2007. Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in SRA, Adopted by Calfire
November 17, 2006. Assessed online at www.frap.cdf.ca.gov

Design Workshop and Western Botanical Services. 2002. Former Highway 50 Bypass Bike Trail
Project — Feasibility Report

Kleinfelder, Inc. 2004. Preliminary Geologic Hazards Former Highway 50 Bypass Bike Trail
Project South Lake Tahoe, CA

Hauge Brueck Associates. 2008. Forest Carnivore Report, South Tahoe Greenway Shared-Use
Trail

LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 2009. Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Use Models
and User Instructions

Personal Communication. Lovell, Les. El Dorado County Sheriff’s Office. October 8, 2009
Personal Communication. Tillman, Jeff. Letter. South Tahoe Refuse Company, Inc. September
9,2009

Personal Communication. Moore, Gary. City of South Lake Tahoe. 2009.

Personal Communication. Captain Hewlett, Mark. Letter. South Lake Tahoe Fire Department.
January 29, 2010

Personal Communication. Matthews, Jeff. Letter. NV Energy/Sierra Pacific Power Company.
October &, 2009

Personal Communication. Matthews, Jeff. NV Energy/Sierra Pacific Power Company. February
4,2010

Personal Communication. Michael, Jeff. Lake Valley Fire Protection District. October 14, 2009
Personal Communication. Vollmer, Mike. TRPA. July 2009

Personal Communication. Helmers, Matthew. Letter. Southwest Gas Corporation. September 4,
2009

Personal Communication. Tillman, Jeff. Letter. South Tahoe Refuse Company, Inc. September
9,2009

Personal Communication. Prince, Carol. AT&T. October 7, 2009

South Lake Tahoe Fire Department. 2009. www.sltfd.org. Site accessed September 16, 2009
Tahoe Coalition of Recreation Providers. 2007. Lake Tahoe Basin — Bike Trail Survey

Tahoe Baikal Institute. 2005. Bijou Meadow Study. June 29 to July 15, 2005

Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO). 2010. Lake Tahoe Regional Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master Plan

TMPO. 2008. Lake Tahoe Regional Transportation Plan

Tyler T. 2006. Lahontan Staff Report. Information Requested by Lahontan for the Proposed Siller
Ranch Development, Placer County. History and Definitions Pertaining to the 100-year
Floodplain Prohibition Exemption Criteria

USDA Forest Service, LTBMU. 2011a. Wildlife Biological Evaluation.

USDA Forest Service, LTBMU. 2011b. Vegetation Biological Evaluation

USDA Forest Service, LTBMU. 201 1c. Management Indicator Species
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USDA Forest Service, LTBMU. 2011d. TRPA Sensitive Species Report

USDA Forest Service, LTBMU. 2011e. Migratory Bird Species Act Report

USDA Forest Service, LTBMU. 2011f. Noxious Weed Risk Assessment

USDA Forest Service, LTBMU. 2006a. Fuels Treatments and Wildfire Risk Reduction in the
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit. Fact Sheet. March 2006. USFS LTBMU. South Lake
Tahoe, CA

USDA Forest Service, LTBMU. 2006b. National Forest System Urban Intermix Parcels in the
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit. [n Brief. March 2006. USFS LTBMU. South Lake
Tahoe, CA

Wagstaff and Brady. 1982. Lake Tahoe Basin Scenic Resources Inventory

Western Botanical Services. 2005. SEZ, Sensitive Plant Species and Noxious Weed Survey,
Proposed California Tahoe Conservancy Bike Trail. September 2, 2005
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3.2.1
(TRPA)

Aesthetics (CEQA), Scenic Resources/Community Design and Light and Glare

This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to aesthetics, scenic resources/community design

and light and glare. Table 4 identifies the applicable impacts and anticipated level of impact.

Table 4

Aesthetics, Scenic Resources/Community Design and Light and Glare

CEQA Environmental Checklist
Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

1. Have a substantial adverse effect on
a scenic vista? (CEQA Ia)

X

2. Substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings, within a state
scenic highway? (CEQA Ib)

3. Substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings? (CEQA Ic)

4. Create a new source of substantial
light or glare, which would
adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area? (CEQA Id)

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5. Be visible from any state or federal
highway, Pioneer Trail or from
Lake Tahoe? (TRPA item 18a)

6. Be visible from any public
recreation area or TRPA designated
bicycle trail? (TRPA item 18b)

7. Block or modify an existing view of
Lake Tahoe or other scenic vista
seen from a public road or other
public area? (TRPA item 18c)

8. Be inconsistent with the height and
design standards required by the
applicable ordinance or Community
Plan? (TRPA item 18d)
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TRPA Initial Environmental Yes No, With Data

Checklist Item Mitigation | Insufficient e

9. Be inconsistent with the TRPA
Scenic Quality Improvement
Program (SQIP) or Design Review
Guidelines? (TRPA item 18e)

X

10. Include new or modified sources of
exterior lighting? (TRPA item 7a)

11. Create new illumination which is
more substantial than other lighting,
if any, within the surrounding area?
(TRPA item 7b)

12. Cause light from exterior sources to
be cast off-site or onto public lands? X
(TRPA item 7c¢)

13. Create new sources of glare through
the siting of the improvements or
through the use of reflective
materials? (TRPA item 7d)

NEPA Significance of Effects

14. Greenway effects on Scenic Corridors and the LTBMU VQO.

3.2.1.1 Environmental Setting

The project area includes a mixture of undeveloped land and public roadway ROWs that pass through
lower and higher developed urban uses. Nearby land uses include single family and multi-family homes,
undeveloped areas, and some retail/commercial areas.

Views from the project area consist of forest, public facilities (e.g., STPUD treatment plant, roadways and
utility corridors), meadow/riparian, low density residential and light commercial. Views of the project
area exist from a TRPA designated scenic roadway (Pioneer Trail) and trail (Al Tahoe Bike Trail) and
other roadways, and adjacent land uses including public parks, residential and limited commercial
development. Views of project features from the adjacent residential areas, specifically from those
residential areas with most direct visual access to the Greenway features, are most sensitive to change.
Scenic vistas are defined by CEQA as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued
landscape for the benefit of the general public defined by local plans or policies. In addition to the scenic
resources and views identified by TRPA, the City recognizes the views from the Martin Ave Bridge over
Trout Creek and within Bijou Meadow as (General Plan Update Draft EIR page 4.13-54). No state or
federal scenic highways exist within the project area. The Greenway is not visible from state or federal
highways or from Lake Tahoe. One glimpse of Lake Tahoe from the project area occurs at the
intersection of Pioneer Trail and Ski Run Blvd.

The Greenway is visible from TRPA Scenic Roadway Unit 45 (Pioneer Trail North) as it parallels Pioneer
Trail for approximately 1,950 linear feet. It is also visible from the Al Tahoe Blvd Bike Trail, a feature in
the Lake Tahoe Scenic Resources Evaluation. This IS/IEC/EA examines project effects on both
evaluation systems.
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TRPA Lake Tahoe Basin Scenic Resource Inventory. In 1982, TRPA surveyed the Lake Tahoe Basin’s
major roadways and assigned each roadway unit a travel route rating and a scenic quality rating. The
travel route rating considers views of man-made features, roadway distractions, road structure, lake
views, landscape views, and variety for each roadway unit. The scenic quality ratings include an
inventory of visual subcomponents and specific scenic resources within each roadway unit. This rating
system provides an assessment of the natural landscape based on four qualities; intactness, unity,
vividness, and variety. The primary goal of both the travel route and scenic quality rating systems is to
maintain or upgrade the scenic quality of the view from the road. TRPA Scenic Quality Threshold
standards require roadway travel routes to attain a minimum travel route rating of 15.5 and to maintain the
1982 scenic quality rating.

The Greenway falls within the Pioneer Trail ROW along a portion of TRPA Scenic Roadway Unit 45
(Unit 45). Unit 45 (Pioneer Trail North), which stretches from Glenwood Way to the terminus of Pioneer
Trail with US Hwy 50, is the only scenic roadway identified within the project area. Current ratings for
Unit 45 include a Travel Route Rating of 12 and a Scenic Quality Rating of 1 (TRPA Threshold
Evaluation Report, 2006). This Unit is a non-attainment areca with views primarily of commercial
developments, housing, and occasional views of mountainsides. Overall it has a low scenic quality, with
the casinos at the north end of the Unit being the only visual feature of note. The natural landscape focus
of this unit within the project area is coniferous forest and a relatively flat natural landscape (TRPA SQIP,
1989, page B-77).

TRPA Lake Tahoe Scenic Resource Evaluation. In 1993, TRPA prepared the Lake Tahoe Basin Scenic
Resources Evaluation to add specific beach and bike trail resources to the roadway unit scenic resource
evaluations conducted in 1982. The Al Tahoe Bike Trail is the one additional resource within the project
area and the rating status of this trail has not changed since 1993. According to the 1993 Evaluation, the
trail has a moderate scenic quality and a primarily natural character. Overall, the natural views give the
Al Tahoe Bike Trail a rating composite of 14 ranked by: Unity — 3; Vividness — 4; Variety — 3; and
Intactness — 4.

Man-made features that detract from the scenic quality include residential developments on slopes to the
east and by commercial and industrial development near U.S. Highway 50. Looking toward the trail
alignment, the rating is 7, comprised of the following: Coherence — 2; Condition — 2; Compatibility — 2;
and Design Quality — 1. Note that these ratings do not reflect changes created by the repaving project
completed in September 2010.

US Forest Service Visual Quality Objectives. The project area contains LTBMU urban lots and this
assessment considers project effects within these lots in relation to federal requirements. The urban lots
lie within Segment 2-70 near Glenwood Way and Blackwood Rd, and Segment 2-80 near Wildwood.
Each of the lots are within residential areas, the one near Blackwood Road is visible from Pioneer Trail.
The LTBMU Land and Resource Management Plan (1988) or LTBMU Forest Plan establishes a number
of policies for visual quality of the Lake Tahoe Basin and lists recreational developments, roads, and
utilities as the most visible impacts on the national forest primarily due to vegetation removal. Practice 9
of the Forest Plan established standards for visual quality restoration and improvement. Under this
practice mitigation measures are required for activities that alter the landscape beyond the designated
Visual Quality Objective (VQO). The project area is located within the Tahoe Valley Management Area,
Prescription 12 — Urban Lots, and has a VQO of Partial Retention. Partial Retention allows management
activities that remain visually subordinate to the characteristic landscape.

Figure 24 presents the viewpoints selected for scenic simulation in the resource analysis.

JUNE 2011 HAUGE BRUECK ASSOCIATES PAGE 3-7



ENVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS AND IMPACT ANALYSIS

REVISED SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SHARED-USE TRAIL PROJECT
3.2.1.2 Environmental Analysis and Mitigation Measures
1. Would the Greenway have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (CEQA 1a)

Standard of Significance: Creating visually dominant features that are out of scale with the surrounding
landscape constituents a significant impact to scenic vistas under CEQA (project effects associated with
TRPA scenic features are discussed below and not repeated here). Points of significance include: 1)
creation of strong visual contrast; 2) reduction in scenic vista area viewed from foreground or
middleground; and/or 3) non-compliance with scenic resource goals, policies or standards of federal, state
of local agencies. CEQA relies on local policies to define scenic vistas. In addition to TRPA policies
related to scenic resources discussed below for Question 5, the City identifies community values related
to protection of scenic vistas in their General Plan Update (see General Plan Update Draft EIR page 4.13-
54). Scenic vistas not part of the TRPA evaluation system and considered here under CEQA include
Trout Creek and Bijou Meadow.

Project effects include trail features, tree removal and trail users. The Greenway constructs a Class I or
better shared-use trail, which is essentially a flat asphalt surface constructed at grade or near grade or a
board walked surface constructed at a minimum height above ground surface to assure the protection of
soil, water and biological resources and never more that 30 inches above grade. The project assumes the
boardwalk decking could be wood or a manufactured product, but if the latter, final designs will include a
color choice compatible with natural surroundings. The trail’s low profile and complimentary colors do
not block or significantly alter views within the Trout Creek or Bijou Meadow scenic vistas. These trail
features stay entirely subordinate in the landscape.

In addition, a portion of the Greenway follows very close to Pioneer Trail and, in several sections, cannot
attain the required five-foot separation from the roadway to meet AASHTO safety guidelines. The design
in these sections requires a safety rail with a vehicle barrier near the roadway. See Question 5 for analysis
of this feature related to the TRPA travel route ratings, as this area along Pioneer Trail is not a defined
scenic vista.

Along Martin Ave near Trout Creek (Segment 2-50), the Greenway proposal includes a boardwalk
parallel to Martin Ave and a new bridge span with railing across the Trout Creek channel. Figure 25
illustrates project features. Riparian vegetation removal occurs for the Greenway construction in this
location, but leaves a majority of existing vegetation immediately adjacent to the trail. The boardwalk and
bridge structure includes railings at heights above the roadway guardrail. Although the trail alignment is
visible from the road and the vegetation removal changes the current view toward Trout Creek, the
location of the trail immediately adjacent to the road creates no substantial alteration to the larger view of
the Trout Creek meadow. The placement of the trail and railings somewhat obscures the view of the
creek where it crosses under the roadway, but the removal of roadside vegetation on either side of the
bridge in the foreground view increases the panoramic middle-ground view of the creek from the
roadway. Because the Greenway is immediately adjacent to an existing road and bridge, the project does
not create a new visually dominant feature in the Trout Creek meadow. Tree removal needed to
accommodate trail construction in the approaches to Trout Creek (e.g., parallel to Black Bart Ave) does
not alter the scenic vista of the creek itself.
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Figure 24. Visual Simulation Viewpoints
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At the Bijou Meadow crossing, the Greenway follows an existing informal foot trail and uses a low
profile boardwalk to maintain surface hydrology and protect wet soils and meadow vegetation. Views of
the Greenway here originate from some park users at Bijou Park and residential neighborhoods located on
each side of Bijou Meadow. The proposed trail surface changes from asphalt in the trees and at the drier
edges of the meadow to boardwalk in the center meadow area. The shared use trail will be more visually
prominent than the current foot trail. While this is true, the earth tone colors, meandering alignment, and
low profile prevent this structure from blocking existing views or creating a visual dominance out of scale
with the surrounding landscape.

An increase in trail users creates limited changes to scenic vistas. The Greenway trail users cross the
foreground views of the Trout Creek and Bijou Meadow scenic vistas (Figures 25 and 26, respectively)
and are visible from limited viewpoint locations. Users offer movement and colors that contrast with
vegetative and man-made backgrounds, although the meandering alignment that reduces vegetation and
tree removal helps to obscure both the trail and trail-users from view. At the Trout Creek crossing, the
Greenway is placed immediately adjacent to the existing roadway, which further limits the changes to the
existing scenic vista.

This evaluation concludes Greenway design features specified in Section 2.6.2 avoid and minimize
potential impacts to scenic vistas, through minimization of tree and vegetation removal, site-specific
design features that minimize ground disturbance, and the use of earth tone colors.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None

2. Would the Greenway substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? (CEQA Ib)

Standard of Significance: The significance criteria outlined for Question 1 (CEQA checklist item Ia) also
apply to Question 2 (CEQA checklist item Ib).

No state scenic highways exist within nor are directly visible from the project area. Therefore, the
Greenway has no impact on state designated scenic highways.

Environmental Analysis: No Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.
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Figure 25. Viewpoint of Segment 2-50 at Martin Avenue Bridge - Non-TRPA Threshold Viewpoint
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Figure 26. Viewpoint of Segment 2-70 at Bijou Meadow - Non-TRPA Threshold Viewpoint
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3. Would the Greenway substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings? (CEQA Ic)

Standard of Significance: Degradation in visual quality or elimination of a specific scenic resource
results in a significant impact to scenic resources.

The existing visual character of a majority of the project area consists of urban development and project
features that are low to the ground in muted colors avoid degrading the existing visual character or quality
of the project area. In the most natural areas (e.g., Trout Creek and Bijou Meadow) within the project
area, the changes to visual character do not rise to the level of substantial degradation as documented in
Question 1 above. Questions 5 through 9 analyzed for TRPA Checklist items include more stringent
quantitative analysis from designated scenic resources. Based on the analysis of TRPA Roadway Units
and Scenic Resources, the Greenway does not create a change in visual quality that degrades the current
ratings, and therefore creates no significant impact.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

4. Would the Greenway create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? (CEQA 1d)

Standard of Significance: An increase in night lighting or glare sufficient to enter adjacent residences
constitutes a significant impact to day or nighttime views in the project area.

The Greenway installs no new permanent light sources and produces no new glare because reflective
materials and lighting fixtures are not proposed. Installation of signage, benches, and trash receptacles
along the alignment conforms to TRPA Design Guidelines for color and material to avoid creating
sources of glare. Lighted pedestrian signals are necessary at several roadway crossings (e.g., Al Tahoe
Blvd, Ski Run Blvd), which produce light when activated. These signals are located along heavily
travelled roadways, however, where existing traffic signals and some existing street lighting are already
present. The addition of pedestrian signals does not substantially increase light levels nor cause a
substantial change to existing views. Because the Greenway proposes no new light sources along the trail
alignment, no impact to nighttime views results. Since no materials that cause glare are used, no impact
to daytime views results.

Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

5. Would the Greenway be visible from any state or federal highway, Pioneer Trail or from
Lake Tahoe? (TRPA 18a)

Yes. Standard of Significance: A degradation of adopted TRPA scenic thresholds including scenic travel
route or scenic quality ratings constitutes a significant impact on scenic resources.

The Greenway is not visible from state or federal highways or from Lake Tahoe; however, the Greenway
is visible from Pioneer Trail as it falls within the roadway ROW for approximately 1,950 linear feet in
Scenic Roadway Unit 45 (i.e., 19 percent of the scenic unit). Scenic Roadway Unit 45 includes the
northern portion of Pioneer Trail and because this area is highly urbanized, there are few distinctive
scenic resources. No mapped visual features exist within the project area along Pioneer Trail. Project
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planning and technical studies identify no rock outcroppings, historic buildings or other scenic resources
in the project area portion of Roadway Unit 45. TRPA planning recommendations (Scenic Quality
Improvement Program) for improving the scenic quality include minimized signage, increased
landscaping and larger setbacks to screen and visually soften the urban appearance.

Project features visible from Pioneer Trail include the asphalt trail surface, safety railings and vehicle
barriers, tree removal, and revegetation plantings. As the Greenway connects Ski Run Blvd to
neighborhoods to the south, developed land use patterns and sensitive wetland and SEZ areas
significantly limit trail alignment options. To make this connection, therefore, the Greenway runs for
approximately 1,950 feet within the Pioneer Trail ROW as close to the edge of the roadway as possible to
avoid excessive encroachment into adjacent private parcels (although some encroachment remains
necessary). Figure 10 illustrates trail safety features, including a railing and vehicle barrier, required in
approximately 750 feet of this portion of the Greenway in response to the constrained project area. This
detail represents seven percent of the total travel route. The trail allows a designated route for bicycles
and pedestrians, reducing the distractions for viewers from the road related to these users. While the
project produces slight improvements for roadway distractions, these design elements themselves
(guardrail and safety railing) increase the prominence of man-made features visible from Pioneer Trail.
These project elements will be used in three shorter sections, the longest of which extends for 300 feet.
Use of dark colors, slender elements such as cable in the railing detail, and non-reflective surfaces reduces
this effect. The project affects no mapped scenic features in this area.

Trail construction requires the removal of a maximum 63 trees in this portion of the project area confined
to the Pioneer Trail ROW. Approximately half of these trees are less than 14-inch dbh. As noted in the
discussion for Question 44, a detailed tree survey and tree health evaluation has not been completed for
the project area. As construction plans develop, additional data will refine the tree removal proposal in
this area. This project effect removes the visual resource of the trees themselves and potentially increases
view of the adjacent man-made development. For a portion of Pioneer Trail in this area, adjacent
undeveloped public parcels with intact forest vegetation exist, limiting the visual effect of tree removal
directly adjacent to the roadway. In two locations, project features will increase visibility of adjacent
man-made development. These are: a single family house with existing solid wooden fence and eight
trees affected by the project, and a trailer park with seven trees in the frontage. Additionally, the
Greenway will be constructed in the frontage of a recently approved housing project planned for
construction in 2011 (i.e., the Aspens, located directly south of the fire station). Approximately 20 trees in
this frontage will be removed to build project features. While the project area along Pioneer Trail is
constrained, the revegetation proposal includes vegetation types that will produce a naturally appearing
landscape, although not sufficiently tall to provide screening value.

TRPA identifies Pioneer Trail in this area as a “transitional” roadway, characterized by moderate levels of
human activity with development responding to the context of the area. Trail uses are consistent with this
designation and generally respond to the natural landscape context. However, Roadway Unit 45 is not in
attainment with scenic thresholds, and project features will produce negative effects on man-made
features for a short portion of the scenic unit. While this effect is not sufficient to reduce the overall unit
rating (e.g., degradation of any of the rating criteria), it has potential to produce a significant impact that
requires mitigation.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.

Required Mitigation:
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SCENIC-1. Reduce Tree Removal

The Greenway shall be realigned within view of Pioneer Trail in locations possible to retain existing
trees. Additional tree retention between Herbert and Blackwood Ave retains screening for existing man-
made features.

SCENIC-2. Create Additional Screening

During construction plan development, locations where fencing and additional landscaping can improve
screening shall be identified for existing development, including: relocation of the existing privacy fence
at the single-family residence, potentially sufficient to allow frontage planting; adding tree plantings in
selected locations according to the Revegetation and Restoration Plans (RRPs) detailed in Appendix D;
and where screening is necessary and safety will not be compromised, increasing screening to reduce
impacts to man-made features.

SCENIC-3. Retain Slender Elements in the Safety Railing Design

As noted for Question 147, the safety railing proposal that incorporates cable elements requires excessive
maintenance when located where snow storage from roadways is necessary. Alternate designs more
suited to maintenance needs shall be required. As construction plans develop, alternatives to the cable
elements shall remain slender and allow easy visual penetration.

6. Would the Greenway be visible from any public recreation area or TRPA designated
bicycle trail? (TRPA 18b)

Yes. Standard of Significance: A reduction in scenic vista area viewed from foreground or middleground
from a public recreation area or degradation in visual quality or elimination of a TRPA designated scenic
resource constitutes a significant impact to scenic resources.

Project planning and technical studies identify visibility of the Greenway from South Lake Tahoe
Community Play Fields, Bijou Community Park, Bijou Meadow, Al Tahoe Bike Trail, and Ski Run Blvd
Bike Trail. The Al Tahoe Bike Trail has a moderate scenic quality rating and a primarily natural
character according the 1993 Lake Tahoe Basin Scenic Resource Evaluation. The rating status of this
trail has not changed since 1993 and remains 14. The Ski Run Blvd Bike Trail does not have a scenic
quality rating because it did not exist in 1993.

The South Lake Tahoe Community Play Fields and Bijou Community Park are public recreational areas
adjacent to the Greenway, but are not designated as TRPA scenic resources. As stated in Question 1
(CEQA checklist item Ia) above, the Greenway does not create new visually dominant features as viewed
from these public recreation areas.

Installing a new shared-use trail across the road from the existing Al Tahoe Bike Trail creates little visible
change with the exception of the Greenway’s intersection with Al Tahoe Blvd (on the east side of the
Roadway) and the Greenway trail connection to Bijou Park that will parallel Al Tahoe Blvd on the
opposite side of the road. The intersection with Al Tahoe Blvd will include a crossing detail designed to
ensure the safety of Greenway trail users. The crossing design proposes use of a flashing warning signal
light to warn automobiles of crossing bicycles and pedestrians. The crossing signage and lights will be
consistent with the adjacent roadway features and nearby traffic lights and will not adversely impact
scenic quality ratings. The trail connection to Bijou Park includes the removal of approximately 29 trees
located within the Al Tahoe Blvd ROW. This portion of the project area is heavily forested and the
proposed tree removal within the roadway ROW does not alter the primarily natural character of the park
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area adjacent to the roadway corridor. As discussed for Question 44, trail realignment during
construction plan development could avoid some of the trees identified here, further reducing the visual
effects. As such, construction of new trail connections to the existing Al Tahoe Bike Trail does not reduce
the quality of existing scenic vistas in the vicinity.

Because of intervening topography and tree cover, the Greenway is not visible from the nearest Scenic
Resource (number 37, Heavenly Ski Resort) identified by TRPA in the 1993 Lake Tahoe Basin Scenic
Resource Evaluation. As such, the Greenway does not affect view quality from Scenic Resource number
37.

Installing the Greenway parallel to Ski Run Blvd south of Pioneer Trail and the crossing of Ski Run Blvd.
approximately 300 feet south of its intersection with Pioneer Trail creates little visible change from
existing Ski Run Blvd. Bike Trail viewpoints north of Pioneer Trail. The Greenway will not be highly
visible from the existing Ski Run Blvd. Bike Trail because the roadway crossing and cut slopes on the
hillside parallel to David Lane will be over 300 feet away from the closest viewpoint locations. In
addition, intervening vegetation will partially screen the Greenway from Ski Run Blvd views located to
the north. As such, the Greenway does not degrade view quality from the Ski Run Blvd. bike trail.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

7. Would the Greenway block or modify an existing view of Lake Tahoe or other scenic vista
seen from a public road or other public area? (TRPA 18c¢)

No. Standard of Significance: Creating visually dominant features that are out of scale with the
surrounding landscape constituents a significant impact to Lake Tahoe or other scenic vistas. Points of
significance include: 1) creation of strong visual contrast; 2) reduction in scenic vista area viewed from
foreground or middleground; and/or 3) non-compliance with scenic resource goals, policies or standards
of federal, state of local agencies.

The project area contains no views of Lake Tahoe and thus the Greenway affects no views of Lake Tahoe.
As discussed above for Question 1 (CEQA checklist item Ia), the Greenway crosses Trout Creek and
Bijou Meadow, two scenic vistas visible from public roadways or recreational areas. As documented in
Question 1 above, the Greenway does not create a new visually dominant man made feature that is out of
scale with the surrounding landscape.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

8. Would the Greenway be inconsistent with the height and design standards required by the
applicable ordinance or Community Plan? (TRPA 18d)

No, with mitigation. Standard of Significance: The TRPA Regional Plan, including the SQIP for the Lake
Tahoe Basin, Community Plans, Design Review Guidelines, and Code each provide scenic standards that
are applicable to the Greenway. Chapters 65 and 71 of the TRPA Code set forth standards for tree
removal, while Chapter 77 establishes revegetation standards. Chapter 22 sets forth standards for
building height and are not applicable to the Greenway. Chapter 71 mandates that tree removal for the
purposes of development must be approved by TRPA and shall be accomplished according to TRPA
management techniques. According to Code Section 65.2E, trees may be removed when approved
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construction activities involving soil compaction, excavation or paving encroach into more than 25
percent of a tree’s dripline. Chapter 77 requires revegetation plans for areas that are damaged by project
development. These plans must include: descriptions of the site; the number, size, and types of plants to
be used for revegetation; descriptions and schedules of revegetation methodology; and specifications for
long-term care. Revegetation plant species must be TRPA approved and appropriate BMPs must be
employed. Appendix D contains RRPs for the Greenway design to comply with the requirements of the
TRPA Code.

Universal project design elements are analyzed in accordance to the appropriate regulations, standards,
and guidelines of each jurisdiction. Analysis omits discussions of regulations, standards, or guidelines
not applicable to the project.

City of South Lake Tahoe Stateline/Ski Run Community Plan (CP) Standards and Guidelines. The
Stateline/Ski Run CP Standards and Guidelines are applicable to the entire project area and also provide
specific standards applicable to the project area within the community plan limits (Segments 2-70 and 2-
80). Specific standards from the Bijou/Al Tahoe CP Standards and Guidelines do not apply to the
Greenway adjacent to Meadow Crest Dr (near the STPUD wastewater treatment plant), as the standards
address design qualities and features not applicable to a linear public facility.

CP Standards and Guidelines Part I, Chapters 1 and 2 include City-Wide Design Standards and
Guidelines applicable to the majority of the project area. CP Chapter 1, Section 1 (Site Design), Standard
A(1) requires that existing natural features outside the project footprint be retained and projects designed
to avoid rock outcrops, SEZs, and minimize vegetation removal. Greenway segments 2-50, 2-70 and 2-80
require some vegetation removal and each cross SEZs; however the Greenway design element avoids and
minimizes impacts to SEZ areas through the use of raised boardwalks and minimizes vegetation removal
by incorporating existing trails or disturbed roadway ROWs into the alignment where feasible.

CP Chapter 1, Section 1, Standard B(2) requires designs that minimize the interference with the existing
views within the area to the extent practicable. In compliance with Standard B(2), the trail alignments are
primarily on or near-grade and safety rails, when used, incorporate slender elements that blend in color
(earth tone) with the surroundings. Boardwalks built above grade to protect SEZ and meadow areas are
30 inches or less above grade with the majority designed well below 30 inches above grade. Also, the
meandering design on the trail alignments allows for more vegetation integration and tree removal
avoidance, which helps to obscure the trail and avoids the creation of a large, straight corridor.

CP Chapter 1, Section 1, Standards C(1), C(2), and C(5) include requirements for grading, cuts, and fill.
The project requires grading in some areas to maintain appropriate access grades for ADA compliance
and trail safety. Slope stabilization measures detailed in Section 2.6.2.2 and in the geology and soils
analysis for Section 3.2.6 indicate appropriate stabilization measures that are visually integrated into the
natural surroundings, using rock, native materials, and earthtone colors. In accordance with Standard
C(3), trail design criteria in all segments is compliant with ADA and AASHTO requirements. Standard
C(4) requires revegetation of graded areas, which is discussed in the revegetation and restoration plans in
Section 2.6.3 and Appendix D. Standard C(6) limits the height of retaining walls to eight feet. The
project uses retaining walls visible from Ski Run Blvd to limit grading and retain as many mature trees as
possible. The walls will be constructed with native-appearing rock or in some instances, concrete that is
designed to appear like native rock in compliance with City’s Stateline/Ski Run CP Standard B.2 to blend
in color and texture with the surroundings. On the Greenway segment east of Ski Run Blvd the trail
design includes several locations where the retaining walls exceed eight feet in height (e.g., plan sheet L1-
2.00-17). To be consistent with City design standards, the proposed retaining walls must be redesigned in
these locations to use multiple tiered walls (less than eight feet in height) stepped up the hillside and to
avoid long, straight unbroken retaining walls over 100 feet in length. An example of the tiered retaining
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wall detail is provided in Figure 12 in Chapter 2. Segment 2-70 also requires retaining walls within City
limits, but each will be less than eight feet in height. Since the location of the trail prevents vegetation
screening directly in front of the retaining wall to shield the large, flat expanse, the color of the retaining
wall must blend with adjacent vegetation and the surface texture of the retaining wall must be rough to
avoid a large flat plane. Final project designs may incorporate privacy fencing conforming to Standard
D(1) height and material standards based on site-specific requests.

CP Chapter 1, Section 6 provides standards associated with landscaping. The RRPs conform to standards
by utilizing native materials, reusing on-site materials, and encouraging natural regrowth of the area.
Because restoration occurs instead of more urban landscaping, this compliance measure requires no
permanent irrigation; however, maintenance and success thresholds established in the Plan ensure that
restoration occurs and the revegetated areas adjacent to the trail receive long-term maintenance.

CP Chapter 1, Section 9, Standards 3 and 4 provide guidance regarding the color of road signs and
signals, with which the project conforms as discussed in Chapter 2, Sections 2.6.2.7 and 2.6.2.8. CP
Chapter 1, Section 10 requires new electrical or communication lines to be placed underground within the
Pioneer Trail scenic corridor (Standards 1 and 2). The Greenway installs no new above ground utility
lines within scenic corridors.

CP Chapter 2, Guidelines, include an illustration (page 6) that pedestrian paths should be separated from
roadways either vertically or horizontally, as the project proposes (See Figure 10 in Section 2.6.2).

CP Standards and Guidelines, Part II, includes citywide signage standards. As discussed in Section
2.6.2.8, project signage conforms to standards established in the CP Standards and Guidelines as well as
TRPA Code Chapter 26 and TRPA Design Guidelines Appendix E: Lake Tahoe Recreation Sign
Guidelines, which establishes standards for bike route markers.

TRPA Code Chapter 30, Design Standards. The Standards and Guidelines for the City reflect the TRPA
Code Chapter 30 Design Standards. Applicable Code Chapter 30 standards include:

* 30.5.A(1) requires integration into the surrounding environment - Trail segments comply with the
alignment following contours and avoiding tree removal wherever possible. The trail alignment
between Ski Run Blvd and Ruby Lane requires the most cut/fill to accomplish; the project
proposes native rock retaining walls to limit the disturbance and tree removal necessary.

*  30.5.A(2) requires use of previously disturbed areas - Trail segments comply either through the
use of disturbed areas (Segments 2-50 and 2-80), and/or by following existing trails (Segments 2-
70 and 2-80).

* 30.12.A requires maintenance of or improvement to scenic quality ratings, scenic roadway unit
ratings, and recreation area threshold ratings — As discussed above under Question 5, scenic
quality ratings, scenic roadway unit ratings and recreational threshold ratings will be retained in
each of the segments with identified mitigation measures.

* 30.13.C(1) requires the undergrounding of new utility lines —Greenway features do not include
new utility lines or the undergrounding existing utility lines. However, the project relocates utility
poles in Segment 2-70 and consultation with utility companies will determine if conduit can be
placed beneath the trail for these lines.

* 30.14 requires soil and vegetation protection and restoration — some vegetation removal occurs for
each segment except 2-60, including riparian vegetation removal in Segments 2-50 and 2-70.
Boardwalks and bridges used in Segments 2-50, 2-70, and 2-80 reduce impacts to meadows and
SEZs and allow vegetation restoration and natural function to continue. The project restores areas
disturbed during construction and trail restoration occurs in Segments 2-70 and 2-80. Trails to be
restored as noted above and trails to be retained include installation of BMPs.
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* In terms of visibility from scenic roadways (e.g., Pioneer Trail), Code Standard 30.13.C(3) states
that shared-use trails are excluded from the requirement that they be sited so as to not be visually
evident. Specifically, this standard states, “All projects, excluding signs, ...and pedestrian/bicycle
paths, shall be sited in such a manner that they are not visually evident from the scenic highway.”
Therefore, views of the Greenway along Pioneer Trail are consistent with TRPA Code Chapter 30
standards.

The project and trail features comply with TRPA and City goals, policies, standards, and guidelines for
design and the visual quality along scenic corridors. Table 5 presents the consistency analysis of the
project to the TRPA Regional Plan community design and scenic element goals and policies, in support of
the Greenway’s less than significant impacts.

Table 5

TRPA Regional Plan Consistency Analysis — Community Design Element

Community Design

Goal 1 - Insure preservation and enhancement of the natural
features and qualities of the region, provide public access to
scenic views, and enhance the quality of the built environment.
Policy 1 The scenic quality ratings established by the environmental
thresholds shall be maintained or improved.

Policy 2 Restoration programs based on incentives will be
implemented in those areas designated in need of scenic restoration
to achieve the recommended rating.

Consistent —The Greenway maintain scenic
quality ratings while restoring areas in need
of revegetation and erosion control.

Goal 2 - Regional building and community design criteria shall
be established to ensure attainment of the scenic thresholds,
maintenance of desired community character, compatibility of
land uses, and coordinated project review.

Policy 1 Regional design review shall include site design, building
height/bulk/scale, landscaping, lighting, and signing regulations to
be used in evaluating projects throughout the region. This review
may entail additional requirements.

Policy 2 Local jurisdictions are encouraged to adopt design
guidelines consistent with the regional plan.

Consistent — The Greenway consists of a
linear feature with minimal signage and no
lighting. In some areas, rails or bridges
may be visible but constructed of materials
with colors that blend into the natural
surroundings. Signage conforms to TRPA
Code Chapter 26.

Scenic

Goal 1 — Maintain and restore the scenic qualities of the natural
appearing landscape.

Policy 1 all proposed development shall examine impacts to the
identified landscape views from roadways, bike paths, public
recreation areas, and Lake Tahoe.

Policy 2 Any development proposed in areas targeted for scenic
restoration or within a unit highly sensitive to change shall
demonstrate the effect of the project on the 1982 Travel Route
Ratings of the Scenic Thresholds.

Consistent — The Greenway proposal has
potential to degrade man-made features in
Roadway Unit 45. Mitigation is identified
to maintain existing ratings. The Greenway
creates no significant changes to views
from other area bike paths, recreation areas,
and public areas.

Source: HBA 2011

JUNE 2011

HAUGE BRUECK ASSOCIATES

PAGE 3-19



ENVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS AND IMPACT ANALYSIS

REVISED SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SHARED-USE TRAIL PROJECT
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation (See Question 5 for descriptions of SCENIC-1, -2 and -3):

SCENIC-1. Reduce Tree Removal

SCENIC-2. Create Additional Screening

SCENIC-3. Retain Slender Elements in the Safety Railing Design
SCENIC-4. Reduce Retaining Wall Height and Length

Retaining walls proposed for the Greenway near Ski Run Blvd shall be redesigned to be no more than
eight feet tall to comply with City design standards. Retaining walls that require height greater than eight
feet shall be designed with multiple tiered wall planes and stepped up the hillside. Further, no long,
straight unbroken retaining walls (greater than 100 feet in length) with little or no articulation or other
surface features shall be allowed.

9. Would the Greenway be inconsistent with the TRPA Scenic Quality Improvement Program
(SQIP) or Design Review Guidelines? (TRPA 18e)

No, with mitigation. Standard of Significance: The SQIP requires that scenic roadway unit ratings be
maintained. Six criteria define the ratings: 1) manmade features, 2) roadway physical distractions; 3)
road structure; 4) views of Lake Tahoe; 5) landscape views and 6) variety. Impacts to these criteria may
decrease scenic quality rating. The TRPA SQIP presents the prescriptions for scenic restoration required
to attain and maintain the scenic quality thresholds. The program includes design review guidelines and
development standards for different visual environments, assigns implementation responsibilities, and
identifies potential funding sources. The SQIP addresses the Pioneer Trail segments of the Greenway and
identifies the project area along Pioneer Trail as urban (north of the intersection with Ski Run Blvd) and
rural transition (south of the intersection with Ski Run Blvd). Linear trails identified under both zones are
an appropriate scale of development. The SQIP promotes restoration of disturbed areas and requires that
visual quality ratings be maintained and that non-attainment areas improve. Therefore, development that
degrades this rating constitutes a significant impact.

Evaluation presented above for Question 5 concludes project features create potential to degrade man-
made features in Unit 45 through tree removal that reduces screening of existing features. Although this
project effect occurs in a small portion of the scenic unit and does not endanger the overall unit rating, no
degradation can occur in non-attainment units without the potential for significant impact. Therefore,
mitigation is identified to maintain existing ratings.

TRPA planning recommendations (SQIP pages B-77-78) for improving the scenic quality in the project
area include improved landscaping near structures, elimination/restriction of roadside parking, sign
conformance, undergrounding of utility lines, and screening the trailer park. Many of the planning
recommendations are proposed for the portion of the Roadway Unit north of Ski Run Blvd. The
Greenway implements these provisions along the project area in locations of decommissioned trails and
revegetation projects that improve habitat functionality. As discussed for Question 5, tree removal in
limited areas along Pioneer Trail could reduce screening for existing structures, including the trailer park,
and requires mitigation measures to implement SQIP requirements.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.

Required Mitigation (See Questions 5 and 8 for descriptions):
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SCENIC-1. Reduce Tree Removal

SCENIC-2. Create Additional Screening

SCENIC-3. Retain Slender Elements in the Safety Railing Design
SCENIC-4. Reduce Retaining Wall Height and Length

10. Would the Greenway include new or modified sources of exterior lighting? (TRPA 7a)

No. Standard of Significance: See analysis for Checklist item 4, which addresses CEQA checklist item Id
and concludes the level of impact is less than significant.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

11. Would the Greenway create new illumination, which is more substantial than other lighting, if
any, within the surrounding area? (TRPA 7b)

No. Standard of Significance: See analysis for Question 4, which addresses CEQA checklist item Id and
concludes the level of impact is less than significant.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

12. Would the Greenway cause light from exterior sources to be cast off-site or onto public lands?
(TRPA 7¢)

No. Standard of Significance: See analysis for Question 4, which addresses CEQA checklist item Id and
concludes the level of impact is less than significant.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

13. Would the Greenway create new sources of glare through the siting of the improvements or
through the use of reflective materials? (TRPA 7d)

No. Standard of Significance: See analysis for Question 4, which addresses CEQA checklist item Id and
concludes the level of impact is less than significant.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

14. Would the Greenway be inconsistent with regulations, standards or guidelines of the USFS
regarding Scenic Corridors or the LTBMU Visual Quality Objective? (NEPA)

The LTBMU Forest Plan VQO requires “partial retention” within the project area. Activities within a
partial-retention designated area may only repeat form, line, color, and texture that are frequently found in
the characteristic landscape. Changes in size, amount, intensity, direction, pattern, etc. should not be
evident. Direct effects to the VQO from the Greenway include small quantities of tree removal and linear
trail facilities.
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No Project. Under the no project, no change to visual quality occurs, as proposed tree removal and trail
construction does not occur. Portions of the project area, including locations on National Forest Lands,
would continue to be used as informal trails. This alternative would result in no contribution to potential
cumulative effects related to visual resources on National Forest Lands.

Proposed Project. Under the “partial retention” objective of Forest Plan Prescription 12, the landscape
may appear slightly altered and the Scenic Integrity Objective is considered moderate. The “partial
retention” objective allows features to be of a different color, texture, or material as long as they remain
visually subordinate to the visual character. Prescription 12 applies to 1,395 linear feet of the Greenway
crossing LTBMU-managed APNs 025-203-001, 025-204-001, 208-090-005 and 027-331-003.

Indirect and Direct effects. The Greenway removes trees within this portion of the alignment, creating
open swaths, and erects some visible structures (raised boardwalks and signage). Although boardwalks
are not common in these areas, signage and paved roads or trails are common for urban lots. Boardwalks
are designed to blend into the surroundings while maintaining user safety and reducing impacts to the
adjacent habitat. Since the trail lies at ground level, surrounding vegetation blends the trail alignment into
the setting and reduces visibility. Tree, boulder, and log replacement and other vegetative planting within
staging areas and the temporary construction area reduce the evidence of a trail alignment. The
decommissioning and restoration of informal unpaved trails created within sensitive habitat areas
enhances the visual quality of the project area by reducing trail scarring and increasing vegetation
coverage and natural visual characteristics (logs, rocks, etc.). The Greenway is consistent with the partial
retention objective because it does not visually dominate the setting within the LTBMU urban lots that it
Crosses.

Reductions in visual quality occur temporarily during the construction process; however, the visual
quality improves upon completion of revegetation efforts. The placement of trees, shrubs, seeds, duff,
logs, and boulders along the trail alignment retains the forest character. Restoration of the natural
environment through the decommissioning of other area trails improves the visual character and reduces
the appearance of a network of trail scars. The Greenway utilizes existing roads or trails where feasible
and places the trail alignment within a more rural natural setting to enhance the quality of the trail
experience.

Location of signage along the trail alignment intends to educate trail users, protect resources, and promote
public safety. Directional signs specify designated access areas. Appropriately located signs direct users
to appropriate neighborhood access points and connectors, for interpretive opportunities, to identify
restoration and revegetation areas, for public safety and crosswalk identification, and to educate users on
appropriate trail use and the need to stay on designated paths. As summarized in Section 2.6.2.8,
Greenway signage location and orientation comply with TRPA Code Chapter 26, Signage.

The Greenway results in no indirect effects to scenic resources. The strategies outlined in the OMMS
(Appendix E) ensure that new informal trails that would result in changes to visual quality on National
Forest Lands are not created.

Cumulative effects. Section 3.2.18, Mandatory Findings of Significant, specifically Question 187,
addresses cumulative effects of the Greenway and related projects, as listed in Table 60.

Environmental Analysis: No Impact Anticipated.

Required Mitigation: None.
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3.2.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to agriculture and forestry resources. Some TRPA
checklist items concern impacts to vegetation, which are addressed in Section 3.2.4, Biological
Resources. Table 6 identifies the applicable impacts and anticipated level of impact.

Table 6

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

15.

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 a non-agricultural use?
(CEQA Imia)

16.

Conflict with existing zoning
for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?
(CEQA Ibis)

17.

Conflict with existing zoning
for, or cause rezoning of, forest
land (as defined in Public
Resource Code section
12220(g), timberland (as
defined by Public Resource
Code section 4526) or
timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by
Government Code section
51104(g))? (CEQA Ilc)

18.

Result in the loss of forest land
or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use? (CEQA IId)

19.

Involve other changes in the
existing environment which,
due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural
use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use? (CEQA Ile)
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NEPA Significance of Effects

20. Greenway effects to prime farmland. (NEPA)

3.2.2.1 Environmental Setting

The project area contains no lands identified as 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, zoned for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract.

The project area contains some forestland, or timberlands, as defined by Public Resource Code (PRC)
Section 4526.

The project area contains no timberland or timberland zoned Timberland Production, as defined by
Government Code Section 51104(g).

3.2.2.2 Environmental Analysis and Mitigation Measures

15. Would the Greenway 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 a non-agricultural use?
(CEQA IIa)

Standard of Significance: Conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide
importance (i.e., Farmland) to a non-agricultural use constitutes a significant impact.

The project is not located in an area identified as 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, and therefore poses no impact to such lands.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.

16. Would the Greenway conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract? (CEQA IIb)

Standard of Significance: A conflict with areas zones for agricultural use under a Williamson Act
contract constitutes a significant impact.

The Greenway creates no conflicts with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract because
no such zoning designations exist within the project area.

Environmental Analysis: No Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.
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17. Would the Greenway conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resource Code section 12220(g), timberland (as defined by Public Resource Code
section 4526) or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g))? (CEQA Il¢)

Standard of Significance: A conflict with existing zoning for forest land or timberland creates a
significant impact. PRC Section 12220, Article 3 (g) defines "Forest land" as land that can support 10-
percent native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows
for management of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife,
biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits. PRC Section 4526 defines "Timberland"
as land, other than land owned by the federal government and land designated by the board as
experimental forestland, which is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of tree of any commercial
species used to produce lumber and other forest products, including Christmas trees. Commercial species
shall be determined by the board on a district basis after consultation with the district committees and
others.

The Greenway conflicts with no zoning of and causes no rezoning of forest land, timberland or
timberland zoned Timberland Production because the portion of the Project requiring tree removal is a
small subset of the total project area and tree removal is not concentrated, but instead spread out along the
3.8 mile Greenway trail corridor.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

18. Would the Greenway result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use? (CEQA I1d)

Standard of Significance: The loss of substantial forest land, defined above for Question 17, or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use creates a significant if appropriate permits are not obtained.

The Greenway transects short portions of forested lands and provides access, but results in no loss of
areas designated as forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use by nature of passing through
such areas. Question 44 provides detailed analysis of tree removal within the project area. The Project
Applicant will file a Public Agency ROW Exemption with Calfire, as described for SP-22 in Section
2.6.5.22.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.
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19. Would the Greenway involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use? (CEQA Ile)

Standard of Significance: See analyses for Questions 16, 17 and 18, which address CEQA checklist items
IIb, Ilc, and I1d, respectively, and conclude no impacts to farmland and less than significant impacts to
forest land.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.

20. Greenway effects to prime farmlands. (NEPA)

The Greenway affects no prime farmlands because the project area contains no such zoning designation.
No Project. Under the no project alternative, the Conservancy constructs no shared-use trail and no
change to the project area occurs. Portions of the project area, including locations on National Forest
Lands, would continue to be used as informal trails. This alternative would result in no contribution to
potential cumulative effects related to agricultural resources on National Forest Lands

Proposed Project. Although the Greenway results in the upgrade and use of a trail system through

undeveloped forest areas, four LTBMU parcels, these lands are not dedicated for timber harvesting or
other dedicated farming land uses.

Indirect and Direct Effects. Construction, operation, and use of the Greenway do not indirectly or directly
affect farmland through conversion pressure or demand for farming resources because such resources do
not exist within the project area or LTBMU parcels.

Cumulative Effects. Section 3.2.18, Mandatory Findings of Significant, specifically Question 187,
addresses cumulative effects of the Greenway and related projects, as listed in Table 60.

Environmental Analysis: No Impact Anticipated.

Required Mitigation: None.
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3.2.3 Air Quality

This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to air quality. Table 7 identifies the applicable
impacts and anticipated level of impact.

Table 7

Air Quality
Less Than
. Potentially Significant Less Than
CE%ﬁ:cnk\:il:t)Ttr:;ntal Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Measures
21. Conlflict with or obstruct
implementation of the X
applicable air quality plan?
(CEQA Illa)
22. Violate any air quality
standards or contribute
substantially to an existing or X
projected air quality violation?
(CEQA IIIb)

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

24. Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant X
concentrations? (CEQA IIId)

25. Create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number X
of people? (CEQA Ille)

TRPA Initial Environmental Yes No, With Data

Checklist Item Mitigation Insufficient e

26. Substantial air pollutant
emissions? (TRPA 2a)

27. Deterioration of ambient
(existing) air quality? (TRPA X
2b)
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TRPA Initial Environmental Yes No, With Data

Checklist Item Mitigation Insufficient e

28. Creation of objectionable
odors? (TRPA 2c¢)

29. Alteration of air movement,
moisture or temperature, or
any change in climate, either X
locally or regionally? (TRPA
2d)

30. Increased use of diesel fuel?
(TRPA 2e)

NEPA Significance of Effects

31. Greenway effects to ambient air quality and contributions to community pollution levels. (NEPA)

3.2.3.1 Environmental Setting

The project area is located within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin. Federal, State, and regional standards apply
to protect air quality within this area. Under authority granted by the California Air Resources Board
(CARB), the Air Quality Management District (AQMD) manages air quality within El Dorado County.
The AQMD administers air quality regulations developed at the federal, state and local level and
publishes the CEQA Guide to Air Quality Assessment (El Dorado County 2002) to provide guidance
regarding assessment of air quality impacts under CEQA. The analysis of potential Greenway air quality
impacts utilizes this guidebook.

TRPA implements its own set of air quality standards and ordinances, including eight air quality
standards and indicators adopted to protect air quality in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin. The TRPA/Tahoe
Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) RTP adopted in 2008 and called Mobility 2030, establishes
policies, project implementation plans, and funding strategies to shape the Tahoe Region’s transportation
network so that environmental goals and thresholds are met. The RTP includes an analysis of its
conformity with the California State Implementation Plan (SIP) to ensure that the RTP remains consistent
with state and local air quality planning efforts to achieve and/or maintain the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS).

TRPA Code provisions establish regulatory controls to implement Regional Plan policies. Code
provisions relevant to the project include Code Chapter 91 which establishes air quality control
requirements to aid in the implementation of TRPA air quality goals and policies for the purpose of
attaining and maintaining applicable federal and state air quality standards and TRPA thresholds.

The LTBMU Forest Plan, as amended by the 2004 Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA),
provides the basis for evaluating the project’s impact on air quality under NEPA. An air quality goal in
the Forest Plan includes “maintaining and, where necessary, restoring the clear, clean air important to the
aesthetic enjoyment of the area and the health of the people.” Most of the forest management practices
and forest wide standards and guidelines contained in the LTBMU Forest Plan pertain to emission sources
in wilderness areas, fire protection and prevention practices, fuels treatment, and prescribed burn
practices. These issues are not directly relevant to the Greenway and are not further addressed.
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The federal and state governments have established ambient air quality standards for seven criteria
pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), particulate
matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter (PMyg), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in
diameter (PM,;5), and lead (Pb). Air quality regulations focus on the following air pollutants because
these are the most prevalent air pollutants known to be deleterious to human health and extensive health-
effects criteria documents are available, they are commonly referred to as “criteria air pollutants.”
Monitoring stations as the South Lake Tahoe Airport (1901 Airport Rd, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150)
and South Lake Tahoe-Sandy Way (3337 Sandy Way, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150) report existing air
quality conditions relevant to the project area. Monitoring results report occasional violations of the 8-
hour ozone and PM, ;s ambient air quality standards during a three-year period from 2006-2008, the most
recent and available data representation of existing air quality conditions within the Lake Tahoe Air
Basin.

Given the unique climatic conditions within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin, the TRPA has established a
standard for 8-hour CO, which is more stringent than both state and national regulations. National and
California ambient air quality standards (NAAQS and CAAQS, respectively) are shown in Table 8. The
table also specifies the TRPA 8-hour CO standard. Ozone and NO; (an ozone precursor) are regional
pollutants because they affect air quality on a regional scale; oxides of nitrogen (NOx), including NO,,
react photochemically with reactive organic gases (ROG) to form ozone some distance downwind of the
source of pollutants. Pollutants such as CO, PM,,, and PM, s are local pollutants because they tend to
disperse rapidly with distance from the source. PM,o, and PM, s are regional pollutants that travel and
impact downwind areas.

Table 8

Ambient Air Quality Standards Applicable in California

Standard
Standard (micrograms
Average (parts per million) per cubic meter) Violation Criteria
Pollutant | Symbol Time California | National | California | National | California National
Ozone” 03 1 hour 0.09 NA 180 NA If exceeded NA
8 hours 0.070 0.075 137 147 If exceeded | If fourth highest
8-hour
concentration in
a year, averaged
over 3 years, is
greater than the
standard
Carbon cO 8 hours 9.0 9 10,000 10,000 If exceeded If exceeded on
monoxide more than 1 day
per year
1 hour 20 35 23,000 40,000 If exceeded If exceeded on
more than 1 day
per year
(Lake 8 hours 6 NA 7,000 NA If equaled NA
Tahoe or exceeded
only)
Nitrogen NO, Annual 0.030 0.053 57 100 If exceeded | If exceeded on
dioxide arithmetic more than 1 day
mean per year
1 hour 0.18 NA 339 NA If exceeded | NA
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Standard
Standard (micrograms
Average (parts per million) per cubic meter) Violation Criteria
Pollutant | Symbol Time California | National | California | National | California National
Sulfur SO, Annual NA 0.030 NA 80 NA If exceeded
dioxide arithmetic
mean
24 hours 0.04 0.14 105 365 If exceeded | If exceeded on
more than 1 day
per year
1 hour 0.25 NA 655 NA If exceeded | NA
Hydrogen H,S 1 hour 0.03 NA 42 NA If equaled NA
sulfide or exceeded
Vinyl C,H;Cl 24 hours 0.01 NA 26 NA If equaled NA
chloride or exceeded
Inhalable PM10 Annual NA NA 20 NA If exceeded | NA
particulate arithmetic
matter mean
24 hours NA NA 50 150 If exceeded | If exceeded on
more than 1 day
per year
PM2.5 Annual NA NA 12 15.0 If exceeded | If 3-year
arithmetic average of the
mean weighted annual
mean from
single or
multiple
community-
oriented
monitors
exceeds the
standard
24 hours NA NA NA 35 NA If less than 98
percent of the
daily
concentrations,
averaged over
three years, are
equal to or less
than the
standard
Sulfate SO, 24 hours NA NA 25 NA If equaled NA
particles or exceeded
Lead Pb Calendar NA NA NA 1.5 NA If exceeded no
particles quarter more than 1 day
per year
30-day NA NA 1.5 NA If equaled NA
average or exceeded
Rolling 3- | NA NA NA 0.15 NA Averaged over a
Month rolling 3-month
average period

Source: CARB 2008
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3.2.3.2 Environmental Analysis and Mitigation Measures

21. Would the Greenway conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan? (CEQA IIla)

Standard of Significance: A significant impact occurs if the project conflicts with standards identified in
the El Dorado County AQMD CEQA Guide Chapter 3 or the RTP (TRPA/TMPO 2008).

As discussed above, the RTP includes an analysis of its conformity with the California SIP to ensure that
the RTP remains consistent with state and local air quality planning efforts to achieve and/or maintain the
NAAQS. The SIP demonstrates how the Lake Tahoe Air Basin will continue to maintain compliance
with the federal 8-hour CO standard. A project is typically deemed inconsistent with air quality plans if it
results in population and/or employment growth that exceeds growth estimates included in the applicable
planning documents and therefore generates emissions not accounted for in the emissions budget. The
Greenway does not result in additional population or employment growth.

Construction Emissions. Modeling presented for Question 22 below demonstrates that Greenway
construction will not exceed emission thresholds.

Operational Emissions. Modeling presented for question 158 (Table 54) demonstrates that the Greenway
operation will reduce overall VMT and therefore reduces long-term operational emissions and avoids
impact.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

22. Would the Greenway violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation? (CEQA IIIb)

Standard of Significance: A significant long-term (e.g. operational) impact results if the project causes
violations of air quality standards listed in Table 8 or contributes substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation. As identified by CARB and TRPA, a significant short-term (e.g., construction
related) air quality impact results if construction-generated emissions of ROG (reactive organic gases),
NOx (ozone), PMq (particulate matter less than 10 microns in size), or SO, exceed mass emissions of 82
Ib/day, or construction-generated emissions of CO (carbon monoxide) exceed mass emissions of 550
Ib/day.

Long-term. The Greenway constructs an alternative transportation route that is not accessible to
motorized vehicles or other modes of transportation that emit emissions outlined in Table 8 and thus
results in no long-term or operational impacts to air quality, as supported by VMT reductions and daily
trip reductions demonstrated in Question 158.

Short-term. Short-term, temporary effects to air quality occur during construction activities. The
URBEMIS2007 model estimates construction emissions for the Greenway. The model includes the
following assumptions: 1) construction activities take place daily utilizing equipment and personnel as
detailed in Appendix F, 2) estimation of total construction duration assumes 100 linear feet of trail is
constructed per day, 3) construction takes place during the summer construction season with the total
duration for completion extending over several years for 200 work days, and 4) the model encompasses
the 3.86 mile project.
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Construction along the trail alignment is subject to El Dorado County Rule 223-1, Fugitive Dust —
Construction Requirements. Under this rule, a required Fugitive Dust Control Plan will be submitted to
the AQMD for approval prior to construction (CM-9, detailed in Section 2.6.5.9) and address techniques
for fugitive dust control and reducing track out. Within the project area, few limitations to typical dust
control plan elements exist. Site watering in narrow construction zones must avoid overspray beyond
project area boundaries and equipment washing must occur on high capability land with the discharge
contained to avoid runoff. This analysis concludes that typical elements of a Fugitive Dust Control Plan
can avoid suspension of dirt, dust and small particles and, therefore, avoid significant air quality impacts.

Table 9 presents the construction emissions and significance conclusions for the Greenway. Daily
construction emissions were calculated and compared to the threshold criteria for a 3.86-mile shared-use
trail for determination of any increase above AQMD air quality standards emissions greater than 82
pounds per day of ROG, NOy, SO, and PM o and emissions greater than 550 pounds per day of CO.

Table 9

Daily Construction Emissions (Ibs/day)

ROG NOy CcO PM,, PM, SO,

Construction Emissions 4.63 36.01 22.79 2.57 1.92 0.00
AQMD Threshold 82 82 550 82 N/A 82
Exceed Threshold? No No No No N/A No

Source: HBA 2010

The project produces no daily emissions that will exceed construction emission limits.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.

23. Would the Greenway result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors)? (CEQA IIlc)

Standard of Significance: The Region is in non-attainment for PM,o, as presented in Table 10. A
significant cumulative impact results if the project causes an increase in PM,.

In the Lake Tahoe Region, these pollutants relate to automobile use and potential impacts measured with
VMT calculations. The Greenway results in a net reduction of 80 total daily vehicle trips and 177 miles
of VMT as compared to existing conditions (see Section 3.2.16 for detailed analysis of VMT).
Additionally, the Greenway avoids creating vehicle delay along streets and at intersections that create
significant emissions increases as described in Question 158.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.
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Table 10

Federal and State Attainment Status for the Lake Tahoe Air Basin

Pollutant State Status Federal Status
8-Hour Ozone Attainment Attainment
PM,, Nonattainment Unclassified
PM,; Attainment Unclassifiable/attainment
CO Attainment Attainment

Source: CARB 2009b.

24, Would the Greenway expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
(CEQA I11d)

Standard of Significance: A sensitive receptor defines a location where human populations, especially
children, seniors, and sick persons are found with a reasonable expectation of continuous human exposure
according to the averaging period for ambient air quality standards. Typical sensitive receptors include
residences, hospitals, and schools. A significant impact results from the generation of peak 24-hour
emissions greater than: NOy 3.0 kg or 6.6 1bs; PM 2.0 kg or 4.4 1bs; VOC 8.0 kg or 17.6 lbs; SO, 3.0 kg
or 6.6 Ibs and CO10.0 kg or 22.0 lbs.

Long-term. The Greenway, as a non-motorized feature, introduces no new emission sources associated
with use of the shared-use trail. Where the trail crosses streets, some vehicle delay will occur. As
presented in Table 55 of Section 3.2.16, implementation of the Greenway results in an increased Average
Queue Length of 1-2 vehicles at the mid-block Al Tahoe Blvd trail roadway crossing. The nearest
sensitive receptors to this location are residences located in the Pioneer Village subdivision, immediately
south and east of the trail crossing. No other sensitive receptors exist nearby. At this low volume of
queuing associated with the Greenway, there is no measureable change to existing 24-hour air quality
emissions.

Short-term. Construction of the Greenway will result in emissions of air pollutants from temporary
ground disturbance associated with site excavation, construction equipment exhaust operating at the
construction site(s), construction worker vehicles, and supply trucks, and from traffic impacts resulting
from construction worker vehicle and construction equipment movements along streets. These emissions
are temporary and localized and cease once construction activities have been completed in the specific
project area location. Thus, it is not anticipated that the construction of the Greenway results in
significant short-term impacts to sensitive receptors.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.
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25. Would the Greenway create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
(CEQA Ille)

Standard of Significance: A significant impact results if Greenway construction or operation creates
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

The occurrence and severity of odor effects depend on the nature, frequency, and intensity of the odor
source, wind speed and direction, and the presence of sensitive receptors. Offensive odors rarely cause
physical harm, but odors can be unpleasant and generate citizen complaints to regulatory agencies and
local governments. Typical sensitive receptors include residences, hospitals, and schools. There are
residences, lodges and motels along the Greenway alignment.

Over the long-term, CEQA checklist item Ill-e is not applicable to the Greenway because there are no
sources of objectionable odors associated with project operation.

In the short-term, odor impacts occur from the use of diesel engines and asphalt paving during
construction. As stated in the discussion of short-term impacts to sensitive receptors under Question 24
above, these odors are both temporary and localized, affecting only the area immediately adjacent to the
active construction area. Construction activities along the 3.86-mile Greenway generate odors during
initial grading and site preparation and during paving at the completion of construction. Diesel exhaust
emissions and asphalt paving odors dissipate rapidly away from the source and cease upon completion of
construction activities. Thus, the project does not result in substantial direct or indirect exposure of
sensitive receptors to offensive odors.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.

26. Would the Greenway result in substantial air pollutant emissions? (TRPA 2a)

No. See analysis for Question 24, which addresses CEQA checklist item IIld and concludes a less than
significant impact on air pollutant emissions.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
27. Would the Greenway result in deterioration of ambient (existing) air quality? (TRPA 2b)

No. See analysis for Question 22, which addresses CEQA checklist Item IIIb and concludes a less than
significant impact to ambient air quality.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.

28. Would the Greenway result in creation of objectionable odors? (TRPA 2c¢)

No. See analysis for Question 25, which addresses CEQA checklist item Ille for the creation of

objectionable odors and concludes a less than significant odor impact to short-term and long-term effects
to sensitive receptors.
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Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

29. Would the Greenway result in alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any
change in climate, either locally or regionally? (TRPA 2d)

No. Standard of Significance: A significant impact occurs if the project CO, or methane emissions
exceed 500 tons/year and/or the concentration of resultant tree removal changes habitat categorization.

As presented in Section 3.2.16, Tables 61 and 62, the Greenway results in a net reduction of 80 total daily
vehicle trips from existing conditions and overall daily VMT reduce by 177 miles. No increase occurs in
the emission of Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) from project operations. The Greenway consists of surface-
level shared-use trails and existing parking facilities — no construction of parking facilities occurs and
thus no obstructions or changes to local air circulation result. The project includes no activities or
facilities that generate heat or moisture.

Question 44 addresses tree removal as an effect to habitat alterations, concluding that tree removal within
the project area creates no impact to habitat categorization. The removal of select trees along the shared-
use trail does not create reductions in forest canopy sufficient to increase local solar gain, raise
temperatures or create microclimate changes.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.

30. Would the Greenway result in increased use of diesel fuel? (TRPA 2e)

Yes. Standard of Significance: The increased use of diesel fuel that results in objectionable odors results
in a significant impact to sensitive receptors within and downwind of the project area.

See the analysis for Question 25, which addresses CEQA checklist item Ille for the creation of
objectionable odors and concludes that the level of impact from the project is less than significant to
short-term and long-term odor impacts to sensitive receptors. See analysis for Question 29, which
addresses TRPA checklist Item 2d and concludes that the Greenway results in a net reduction in total
daily vehicle trips and VMTs from existing conditions.

Some Greenway construction activities use diesel-powered equipment, creating a short-term increase in
diesel fuel usage over the active construction period. This short-term increase does not contribute
significantly towards violations of air quality standards or create concentrations of adverse odors since
construction equipment must pass vehicle emissions standards. TRPA checklist Item 2c¢ is not applicable
to the project during the operational phase because of the subsequent project-related reduction in fossil
fuel use upon implementation.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.
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31. Greenway effects to ambient air quality and contributions to community pollution levels.
(NEPA)

An air quality goal in the LTBMU Forest Plan includes “maintaining and, where necessary, restoring the
clear, clean air important to the aesthetic enjoyment of the area and the health of the people.” Most of the
forest management practices and forest wide standards and guidelines contained in the LTBMU Forest
Plan pertain to major emission sources in wilderness areas, and fire protection and prevention practices
including fire detection and suppression, fuels treatment, and prescribed burn practices. These issues are
not directly relevant to the Greenway and are not further addressed.

Evaluation criterion from the LTBMU Forest Plan includes a compliance measure to be applied if the
Greenway produces more than 200 trips per day.

Section 3.2.16, Traffic, Transportation and Circulation, provides an analysis of traffic-related effects
associated with the Greenway and indicates an overall reduction in VMT and daily vehicle trips during
project operation. Thus, the compliance measure does not apply.

No Project. Under the no project alternative, the Conservancy constructs no shared-use trail and no
change to the project area occurs. Portions of the project area, including locations on National Forest
Lands, would continue to be used as informal trails. Under the no project alternative, no short-term
construction emissions or potential long-term benefits from vehicle trip reductions occur. Portions of the
Greenway, including locations on National Forest Lands, continue to be used as informal trails. No
shared-use path would be constructed; therefore, no contribution to potential cumulative effects related to
short-term construction-generated or long-term operational emissions of criteria air pollutants would
result.

Proposed Project. Questions 21 to 30 describe project effects to air quality with analyses concluding that
the Greenway does not threaten a violation of federal, state, or local air quality laws or requirements
imposed for the protection of the environment. The analysis focuses on mobile and area source emissions
generated by the Greenway, as no permanent stationary sources affecting air quality would be developed.

The project area lies within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin and the El Dorado AQMD. As a matter of regional
policy, a Fugitive Dust Control Plan will be submitted to and approved by El Dorado AQMD, as
described in CM-9 (Section 2.6.5.4). Particulate matter emissions from construction and operation of the
Greenway will not violate CAAQ emission standards. Section 2.6.5 describes additional measures
included in the project for the control of particular matter under CM-4 (NPDES Permit Requirements,
CM-3 (TRPA Erosion and Sediment Control Plan), CM-5 (Revegetation and Restoration Plans) CM-8
(Operations, Maintenance and Management Strategies), and CM-15 (Fire Suppression and Management
Provisions). Analysis supports the conclusion that the project is consistent with the Clean Air Act (Public
Law 84-159).

Indirect and Direct effects. Section 3.2.16 provides an analysis of traffic-related effects associated with
the Greenway and indicates an overall reduction in VMT following project implementation. Indirect
effects of the Greenway include reduced vehicle trips and associated VMT as a result of providing a non-
automobile alternative to the use of private vehicles. Reduced vehicle trips and VMT have an indirect
benefit to air quality. Direct effects of the Greenway include short-term emissions from construction
equipment and dust from construction related ground disturbance. Greenway operations do not include
motorized vehicles and therefore create no direct emissions from these sources. A small amount of
temporary and intermittent emissions would occur from equipment used to maintain the Greenway.
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Cumulative effects. Question 23 describes Greenway cumulative effects to air quality. Section 3.2.18,
Mandatory Findings of Significant, specifically Question 187, further addresses cumulative effects of the
Greenway and related projects, as listed in Table 60.

Environmental Analysis: No Impact Anticipated.

Required Mitigation: None.
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3.2.4 Biological Resources (Stream Environment Zones, Wetlands, Wildlife and
Vegetation)

This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to biological resources, including impacts to
SEZs, wetlands, wildlife and vegetation. Table 11 summarizes impacts and anticipated level of impact.

Table 11

Biological Resources

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
CEQA Environmental Checklist Item Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Measures

No
Impact

32. 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? (CEQA
IVa)

33. Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or
US Fish and Wildlife Service? (CEQA IVb)

34. 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? (CEQA IVc)

35. 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? (CEQA 1Vd)

36. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as tree
preservation policy or ordinance? (CEQA
IVe)

37. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other X
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? (CEQA IVf)
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No, With Data

TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist Iltem Yes DA . .
Mitigation Insufficient

No

38. Removal of native vegetation in excess of the
area utilized for the actual development
permitted by the land capability/IPES
system? (TRPA 4a)

39. Removal of riparian vegetation or other
vegetation associated with critical wildlife
habitat, either through direct removal or X
indirect lowering of the groundwater table?
(TRPA 4b)

40. Introduction of new vegetation that will
require excessive fertilizer or water, or will
provide a barrier to the normal replenishment
of existing species? (TRPA 4c)

41. Change in the diversity or distribution of
species, or number of any species of plants
(including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, micro
flora and aquatic plants)? (TRPA 4d)

42. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare
or endangered species of plants? (TRPA 4e)

43. Removal of streambank and/or backshore
vegetation, including woody vegetation such X
as willows? (TRPA 4f)

44. Removal of any native live, dead or dying
trees 30 inches or greater in diameter at
breast height (dbh) within TRPA’s X
Conservation or Recreation land use
classifications? (TRPA 4g)

45. A change in the natural functioning of an old
growth ecosystem? (TRPA 4h) X

46. Change in the diversity or distribution of
species, or numbers of any species of animals
(birds, land animals including reptiles, fish
and shellfish, benthic organisms, insects,
mammals, amphibians or microfauna)?
(TRPA 5a)

47. Reduction of the number of any unique, rare
or endangered species of animals? (TRPA X
5b)

48. Introduction of new species of animals into
an area, or result in a barrier to the migration X
or movement of animals? (TRPA 5c)

49. Deterioration of existing fish or wildlife
habitat quantity or quality? (TRPA 5d) X

NEPA Significance of Effects

50. Greenway effects on vegetation and wildlife. (NEPA)
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3.2.4.1 Environmental Setting

Wildlife. Wildlife use of the project area differs greatly because there are a number of different habitats.
Use has been documented through numerous conversations with local biologists and review of reports
prepared for and adjacent to the project area. Habitats include riparian, upland forest, meadow, urban
with various levels of disturbance and human presence. The project area provides habitat for numerous
small mammals, including golden-mantled ground squirrel (Spermophilus lateralis), Belding’s ground
squirrel (Spermophilus beldingi), Douglas’ squirrel (Tamiasciurus douglasii), several species of
chipmunk (Tamias sp.), and a variety of smaller rodents. Porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum), American
marten (Martes americana) and long-tailed weasel (Mustela frenata) are also common.

Larger mammals known to occur in the vicinity of the project area include coyote (Canis latrans), bobcat
(Lynx rufus), mountain lion (Felis concolor), black bear (Ursus americanus), and mule deer (Odocoileus
hemionus). Mule deer are regularly observed in the vicinity of the project area. These deer are part of the
Carson River Deer Herd that occupies the eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada in Alpine and El Dorado
counties in California and Douglas County in Nevada. The project area is within the western end of the
herd’s range (USDA, 2002).

The Carson River Deer Herd is a small to average sized herd of 3,000 to 3,500 animals. The size and
quality of the herd’s winter range is small and acts as a limiting factor to the size of the herd. The
Greenway project area is located within the summer range of the Carson River Deer Herd, but individuals
of this herd may also migrate through portions of the project area during the fall and spring. These
migrations generally occur between early November to mid-November and between mid-April to May.
Deer from the Carson River Deer Herd generally migrate to lower elevation winter range located in the
Carson Valley east of the project area. Although most of the herd winters in the Carson Valley, a few
deer remain in the Lake Tahoe Region each winter.

A wide variety of resident and migratory bird species nest and forage in or in the vicinity of the project
area. Clark's nutcrackers (Nucifraga columbiana) and Steller's jays (Cyanocitta stelleri) can be found
year-round throughout the project area and surrounding forested lands. Mountain chickadee (Parus
gambeli), evening grosbeak (Coccothraustes vespertinus), and white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta
carolinensis) may also be found year-round, while other species such as western tanager (Piranga
ludoviciana) and western wood pewee (Contopus sordidulus) are summer residents only. A variety of
woodpeckers, including northern flicker (Colaptes auratus) and hairy woodpecker (Picoides villosus), are
commonly observed in association with forested habitats in the project area. Typical raptors include red-
tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii), and turkey vulture (Cathartes aura).

Reptiles are represented within the project area by species such as the western fence lizard (Sceloporus
occidentalis), northern alligator lizard (Gerrhonotus coeruleus), rubber boa (Charina bottae), and western
terrestrial garter snake (Thamnophis elegans). Amphibians include western toad (Bufo boreas) and
Pacific chorus frog (Pseudacris regilla).

Figure 27 outlines the suitable habitat within the project area for special status wildlife species.

Fisheries. The Greenway crosses Trout Creek at the Martin Ave Bridge and subsequently Heavenly
Valley Creek, which flows under Meadow Crest Drive. A number of fish are present within Trout Creek.
Both native species and introduced species have been observed. Native species include Lahontan
cutthroat (Oncorhynchus clarki henshawi), Lahontan redside (Richardsonius egregius), mountain
whitefish (Prosopium williamsoni), Piute sculpin (Cottus beldingi), speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus),
Tahoe sucker (Catostomus tahoensis), and tui chub (Siphateles bicolor). Non-native species were
introduced in the past by governmental agencies to provide sportfishing opportunities. These introduced
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species include brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis), brown bullhead (Ameirus nebulosus), brown trout
(Salmon trutta), kokanee salmon (Oncorynchus nerka), and rainbow trout (Oncorynchus mykiss).

Vegetation. Vegetation communities in the project area are primarily forested and include Jeffrey pine,
montane riparian, montane chaparral, wet meadow (nomenclature follows Mayer and Laudenslayer,
1988). In addition to these forest associations, the project area contains relatively small, dispersed
patches of sagebrush and aspen vegetation.

The most widely distributed forest association in the project area is Jeffrey pine forest. This forest type is
dominated or co-dominated by an overstory of Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi) and white fir (4bies concolor).
Other overstory species, including incense cedar (Calocedrus decurrens) and sugar pine (Pinus
lambertiana), occur as an occasional component within the Jeffrey pine forest association. The TRPA
Code protects a number of trees within the Jeffrey pine forest association because they are larger than 24-
inch dbh.

Lodgepole pine forest has limited distribution within the project area. Lodgepole pine forest occurs
where the microclimate favors the growth of lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta), generally in locations with
seasonally wet soils such as meadow margins. Lodgepole pine may also occur as a component of the
other forest types within the project area.

SEZs are shown on the plan sheets included in Appendix C as LCD 1b. Figure 28 illustrates SEZ and
Section 404 Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. within the project area. Appendix G further details the
jurisdictional wetlands delineated within the project area that are in the process of being verified by the
USACE.

The Greenway crosses Trout Creek and Heavenly Valley Creek just above the confluence at the Martin
Ave Bridge. The next SEZ that the trail crosses is a montane dry meadow known as Bijou Meadow. A
montane mesic meadow is crossed just to the west of Herbert Ave followed by Bijou Park Creek, which is
located just to the south of Ski Run Blvd. A small ephemeral drainage is crossed just to the south and
west of Keller Dr. A montane mesic meadow is crossed by the trail located between Glen Rd and
Chonokis Rd. The trail terminates at Van Sickle Bi-State Park where a riparian wetland and montane
mesic meadow. Refer to Appendix G for a more detailed description of these wetland areas.

Vegetation communities associated with SEZs in the project area include montane riparian, aspen, and
wet meadow. Characteristic species in the montane riparian association include mountain alder (4/nus
tenuifolia), willow (Salix sp.), and mountain maple (4cer glabrum). Montane riparian vegetation occurs
in discontinuous patches along the edges of Trout Creek and the Upper Truckee River in the project area.
Aspen associations, dominated by quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides), are interspersed throughout the
survey area, generally occurring near a stream or in low-lying areas where a high water table is present
during the growing season. Wet meadows consist of a layer of herbaceous plants that occur where water
is at or near the surface most of the growing season.
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Figure 27. Special Status Wildlife Habitat

s

X

fohd

e

N

N

2-60
Community
Playing Fields

Bike Trail

&
e NI N
IR )

Glenwo
S
‘L:\

3PS
RS

hates
9%
2R

L

CARHX KX

s XTI S
KKK X KHKIKKD
SRR

X

f

|

Map date: January 28, 2011.

m Mountain Yellow-Legged Frog
E Yellow Warbler
:| Willow Flycatcher

Forest Carnivore, Northern Goshawk, and Spotted Owl
= Greenway Trail Segments

O Trail Segment Endpoints

e Existing Bike Path

Data sources: ESRI StreetMap North America, U.S. Geological Survey. Wildlife habitat data delineated by Hauge Brueck Associates and digitized by Design Workshop.

Greenway Project Area
Wildlife Habitat

0 600 1,200 2,400 Feet

1:24,000

HAUGE BRUECK

ASSOQEIlATES

JUNE 2011

HAUGE BRUECK ASSOCIATES

PAGE 3-42



ENVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS AND IMPACT ANALYSIS

REVISED SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SHARED-USE TRAIL PROJECT

ional Wetlands

Jurisdict

iminary

Figure 28. SEZ and Prel

$3LYIDOSSY
203Nnd¥d 39NVH

000°v2:1
e ——_—|
00¥'Z 002t 009 0

Ued o319 BUNSIXT cmm—

sjulodpu3 juswbeg kil O
sjuawbag Juswubiy [1B)] e
Spuefja\ [euonoipsune Aleuiwijald I

SOUOZ JUSWIUOIIAUT Weals I

Spue}oA\ [euonolpsunp
Aleulwijaid pue (Zz3s) seuoz
juswiuoJIAUg Weals jo depy

"LLOZ ‘82 Asenuer elep deyy ‘1S3 ‘eauswy yloN dejy 19aiS “elep peoy ‘lesejeq AB0jos9 SOSN JelIes Papeys “sseqelep weals uaby Guuueld (euciBay eoye] pue (HN) 1eseleq AydesBoipAH [euoleN SOSN ‘Ejep weens

el ajgspRid |
Buifeld funwwo) |
09-Z awbag

S
o

A

7

PAGE 3-43

HAUGE BRUECK ASSOCIATES

JUNE 2011



ENVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS AND IMPACT ANALYSIS
REVISED SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SHARED-USE TRAIL PROJECT

The project area contains small patches of sagebrush and montane chaparral associations. The sagebrush
vegetation community is dominated by Basin sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata), but may also include
components of the montane chaparral association. Characteristic species in the montane chaparral
association include mountain whitethorn (Ceanothus cordulatus), chinquapin (Castanopsis
sempervirens), and huckleberry oak (Quercus vaccinifolia). Characteristic understory species found
within various communities in the project area include: greenleaf manzanita (4Arctostaphylos patula),
beardtongue (Penstemon sp.), currant (Ribes sp.), mule ears (Wyethia sp.), mountain whitethorn
(Ceanothus cordulatus), serviceberry (Amelanchier sp.), huckleberry oak (Quercus vaccinifolia),
California lilac (Ceanothus velutinus), young white fir (4bies concolor), willow (Salix sp.), quaking aspen
(Populus tremuloides), corn lily (Veratrum sp.), and bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum).

LTBMU Parcels. The Greenway crosses a total of four LTBMU parcels. These four parcels are APNs
025-203-001, 025-204-001, 028-090-005 and 027-331-003.

Parcels 025-203-001 and 025-204-01 are located between Becka Dr and Walkup Rd. These parcels
contain a total of 956 linear feet of asphalt trail on grade with the exception of 254 linear feet of trail on
raised asphalt trail on permeable fill as dictated by the presence of SEZ located at the west end. The
vegetation in these two parcels is Jeffrey pine forest with minimal understory and a mosaic of montane
chaparral.

Parcel 027-331-003 is located on the northeast corner of Blackwood Rd and Pioneer Trail. This parcel
contains a total of 334 linear feet asphalt trail on grade. The vegetation consists of Jeffrey pine forest
with little to no understory on the western portion of the parcel with riparian vegetation consisting of
mostly Populus tremuloides and an herbaceous layer.

Parcel 028-090-005 is located between David Lane and Keller Rd. This parcel contains a total of 105
linear feet of asphalt trail on grade. The vegetation consists of Jeffrey pine forest with Arctostaphylos
patula as the main understory component.

Special-Status Species. Special-status wildlife and fish species are species that have been afforded
special recognition and protection by federal, State, or local resource conservation agencies and
organizations. These species are generally considered rare, threatened, or endangered due to declining or
limited populations. Special-status species include:

* Animals that are legally protected or proposed for protection under the California Endangered
Species Act (CESA) or Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA);

* Animals defined as endangered or rare under CEQA;

* Animals designated as species of special concern by the CDFG;

* Animals designated as species of concern by the USFWS;

* Animals listed as “fully protected” in the Fish and Game Code of California (Sections 3511,
4700, 5050 and 5515);

* Animals designated as special interest species by the TRPA;

* Animals designated as sensitive species by the LTBMU;

* Plants that are legally protected or proposed for protection under the CESA or FESA;

* Plants defined as endangered or rare under CEQA;

* Plants designated as species of concern by the USFWS;

* Plants listed in the California Native Plant Society’s Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of
California (2001);

* Plants designated as special interest species by the TRPA; and

* Plants designated as sensitive species by the LTBMU.
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The evaluation utilized the following sources to identify the occurrence or potential occurrence of special-
status species within the project area. Tables 12 and 13 below tabulate these sources according to federal,
state CNPS and TRPA status.

California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB/Rarefind, January 2011). A copy of the CNDDB
report (Appendix H) for the Echo Lake, Emerald Bay, South Lake Tahoe and Freel Peak 7'
minute USGS topographic quadrangles.

In addition to the CNDDB/Rarefind report, the analysis reviewed the following lists prepared by the
CDFG Natural Heritage Division:

Special Animals (July 2009);

State and Federally Listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California (October 2009);
Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List (October 2009); and

State and Federally Listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California (October
2009).

CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California (Electronic Version
October 2009).

USFWS list of federally listed and proposed threatened and endangered species that may occur in
the project vicinity (letter dated January 5, 2010, covering the Echo Lake, Emerald Bay, South
Lake Tahoe and Freel Peak 7' minute USGS topographic quadrangles). Appendix H attaches
the letter.

TRPA Special Interest Species. Source: TRPA Regional Plan, Rules and Procedures and Code
Chapters 78 and 79.

USDA Forest Service, LTBMU Sensitive Species. Source:
http://www.r5.fs.fed.us/Itbmu/management/wildlife/indicator.htm.

USDA Forest Service, LTBMU Management Indicator (MI) Species. Source:
http://www.r5.fs.fed.us/Itbmu/management/wildlife/indicator.htm.

Project-level Surveys. The following surveys have been completed for the project area:

Special-status plants;

Noxious and invasive weeds;
California spotted owl;

Northern goshawk;

Willow flycatcher;

Yellow warbler;

Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog; and
Forest carnivore.

The environmental analysis presents the surveys results where appropriate.
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Table 12

Special-Status Plants that May Occur In the Project Area or Vicinity

Status Likelihood of
Bloom Occurrence Within
Species Federal State | CNPS | TRPA Habitat Description Period Project Area
Galena Creek (=Carson Range) rock FSS -- 1B SI Broadleaved upland forest, upper August Moderate; although not
cress montane coniferous forest on rocky previously observed on
Arabis rigidissima var. demota substrates. Known in CA from only two site, potentially suitable
occurrences near Martis Peak, and in NV habitat is present on site.
from eleven occurrences in the Carson
Range. Elevational range 2,255-2,560m.
Upswept moonwort FSC - 2 -- Grassy fields and coniferous woods near | Not Moderate; although not
Botyrchium ascendens springs and creeks of montane coniferous | applicable previously observed on
forest. Elevational range 1,500-2,060m. site, potentially suitable
habitat is present on site.
Scalloped moonwort FSC - 2 -- Saturated soils in margins of small Not Moderate; although not
Botyrchium crenulatum streams or near springs and creeks of applicable previously observed on
montane coniferous forest. Elevational site, potentially suitable
range 1,500-2,060m. habitat is present on site.
Slender moonwort FSC - 2 -- Habitats of western populations of Not Moderate; although not
Botyrchium lineare Botrychium lineare are primarily applicable previously observed on
meadows, fen-like seeps and gravelly site, potentially suitable
roadsides resulting from past (15 to 50 habitat is present on site.
year old) disturbance.
moonwort FSC - 2 -- Botrychium lunaria is cosmopolitan in its | Not Moderate; although not
Botyrchium lunaria habitats. At high latitudes and high applicable previously observed on
altitudes it is often a plant of open to site, potentially suitable
lightly wooded meadows as well as habitat is present on site.
sparsely vegetated screens slopes. At
lower elevations and latitudes it occurs in
deep woods as well as meadows and
sparsely vegetated sand dunes. It most
commonly occurs on moist but well-
drained soils with a neutral pH.
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Table 12

Status

Special-Status Plants that May Occur In the Project Area or Vicinity

Likelihood of

Bloom Occurrence Within
Species Federal State | CNPS | TRPA Habitat Description Period Project Area
Elevational range 2280-3400m
Mingan moonwort FSC -- -- The habitat of B. minganense varies Not Moderate; although not
Botyrchium minganense widely from dense forest to open applicable previously observed on
meadow and from summer-dry meadows site, potentially suitable
to permanently saturated fens and seeps. habitat is present on site.
When in meadows, plants may stand in
open sun or under dense herbaceous
cover. The species is often found in
association with old (>10 year)
disturbances such as logging roads and
road shoulders. B. minganense may be
less closely associated with calcareous
soils than most moonworts.
Elevational range 1,455-2,055m
Western goblin FSC -- -- This species occurs where there is a Not Moderate; although not
Botyrchium montanum continuous supply of moisture and a high | applicable previously observed on

mineral content either in fens, seeps and
meadows along streams or under incense
cedar (Calocedrus decurrens) along side
streams. Elevational range 2,200-9,800
ft.

site, potentially suitable
habitat is present on site.

Shore sedge

Carex limosa

Meadows, marshes, and swamps of upper
montane coniferous forest. Possibly
more widespread in the Sierra Nevada.
Elevational range 1,200-2,700m.

June-August

Moderate; potentially
suitable habitat is present
on site.

Alpine dusty maidens

Chaenactis douglasii var. alpina

Alpine boulder and rock fields of granite.
Elevational range 3,000-4,000m.

July-
September

None; suitable habitat not
present within project
area.
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Table 12

Special-Status Plants that May Occur In the Project Area or Vicinity

Status Likelihood of
Bloom Occurrence Within
Species Federal State | CNPS | TRPA Habitat Description Period Project Area
Subalpine cryptantha -- -- 1B -- Volcanic rocky sites in subalpine July-August | None; suitable habitat not
Cryptantha crymophila coniferous forest. Elevational range present within project
2,600-3,200m. area.
Tahoe draba -- - 1B SI Alpine boulder and rock fields in July-August | None; suitable habitat not
Draba asterophora var. asterophora crevices, and open talus slopes of present within project
decomposed granite in subalpine area.
coniferous forest. Elevational range
2,500-3,505m.
Cup Lake draba FSC - 1B SI Alpine boulder and rock fields in shade July-August | None; suitable habitat not
Draba asterophora var. macrocarpa of granitic rocks in subalpine coniferous present within project
forest. Elevational range 2,500-2,815m. area.
Subalpine fireweed -- - 1B -- Meadows and seeps, and subalpine July-August | Low; potentially suitable
Epilobium howellii coniferous forests in mesic environments. habitat is present on site.
Known from only four occurrences in No documented
Fresno, Mono, and Sierra counties. occurrences in the Lake
Elevational range 2,000-2,700m. Tahoe Region.
Oregon fireweed FSC - 1B -- Bogs and fens of montane coniferous June- Moderate; although not
Epilobium oreganum forest. Elevational range 500-2,240m. September previously observed on
site, potentially suitable
habitat is present on site.
Marsh willowherb -- - 2 -- Bogs, fens and meadows of montane July-August | None; suitable habitat not
Epilobium palustre coniferous forest. Elevational range present within project
2,200m. area.
Donner Pass buckwheat FSC - 1B -- Meadows and seeps, and upper montane July- None; suitable habitat not
Eriogonum umbellatum var. torreyanum coniferous forest on volcanic, rocky September present within project
substrate. Elevational range 1,855- area.
2,620m.
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Table 12

Special-Status Plants that May Occur In the Project Area or Vicinity

Status Likelihood of
Bloom Occurrence Within
Species Federal State | CNPS | TRPA Habitat Description Period Project Area
Long-petaled lewisia FSC -- 1B SI Alpine boulder and rock fields in June-August | None; suitable habitat not
Lewisia longipetala subalpine coniferous forest. Elevational present within project
range 2,500-2,925m. area.
Mees’s moss -- -- 2 -- Bogs and fens of montane coniferous Not Moderate; although not
Meesia triguetra forest. Elevational range 1,300-2,500m. applicable previously observed on
site, potentially suitable
habitat is present on site.
Tahoe yellow cress FC SE 1B SI Lower montane coniferous forest, May- None; suitable habitat not
Rorippa subumbellata meadows and seeps / decomposed September present within project
granitic beaches along the shore of Lake area.
Tahoe. Known in CA from fewer than
ten extant occurrences around Lake
Tahoe. Elevational range 1,895-1,900m.
Water bulrush -- -- 2 -- Bogs, fens, marshes, swamps and lake July-August | Moderate; potentially
Scirpus subterminalis margins of montane coniferous forest. suitable habitat is present
Elevational range 750-2,250m. on site.

Source: CDFG 2009, CNPS 2009; USFWS 2009

Federal status:
FE Listed as endangered under the Federal ESA
FT Listed as threatened under the Federal ESA
PE Proposed for listing as endangered under the Federal ESA
PT Proposed for listing as threatened under the Federal ESA
FC Candidate species for listing under the Federal ESA
FSC Species of concern as identified by the USFWS
D  Delisted in accordance with the Federal ESA
FSS USDA, Forest Service sensitive species
State Status:
SE Listed as endangered under the CA ESA
ST Listed as threatened under the CA ESA
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CSC Species of concern as identified by the CDFG

CFP Listed as fully protected by the CDFG Code

Rare Species identified as rare by the CDFG
California Native Plant Society Listing Categories (CNPS 2001):

1B Plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangered in CA and elsewhere

2 Plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangered in CA, but are more common elsewhere

3 Plant species that lack the necessary information to assign them to a listing status

4 Plant species that have a limited distribution or that are infrequent throughout a broader area in CA
TRPA Status:

SI Species of Special Interest to the TRPA
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Table 13

Special-Status Wildlife Species that May Occur In the Project Area or Vicinity

Status

Likelihood of
Occurrence Within
Species Federal State TRPA Habitat Description Project Area
Fish
Lahontan cutthroat trout FT -- S Historically occurred in all accessible cold waters of the High; confirmed sightings
Oncorhynchus (=Salmo) clarki MI Lahonton Basin in a wide variety of water temps and conditions. | in the Upper Truckee
henshawi Cannot tolerate presence of other salmonids. Gravel riffles in River.
streams required for breeding.
Rainbow trout MI . . Inhabits cold-water streams. Spring spawning takes place in High; Upper Truckee
streams. Prefers fast moving riffles. 7
Salmo gairderi River and Trout Creek
have known occurrences.
Brook trout MI -- -- Commonly found at elevations between 5,000 and 9,000 feet High; Upper Truckee
Salvelinus fontinalis (CDFG). Spawns near cold lake springs. Thrives and River and Trout Creek
reproduces in small, cold streams and spring-fed lakes. Can have known occurrences.
tolerate colder waters than other trout.
Lahontan Lake tui chub FSS CSC -- A schooling species that inhabits large, deep lakes. Known from | High; Upper Truckee
Gila bicolor pectinifer Lake Tahoe; Pyramid Lake, NV; and Walker Lake, NV. River has known
Populations of chubs that occur in Stampede, Boca, and Prosser occurrences.
reservoirs may also represent this subspecies (Moyle et al. 1995).
Amphibians
Mount Lyell salamander FSC CSC -- Inhabits rock fields in mixed conifer, red fir, lodgepole pine, and | Low; suitable habitat
Hydromantes platycephalus subalpine communities, utilizing rock fissures, seeps, shade, and | present on site but the
low-growing plants. Elevational range extends from 1,200 to species is not known
3,500m. within the Lake Tahoe
Region.
Mountain yellow-legged frog FSC CSC -- Inhabits ponds, lakes, and streams associated with montane Moderate; montane
Rana muscosa FESS riparian, lodgepole pine, subalpine conifer, and wet meadow riparian and wet meadow

communities.

communities within the
study area may provide
suitable habitat.
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Table 13

Special-Status Wildlife Species that May Occur In the Project Area or Vicinity

Status Likelihood of
Occurrence Within
Species Federal State TRPA Habitat Description Project Area
Northern leopard frog FSS CSC - Aquatic habitat in close proximity to grass- or forb- dominated Low; suitable habitat
Rana pipiens community with a moist substrate. Aquatic habitat provides present on site but the
oviposition and overwintering sites. Grassy shelves used for species is not known
foraging during the active season. Within CA the known within the Lake Tahoe
elevational range of this species extends from 1,216 to 1,503m. Region.
Yosemite toad FSC CSC -- High mountain meadows and forest borders of the whitebark and | None; suitable habitat is
Bufo canorus CFP lodgepole pine zones emerging soon after the snow melts. not present on site.
Occurrence within the
Lake Tahoe Region has
not been confirmed.
Birds
Waterfowl SI Avian species associated with marsh/wetland habitats. Moderate/High;
marsh/wetland habitats
present within project
area.
Mallard MI - SI Inhabits a wide variety of aquatic environments including fresh Moderate/High; Upper
Anas platyrhynchos emergent wetlands, estuarine, lacustrine, and riverine habitats, Truckee River likely
ponds, pastures, and urban parks. provides suitable habitat
for this species.
Osprey - CSC SI Uses large snags and open trees, primarily in ponderosa pine Low; nearest sighting is 5
Pandion haliaetus through mixed conifer community types, near large bodies of miles from project area.
water.
Bald eagle D SE SI Breeds and roosts in remote coniferous forests in close proximity | Low; nearest sighting is 9
Haliaeetus leucocephalus MI CFP to a river, stream, lake, reservoir, marsh, or other wetland area. miles from project area.
Golden eagle -- CSC SI Rolling foothills, mountain areas, grasslands, savannas, deserts, None; no suitable habitat
Aquila chrysaetos CFP and early successional stages of forests and shrub communities. present within the project
Cliffs and large trees are utilized for nesting. area.
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Table 13

Special-Status Wildlife Species that May Occur In the Project Area or Vicinity

Status

Likelihood of
Occurrence Within
Species Federal State TRPA Habitat Description Project Area
Cooper’s Hawk -- CSC -- Uses dense stands of conifer, liver oak, riparian deciduous or Moderate/High;
Accipiter cooperii other forest communities. Appear to be expanding into urban potentially suitable habitat
areas throughout the Central Valley and foothills. is present within the
project area.
Northern goshawk FSC CSC SI Breeds and forages in mature stands of coniferous, mixed, and High; sightings within 1
Accipiter gentilis FSS deciduous forest. Nest sites often associated with north-facing mile of the project area.
MI aspects.
Sharp-shinned hawk -- CSC -- Breeds in riparian deciduous, mixed conifer, black oak, High; potentially suitable
Accipiter striatus ponderosa pine, and Jeffrey pine communities. During winter habitat is present within
may be found in a wide variety of communities. the project area.
American peregrine falcon D SE SI Inhabits open country, breeding near rivers, wetlands, lakes, or Moderate; potentially
Falco peregrinus anatum MI CFP other aquatic features; nests on cliffs, banks, dunes, mounds, and | suitable habitat is present
human-made structures. within the project area.
Blue grouse MI -- -- Inhabits mature conifer stands interspersed with open, brushy Moderate; potentially
Dendragapus obscurus conifer stands, and open grass/forb areas, in close proximity to suitable habitat is present
water. within the project area.
Black tern FSC CSC -- Nests on lakeshores and in marshes, uncommon to rare on the Low; the species may
Chlidonias niger west coast of North America. occur as a seasonal
migrant.
Great gray owl FSS SE -- A resident of mixed conifer and red fir forest communities, in or | Low; occurrence within
Strix nebulosa on edge of meadows. High canopy closure and large diameter the Lake Tahoe basin has
snags are required. not yet been confirmed
(Schlesinger and Romsos
2000).
California spotted owl FSC CSC -- Typically breeds in stands of mixed coniferous forest containing | Moderate; potentially
Strix occidentalis occidentalis FSS a mixture of tree sizes with a number of very large, old trees, suitable habitat is present
MI usually at least two canopy layers, and a total canopy cover in within the project area.
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Table 13

Special-Status Wildlife Species that May Occur In the Project Area or Vicinity

Status

Likelihood of
Occurrence Within
Species Federal State TRPA Habitat Description Project Area
excess of seventy percent (may be as low as thirty-forty percent
at high elevations). Large snags and an abundance of downed
woody debris are also usually present.
Black swift FSC CSC -- In western British Columbia, Klamath Region, northern Sierra None; suitable nesting
Cypseloides niger Nevada, west-central Rocky Mountains and Sierra Madre habitat is not present
Occidental, this species nests in colonies on cliffs and beneath within the project area.
waterfalls.
Rufous hummingbird FSC -- -- A common migrant and uncommon summer resident of High; may occur within
Selasphorus rufus California; many post-breeders migrate south through the the project area as a post-
Cascade Range and Sierra Nevada. Found in a variety of breeding migrant. Has
environments that provide nectar-producing flowers; including been observed within the
montane riparian, high mountain meadows, valley foothill project area.
hardwood-conifer, and various chaparral communities.
Pileated woodpecker MI -- -- A yearlong resident of mature, montane coniferous forest High; has been observed
Dryocopus pileatus communities. Nests typically in snags or living trees with dead within the project area.
limbs.
Lewis’ woodpecker FSC -- -- An inhabitant of open, deciduous and conifer communities with Low; potentially suitable
Melanerpes lewis bushy understory. Snags or dead portion of a live tree are habitat is present within
commonly used for nesting. the project area.
Willow flycatcher FSC -- -- Typically breeds in willow-dominated riparian vegetation along High; potentially suitable
Empidonax traillii brewsteri MI perennial streams in moist meadows or spring-fed or boggy habitat is present within
areas. the project area.
Hermit warbler FSC -- -- A summer visitor and migrant, breeds in mature ponderosa pine, | Moderate; forested areas
Dendroica occidentalis montane hardwood-conifer, mixed conifer, redwood, Douglas fir, | within the project area
red fir, and Jeffrey pine communities. may provide suitable
habitat.
California yellow warbler -- CSC -- Breeds in willow dominated riparian woodlands that may also High; potentially suitable

Dendroica petechia brewsteri

include cottonwoods, alders, and sycamores, montane chaparral

habitat is present within
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Table 13

Special-Status Wildlife Species that May Occur In the Project Area or Vicinity

Status Likelihood of
Occurrence Within
Species Federal State TRPA Habitat Description Project Area
and montane shrubbery in open coniferous forests. the project area.
Brewer’s sparrow FSC -- -- Breeds in extensive treeless shrub communities with moderate None; project area does
Spizella breweri canopy coverage, especially sagebrush. not contain suitable
breeding habitat.
Mammals
Townsend’s big-eared bat FSC CSC -- Found in a wide variety of communities, including coastal Low; project area may
Corynorhinus townsendii FSS conifer and broad-leaf forests, oak and conifer woodlands, provide foraging habitat;
grasslands, and high-elevation forests and meadows. Most however, breeding and
commonly associated with mesic environments. Roosts in caves, | roosting habitat is not
mines, tunnels, buildings, or other man-made structures. This present on site.
species is extremely sensitive to disturbance at its roosting sites. Occurrence within the
Lake Tahoe basin has not
yet been confirmed
(Schlesinger and Romsos
2000).
Spotted bat FSC CSC -- Occurs in a variety of environments, ranging from deserts and Low; project area may
Euderma maculatum grasslands to mixed conifer forests; roosts in rock crevices along | provide foraging habitat;
cliffs or caves. however, breeding and
roosting habitat is not
present on site.
Occurrence within the
Lake Tahoe basin has not
yet been confirmed
(Schlesinger and Romsos
2000).
Small-footed myotis bat FSC -- -- Inhabits relatively arid wooded and brushy uplands in close Low; project area may
Myotis ciliolabrum proximity to water, from sea level to about 8,900 feet. Maternity | provide foraging habitat;
colonies may occur in buildings, caves and mines. however, breeding habitat
is not present on site.
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Table 13

Special-Status Wildlife Species that May Occur In the Project Area or Vicinity

Status

Likelihood of
Occurrence Within
Species Federal State TRPA Habitat Description Project Area
Occurrence within the
Lake Tahoe basin has not
yet been confirmed
(Schlesinger and Romsos
2000).
Long-eared myotis bat FSC -- -- May be found in a variety of brush, woodland, and forest Low/Moderate; forested
Myotis evotis communities, from sea level to about 9,000 feet; shows a portions of project area
preference toward coniferous woodlands and forests. Nursery provide potentially
colonies located in buildings, crevices, spaces under bark, snags; | suitable breeding and
night roosting in caves. foraging habitat.
Fringed myotis bat FSC -- -- May be found in a variety of environments; valley and foothill Moderate; potentially
Myotis thysanodes hardwood, hardwood-conifer and pinyon-juniper woodland suitable foraging habitat
provide optimal habitat. Maternity colonies and roosts located in | occurs on site.
caves, mines, buildings, and crevices.
Long-legged myotis bat FSC -- -- This species is most commonly associated with woodland and Moderate; potentially
Myotis volans forest communities above 4,000 feet. However, may also forage | suitable breeding and
in chaparral, coastal scrub, Great Basin shrub habitats, and in foraging habitat occurs on
early successional stages of woodlands and forests. Occurrence site.
records range from sea level to 11,400 feet. Roosts in rock
crevices, buildings, under tree bark, in snags, mines, and caves.
Yuma myotis bat FSC CSC -- Optimal environments include open forests and woodlands in Moderate; potentially
Myotis yumanensis proximity to bodies of water used for foraging; maternity suitable foraging habitat
colonies in caves, mines, crevices, and buildings. occurs on site.
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare FSC CSC -- Frequents early successional stages of mixed conifer, red fir, Moderate; potentially
Lepus americanus tahoensis lodgepole pine forests, and deciduous riparian communities at suitable habitat is present
higher elevations. within the project area.
Sierra Nevada mountain beaver -- CSC -- In the Sierra Nevada and East Slope, associated with dense Moderate; potentially

Aplodontia rufa californica

growth of small deciduous trees and shrubs, wet soil, and an

suitable habitat is present
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Table 13

Special-Status Wildlife Species that May Occur In the Project Area or Vicinity

Status Likelihood of
Occurrence Within
Species Federal State TRPA Habitat Description Project Area
abundance of forbs. Needs an abundant supply of water. within the project area.
Sierra Nevada red fox FSS ST -- Inhabits a variety of communities from wet meadows to forested | Low; potentially suitable
Vulpes vulpes necator areas; preferring forests that are interspersed with meadows or habitat is present within
alpine fell-fields. Dense vegetation and rocky areas provide the project area. Not
cover and den sites. detected during forest
carnivore studies.
California wolverine FSS ST -- Occurs in a variety of environments, including subalpine conifer, | Low; potentially suitable
Gulo gulo luteus CFP alpine dwarf-shrub, barren, mixed conifer, and lodgepole pine habitat is present within
forests at or near timberline. Typically associated with areas of the project area. Not
low human disturbance. detected during forest
carnivore studies.
American (Pine) marten FSS -- -- Prefers multi-storied, mature mixed coniferous forests with high | High; occurrence
Martes americana canopy coverage and an abundance of large snags and downed documented within the
woody debris. Riparian corridors may be used for foraging and project area during forest
as travelways. carnivore studies.
Pacific fisher FSC CSC -- Prefers multi-storied, mature mixed coniferous forests with high Low; CNDDB occurrence
Martes pennanti pacifica FSS (>50 percent) canopy coverage and an abundance of large snags approximately 03.5 mile
and downed woody debris. Dense riparian corridors are utilized south of the project area in
as dispersal corridors. Foraging often occurs in small (< 2 acres) | 1967. Not detected during
forest openings with significant ground cover. forest carnivore studies.
Mule deer MI -- SI Prefers areas interspersed with diverse seral stages or edges. High; species observed
Odocoileus hemionus This includes riparian vegetation, meadows, and the early to mid- | during biological surveys
successional stage of most vegetation types. of the project area.

Source: CDFG 2009, USFWS 2009; USFS 2009

Federal Status:

FE Listed as endangered under the Federal ESA
FT Listed as threatened under the Federal ESA
PE Proposed for listing as endangered under the Federal ESA
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PT Proposed for listing as threatened under the Federal ESA
PD Proposed for delisting as threatened or endangered under the FESA
FSC  Species of concern as identified by the USFWS
D Delisted in accordance with the Federal ESA
FSS USDA Forest Service sensitive species
MI LTBMU Management Indicator species
State Status:
SE Listed as endangered under the CA ESA
ST Listed as threatened under the CA ESA
CSC  Species of concern as identified by the CDFG
CFP  Listed as fully protected by the CDFG Code
Rare  Species identified as rare by the CDFG
TRPA Status:
SI Species of Special Interest to the TRPA
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Stream Environment Zones. The TRPA defines a SEZ as a biological community that derives its
characteristics from the presence of surface water or a seasonal high groundwater table. Stream
environment zones exhibit the ability to rapidly incorporate nutrients into the usually dense vegetation
and moist to saturated soils. A SEZ is delineated by the presence of drainage ways and floodplains,
including adjacent marshes, meadows, and riparian areas.

SEZs are important because they make up a natural system of runoff conveyance, provide wildlife habitat,
and can filter and treat (through soils and vegetative complexes) spring snowmelt, stormwater runoff, and
other forms of surface runoff before discharge to Lake Tahoe. SEZs have been verified using the criteria
described below and are shown on plan sheets in Appendix C.

TRPA verified SEZs within the project area in 2004, illustrated on Figure 28 (Appendix J). Segment 2-45
crosses no SEZ. Segment 2-50 crosses Trout Creek and Heavenly Valley Creek with their attendant
SEZs. Segment 2-70 crosses three delineated SEZs: Bijou Meadow; an unnamed SEZ to the east of
Herbert Ave; and the SEZ that lies to the north of Pioneer Trail across from Charlesworth Ct. Segment
2-80 crosses three SEZ areas: an ephemeral drainage identified as Little Heavenly Valley Creek just to the
south and west of Keller Rd; one SEZ to the east of Chonokis Rd; and the meadow located at the northern
terminus of Segment 2-80 located in Van Sickle Bi-State Park.

Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. The USACE regulate activities in wetlands and waters of the U.S. in
accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. To determine the potential for impacts to this
resource, HBA scientists performed preliminary wetland delineation in the fall of 2010. Appendix G
contains the draft report; Figure 8 locates the wetland areas identified. The delineation found five
wetland types within the project area including: other waters, emergent floodplain, riparian wetland,
montane dry meadow, and montane mesic meadow. Segment 2-50 crosses other waters, emergent
floodplain, and riparian wetland at Trout Creek. Segment 2-70 crosses montane dry meadow in Bijou
Meadow. The trail also encroaches at the very edge of two wetland areas in Segment 2-70: a montane
mesic meadow near Herbert Ave and Aloha Rd and riparian wetland and emergent floodplain along
Pioneer Trail near Charlesworth Ct between Glen Rd and Van Sickle Bi-State Park. Segment 2-80 crosses
two wetland areas containing montane mesic meadow and a small area of riparian wetland. Refer to
Appendix G for full descriptions, figures, and maps of Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. identified within
the project area.

3.2.4.2 Environmental Analysis and Mitigation Measures

32. Would the Greenway 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? (CEQA IVa)

Standard of Significance: The loss of greater than zero endangered, threatened or rare fish or wildlife
individuals or disturbance of greater than zero acres of occupied or designed critical habitat constitute a
significant impact as defined by CEQA Article 5, Section 15065, CESA Sections 2062 and 2067, CDFG
Code Sections 1900-1913, and TRPA Thresholds.

As noted in Table 12 and 13, because the project area contains no species identified as a candidate,
sensitive or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies or regulations or by the CDFG or
USFWS and because the project area contains no occupied or designated critical habitat, no impact occurs
either directly or indirectly from construction or operation of the Greenway.

LTBMU Parcels. See analysis for Questions 46 and 47.
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Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

33. Would the Greenway have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? (CEQA IVb)

Standard of Significance: Direct or indirect impact greater than zero acres for State or Federal sensitive
natural communities, direct or indirect impact greater than zero acres to SEZ including riparian habitat
constitute a significant impact.

Sensitive Natural Communities. The Greenway impacts no listed sensitive natural communities because
the project area contains no such communities. Database searches covering the project area include the
CDFG’s CNDDB and USFWS (species list dated January 2011) for the South Lake Tahoe, Freel Peak,
Emerald Bay and Echo Lake 7.5 min quad maps. The USFWS identifies no critical habitat within the
project area. CDFG identifies two sensitive plant community locations of Sphagnum Bog in the USGS
Quad search. The communities are outside the project area. The CNDDB lists Grass Lake and Osgood
Swamp as sensitive natural communities, which are not within the project area.

TRPA designates uncommon plant communities in TRPA Code Section 75.2, which are as follows: the
deepwater plants of Lake Tahoe, Grass Lake (sphagnum fen), Osgood Swamp, Hell Hole (sphagnum fen),
Pope Marsh, Taylor Creek Marsh, Upper Truckee Marsh, and the Freel Peak cushion plant community.
These communities lie outside of and distant from the project area.

Riparian Habitat. TRPA SEZ designations encompass riparian habitats within the Lake Tahoe Basin.
See the following discussion of SEZ for evaluation of project effects on riparian habitat. In addition, the
project area encompasses riparian wetland as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Evaluation
for Question 34 includes project effects on this and other wetland types related to Section 404 permit
requirements and Section 401 water quality certification.

Stream Environment Zones. TRPA maintains the Regional Plan elements that establish SEZ as a
sensitive natural community protected by standards and regulations. Lahontan also maintains standards in
the Lahontan Basin Plan related to activities in SEZ. Construction of the Greenway results in direct and
indirect impacts to SEZs. Direct impacts to SEZs include removal of riparian vegetation and grading and
disturbance to soils. Removal of vegetation and grading in SEZs directly impacts the quality and
functionality of the riparian system and threatens temporary and permanent degradation to surface water
quality. Riparian vegetation provides modifications to SEZs by regulating microclimates and water
temperature of adjacent water bodies. Removal of vegetation can result in changes in the microclimate by
reducing the shading abilities of plants. Moisture retention ability of soils decreases after vegetation
removal and often results in xeric conditions, thereby creating inhospitable environment for adjacent
riparian vegetation. Removal of riparian vegetation increases sun exposure to shallow surface water areas
to increase water temperatures, which can decrease habitat suitability.

Riparian vegetation removal in the Trout Creek SEZ includes the removal of both woody riparian
vegetation (Salix sp., Rosa woodsii, Ribes sp.) as well as meadow grasses. Trail construction in Bijou
meadow will not result in any removal of woody riparian vegetation but will result in the removal of
annual meadow grasses and forbs. The Herbert Ave SEZ will result in the removal of both woody
riparian vegetation and annual grasses, however since there is no water body associated with this SEZ,
trail construction will not result in changes to surface water temperatures as noted above. Project features
in the SEZ area directly adjacent to Pioneer Trail across from Charlesworth Ct will result in the removal
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of woody riparian vegetation including quaking aspen as well as annual grasses. The SEZ adjacent to
Keller Rd results in the removal of Rosa woodsii and salix sp. as well as annual grasses in the area. The
montane mesic meadow SEZ area to the east of Chonokis Rd results in the removal of annual grasses and
woody riparian vegetation. The termination of the trail at the north end in Van Sickle Bi-State Park
results in the removal of annual grasses as well as woody riparian vegetation in the form of Salix sp.,
Ribes sp. and Populus tremuloides.

Riparian areas are often utilized as travel corridors for wildlife species as they provide cover to conceal
movement. Riparian areas associated with the Greenway that may be utilized for travel corridors include
the Trout Creek area and the meadow area located in Van Sickle Bi-State Park. Species that may utilize
these corridors include mule deer, Mustelids and other more common mammal species such as raccoon
and coyote. As noted for Question 35, these species are abundant in Tahoe in areas of human disturbance.
Indirect impacts to SEZs from project implementation include modifications to the SEZ quality of habitat
for various wildlife and fish species present within the project area. Loss of riparian vegetation and
increases in exposed soils can increase sedimentation into water bodies. On-site restoration in like
communities offsets some of this effect and is augmented by off-site restoration as described in other
sections.

New disturbance and land coverage in SEZ (LCD 1b) is necessary to construct the Greenway, as shown in
Table 14. Both TRPA and Lahontan prohibit new SEZ disturbance except for limited uses such as public
service and public recreation that can demonstrate compliance with restrictive findings. TRPA Code
Subsection 20.4.B.3 outlines these restrictions for public service projects. The findings analysis below
cites Code requirements (in italics), followed by analysis of the Greenway’s consistency with the
findings. Table 15 identifies the square footage of SEZ disturbed in each trail segment. Evaluation of
required Lahontan findings follows that for TRPA.
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Table 14

Greenway LCD 1b Land Coverage and Disturbance Summary (square feet and acres)

Segment Existing Existing LCD Existing New LCD Total LCD New LCD 1b New LCD 1b Project Allowable Offsite LCD 1b
LCD 1b 1b Coverage LCD 1b 1b Trail 1b Trail Coverage Plus Areain Coverage in Restoration
Coverage to be Coverage Coverage Coverage Disturbance New LCD 1b LCD 1b LCD 1b Required
Removed/ to Remain (New & (Clear Zones) Disturbance
Restored Exist)
2-45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2-50 805 415 390 19,665 20,055 4,754 24 419 75,781 758 36,214
2-70 13,907 10,922 2,985 32,287 35,272 19,275 51,562 1,059,188 10,592 66,421
2-80 15,281 13,652 1,629 8,786 10,415 1,984 10,770 294954 2,950 2,503
1,429,923
29,993 sf 5004sf | 60,738sf | 65,742 sf sf 14.300 sf
(0.69 24,989 sf 0.11 (1.39 (1.51 26,013 sf 86,751 sf (328 0.33 105,138 sf
TOTAL acres) (0.57 acres) acres) acres) acres) (0.60 acres) (1.99 acres) acres) acres) (2.41 acres)
Source: TRPA land capability verifications, South Tahoe Greenway Project Coverage Calculations Tables January 2010, and HBA
2011
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TRPA SEZ Disturbance Findings. TRPA Code Subsection 20.4.B(3) Public Service: Land coverage and
disturbance for public service facilities may be permitted in Land Capability District 1b (stream
environment zones) if TRPA finds that:

(a) The project is necessary for public health, safety or environmental protection:
The Greenway is necessary to:

1) Protect health and safety. Implementation of the non-auto network and increased non-auto
transportation envisioned throughout the Region will increase the number and diversity of trail
users. Direct conflict between autos and pedestrians/bicyclists will exist without construction of a
safe alternative network, including separated trails designed to AASHTO and ADA standards.
Specifically, the project provides the major north-south trail corridor in South Lake Tahoe,
protecting non-auto travelers in areas of high traffic volume. Therefore, the project will protect
public health and increase safety.

2) Provide essential public transportation services. TRPA identifies development of non-auto trail
networks, including the major Class I link provided by the Greenway, as essential transportation
facilities. TRPA includes the project in the Lake Tahoe RTP (TMPO 2008), Lake Tahoe Regional
BPMP (TMPO 2010) and TRPA EIP Update, Planning Horizon 2008-2018 (TRPA 2009).

3) Improve environmental protection. TRPA relies on alternative transportation systems, including
bike trails, as important measures to improve air quality and reduce atmospheric contribution to
water quality degradation. Section 3.2.3 and 3.2.7, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
identify that the project contributes to improvements in air quality. The project reduces erosion,
disturbance and land coverage through removal and restoration of informal trails in designated
SEZ areas. Question 66 provides evaluation for coverage relocation findings related to this
restoration and concludes it meets the requirement for providing environmental improvement.
Therefore, the Greenway will assist in the protection of the environment.

(b) There is no reasonable alternative, including a bridge span or relocation, which avoids or
reduces the extent of encroachment in the stream environment zone, and

The project proposal incorporates design features that reduce disturbance and the effects of disturbance,
including alignment location, use of raised asphalt on permeable fill, and boardwalk and bridge spans.
Section 2.6.5 describes these features. These design options minimize disturbance in LCD 1b SEZ by
confining users to structured trails particularly during wet conditions, accommodating seasonal surface
flows and high groundwater, and allowing for some vegetative cover under boardwalks. Project
development also considered alternative alignments. Evaluation of design proposals and alternatives by
analysis segment follows.

* Segment 2-50 results in a total of 24,419 square feet of new LCD 1b land coverage and
disturbance. The total Greenway length of Segment 2-50 in SEZ is 945 linear feet of boardwalk,
395 linear feet of asphalt trail on raised permeable fill and 413 linear feet of asphalt trail. The
SEZ disturbed in Segment 2-50 lies within the Trout Creek and Heavenly Valley Creek riparian
areas. The shared-use trail includes boardwalked sections in the SEZ as well as a bridge span
over Trout Creek to minimize direct impacts. Along Martin Ave in some places and
Meadowcrest Dr, the trail follows the roadway very closely to limit disturbance in more intact
portions of the riparian area. In these locations, designers rejected use of boardwalk due to snow
load and maintenance needs, and asphalt on permeable fill due to the ineffectiveness of this
design near existing compacted soil for roadways. There are no reasonable alternatives to the
Segment 2-50 alignment that would limit the disturbance to SEZ because the Greenway runs
perpendicular to the Trout Creek and Heavenly Valley Creek SEZ and cannot be safely located
within the existing roadway. Section 2.1.2 (including Table 2 and Figure 2) identifies a design

JUNE 2011 HAUGE BRUECK ASSOCIATES PAGE 3-63



ENVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS AND IMPACT ANALYSIS

REVISED SOUTH TAHOE GREENWAY SHARED-USE TRAIL PROJECT

option that made a direct connection between the Barbara Ave/Martin Ave intersection and the
LTCC. This alternative, while producing a somewhat shorter and more direct route, encroached
on a more intact riparian zone, crossed a wider floodway and floodplain area, removed more
woody riparian vegetation with higher habitat values, and required more temporary construction
disturbance to adequately access. For these reasons, this alternative was rejected from further
consideration.

* Segment 2-70 results in a total of 51,562 square feet of new LCD 1b land coverage and
disturbance. Total length of Segment 2-70 in SEZ is 1,377 linear feet of boardwalk, 1,168 linear
feet of asphalt trail on raised permeable fill and 1,095 linear feet of asphalt trail. The SEZ
disturbed in Segment 2-70 has been identified above as the Bijou Meadow, Herbert Ave SEZ and
the SEZ across from Charlesworth Ct adjacent to Pioneer Trail. Location criteria for use of the
surface options respond to site conditions as described in Section 2.6.2.3 in order to minimize
impacts. Section 2.1.2 identifies an alternative considered early in the planning process that
diverted the Greenway to the northwest, crossing Bijou Meadow further north and paralleling
neighborhood streets including Spruce Ave. Examination of this alternative found: 1) no
difference to the amount of SEZ disturbance necessary in Bijou Meadow, but disturbance location
lower in the watershed with more potential for conflict with the Bijou SEZ restoration and park
redevelopment proposals; and 2) substantially higher conflicts with existing residential uses
including driveway crossings and potential private easement acquisitions needed. Another option
previously considered an alternative way to cross Pioneer Trail in the northern section of Segment
2-70. This alternative, following the former Caltrans ROW alignment, approached Pioneer Trail
near Needle Peak, crossing that major arterial on an overpass and encroaching into intact and
dense aspen stand growth east of Charlesworth Ct. Multiple objections to this route included
increased SEZ disturbance, increased woody riparian area disturbance, significant scenic impacts,
and greatly increased cost.

* Segment 2-80 results in a total of 10,770 square feet of new LCD 1b land coverage and
disturbance. Total length of Segment 2-80 in SEZ is 531 linear feet of boardwalk, 324 linear feet
of asphalt trail on raised permeable fill and 50 linear feet of asphalt trail. The shared-use trail
includes boardwalked sections within SEZ delineated areas in order to minimize impacts. Near
Keller Rd and north of Glen Rd the Greenway crosses mapped SEZ areas at the narrowest
location possible while maintaining grade requirements for accessibility. Near Van Sickle Bi-
State Park, the alignment follows an existing foot trail near overhead power lines and crosses both
drier and wetter SEZ areas (delinecated as montane mesic meadow and riparian wetland).
Alternative routes to reduce the total SEZ encroachment in this location produce increased large
tree removal. TRPA Code prohibits this tree removal as described for Question 44. Additionally,
alternative routes that do not follow the existing foot trail and clearing for the overhead power
lines, while they cover less SEZ, require more riparian vegetation removal to accomplish in an
area of dense, intact riparian vegetation.

The determination of reasonable segment alignments considers technical feasibility, economic
feasibility, existing land use patterns and the regulations and requirements of lead agencies in concert
with the stated objectives and purpose and need of the project. This evaluation is described above
and concludes no alignment alternative exists that completely avoids encroachment in LCD 1b SEZ
areas and meets the project objectives and purpose. Additionally, compliance with AASHTO and
ADA standards is necessary to provide a safe and usable public facility and places constraints on
design elements such as minimum trail widths, separation distance from roadways, and grade.

(c) The impacts of the coverage and disturbance are fully mitigated in the manner prescribed by
Subparagraph 20.4.A(2)(e). For LCD 1b the restoration requirement in such Subsection shall
apply exclusively to SEZ lands and shall include coverage and disturbance within the permitted
Bailey coefficients.
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Permanent Coverage and Disturbance. Table 14 and the preceding paragraphs identify permanent
encroachment on 86,751 square feet of new land in LCD 1b SEZ. To offset the impacts to LCD 1b SEZ
lands consistent with TRPA Code Subsection 20.4.A(2)(e), restoration must occur at a
restoration/disturbance ratio of 1.5:1. This drives a total restoration need of 130,127 square feet to avoid
significant impacts. The Greenway proposes to offset new disturbance through a combination of on-site
and off-site restoration of SEZs in amounts shown in Table 15.

As noted in Section 2.6.3, the Greenway offsets impacts to LCD 1b SEZ in part by removing and
restoring existing trails located within LCD 1b lands. Throughout the project area, TRPA verified existing
coverage in LCD 1b SEZ areas that can be removed so that the native hydrology and vegetation
community will reestablish. The restoration involves removal of existing informal biking/walking trails.
Appendix D describes the specific restoration prescriptions that will result in long-term restoration. TRPA
Code Subsection 20.5.C.4 requires coverage relocation in LDC 1b lands produce net environmental
benefit. This evaluation concludes the prescriptions are suited to site conditions and are capable of
producing long-term SEZ restoration. This restoration occurs very near the areas of new disturbance in
areas of similar vegetation communities and hydrologic conditions. Additionally, restoration of existing
unpaved trails reduces sediment sources from these surfaces. Appendix E describes adaptive management
strategies to monitor restoration and protect SEZ vegetation in these foot trail locations from future
disturbance.

On-site restoration mitigates a portion of the loss of SEZ habitat that results from Greenway construction;
additional off-site restoration is required to fully comply with TRPA Subsection 20.4.A.2(e). Table 15
highlights the off-site restoration requirement, identifying 105,138 square feet (2.41 acres) needed. As
allowed in Code Subsection 20.3.C, the Conservancy will utilize banked land coverage restoration from
LCD 1b SEZ from the California Land Bank equal to 105,138 square feet. Section 2.6.5.19 describes land
bank sources that could meet the requirement to produce no more than 0 acres of SEZ disturbance and
avoid significant impact. At the time of construction permitting, other restoration projects could be
considered as candidate sources for California Land Bank credit in compliance with Land Bank
provisions. If other projects supply needed credit, additional evaluation to assure offsetting restoration
mitigates project impacts may be necessary.

Table 15

On-site and Off-site LCD 1b SEZ Restoration by Segment

On-site Restoration Proposed Off-site Restoration Required (square

Segment(s) (square feet) feet)

2-45 0 0

2-50 415 36,214

2-70 10,922 66,421

2-80 13,652 2,503

Total 24,989 105,138

(0.57 acres) (2.41 acres)

Source: Appendix K tables; HBA 2011

Temporary Disturbance. Temporary disturbance in SEZ areas will occur during construction of trail
features. This evaluation considers the effectiveness of the required compliance measures for temporary
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erosion control generally in response to Questions 62 and 90. Within SEZ areas specifically, the analysis
assumes project construction will require a work zone up to 10 feet wide to allow equipment operation
and passage. Construction of the boardwalk design as proposed allows smaller and lighter equipment in
the meadow areas such as at Bijou Meadow and near Van Sickle Bi-State Park. This reduces the amount
of disturbance from heavy equipment operation that typically is required for other boardwalk designs that
use larger concrete footings. Additionally, the SEZ areas very near roadways such as Trout Creek and
Pioneer Trail allow some construction activity to occur on the adjacent pavement (limited by construction
traffic control needs). Appendix D includes provisions for protection and revegetation related to
construction disturbance including: limiting overall encroachment with use of fencing and on-site
inspectors, and salvaging riparian vegetation for replanting after construction.

This evaluation concludes the project meets TRPA Code requirements described above to avoid, reduce,
and mitigate project impacts on SEZ. No additional mitigation is required.

Lahontan Basin Plan Findings. Lahontan implements provisions of the Basin Plan, including waste
discharge prohibitions applicable to SEZs. Exceptions to waste discharge prohibitions for permanent
disturbance in SEZ exist for public outdoor recreation and public health and safety facilities if (Basin Plan
5.8):

(a) the project by its nature must be sited in a SEZ

By their very nature, roads, trails, and utilities traverse large areas of the landscape, following an
alignment chosen to connect different locations. (Siller Ranch Resolution No. R6T-2006-0021, page 6)
The bowl-like nature of the Tahoe Region in South Lake Tahoe creates drainages with their attendant soil
types that travel from the surrounding mountains to Lake Tahoe; creating a non-motorized transportation
network within this context cannot avoid surface waters and associated SEZ. Therefore, such features by
their very nature interact with SEZs in areas where crossings are necessary.

or (a) for public health and safety

As described above related to the TRPA Findings Analysis, the Greenway is necessary to protect public
health and safety by: 1) providing an AASHTO Class I and ADA certified shared-use trail as an
alternative to existing roadways and Class II bike lanes; and 2) provide an essential link in the non-auto
public transportation network capable of providing safe access for the broadest spectrum and diversity of
user groups. TRPA recognized these project features when incorporating the Greenway in elements of
the Regional Plan, specifically: as EIP project 752; on the TRPA Air Quality Transportation Program list;
and in the Lake Tahoe RTP (TMPO 2008), Lake Tahoe Regional BPMP (TMPO 2010) and TRPA EIP,
Planning Horizon 2008-2018 (TRPA 2009).

(b) there is no feasible alternative which would reduce the extent of SEZ encroachment,

The evaluation for reasonable alternatives provided above for the TRPA findings analysis concludes no
location alternatives reduce SEZ encroachment, although use of boardwalks and asphalt on permeable fill
in suitable locations reduces the effects of this encroachment.

(c) impacts are fully mitigated;

The evaluation for offsetting mitigation for SEZ disturbance presented above concludes permanent and
temporary measures incorporated into the project mitigate SEZ impacts. The on-site and off-site
restoration proposals also maintain similar function as the areas proposed for disturbance. On-site
restoration proposed lies in close proximity to areas of new disturbance and demonstrates similar
characteristics. Off-site restoration originates from the Land Bank as described in Section 2.6.5.19.
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Eligible Land Bank projects include restoration in a diversity of potential wetland types, matching the
diversity of types disturbed by the project. Table 18 identifies disturbance by preliminary wetland type.
Final project plans, accompanied by approved wetland delineations, will refine these proposals and meet
compliance requirements,

(d) SEZs are restored in an amount 1.5 times the area of SEZ disturbed or developed for the project

The evaluation for on-site and off-site restoration proposals presented above demonstrates compliance
with the requirements of 1.5:1 restoration.

This evaluation concludes the project meets Lahontan Basin Plan requirements described above to avoid,
reduce, and mitigate project impacts on SEZ. No additional mitigation is required.

LTBMU Parcels. Two of the four LTBMU parcels that are crossed by the Greenway contain SEZ: APN
025-203-001 in Segment 2-70 (7,261 square feet of new land coverage and disturbance) and APN 027-
331-003 in Segment 2-80 (1,926 square feet of existing land coverage to be removed). The SEZ in these
areas is included in the analysis above and incorporated into the on-site restoration and off-site restoration
requirements as described.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

34. Would the Greenway 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? (CEQA
IVe)

Standard of Significance: Greater than zero acres and/or zero linear feet of disturbance or discharge to
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the CWA through direct removal, filling, hydrologic interruption or
other means constitutes a significant impact as defined by the USACE jurisdictional waters regulations,
404 CFR 230 Section 404(b)(1), CDFG Section 1600 et seq, and USEPA and State of California no net
loss policies.

In July, August and November of 2010, HBA conducted jurisdictional wetland delineations in accordance
with the USACE and CDFG protocols, mapping, quantifying and characterizing potential jurisdictional
waters and wetlands. Appendix G contains the Draft Preliminary Jurisdictional Delineation Report, dated
January 31, 2011. As noted in Table 2 of Appendix G a total of 3.73 acres of potential jurisdictional 404
wetlands were delineated within the study area. (HBA 2011)

USACE Section 404 Clean Water Act Requirements. The USACE reviews projects that may have
impacts on the waters of the U.S. under the provisions of Section 404 of the CWA. Permanent discharges
that exceed 0.1 acre require review under the provisions of the applicable Nationwide Permit (#14 for
Linear Transportation Project as a trail, or #42 for a Recreation Project as a bike trail). Discharges over
0.5 acres require consideration under the provisions of an Individual Permit. In all cases, activities that
result in discharge over 0.1 acres must follow the required mitigation sequence of avoid, minimize, and
compensate.

In Table 16, this evaluation identifies project impacts and offsetting mitigation requirements for impacts
to wetlands. Table 16 identifies the temporary and permanent disturbance that results from installation of
the shared-use trail. The permanent disturbance is the area of trail that lies directly under the areas of
asphalt on permeable fill and that required for helical pier footings in the boardwalk sections. The
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boardwalk designs presented in Figures 8 and 9 require two 4-inch diameter pipes for every 8 linear feet
of boardwalk. The assumption is that temporary impacts result to wetland areas immediately adjacent to
the trail during construction and calculated as a 10-foot area along side the permanent disturbance to
allow for construction equipment and vehicle access. For portions of the trail that are adjacent to existing
roadways, temporary disturbance includes the area between the trail and the roadway. It should be noted,
the calculation for disturbance included in this analysis is based on the draft preliminary delineation and
may change as a result of USACE verification.

Table 16 presents permanent disturbance from project features by wetland type, totaling 0.22 acres. As
described in other sections of this document, the project development process avoided wetland
encroachment where possible, reduced effects of wetland impacts through project design features, and
developed offsetting restoration strategies to mitigate remaining impacts. This process, described in detail
for Questions 33 and 66, closely follows that prescribed by the CWA. Required mitigation must offset the
loss of wetland function; restoration/disturbance ratios, therefore, will vary depending on this functional
assessment. Mitigation will never be less than 1:1 for in-kind restoration.

The project implements a mixture of on-site and off-site restoration. The Conservancy expects that
wetland delineations for the current project area and those identified for qualifying off-site restoration
projects will produce restoration in wetland categories that closely match those disturbed by the project.
On-site restoration will occur in close proximity and in similar landscape types to new disturbance.
Section 2.6.5.19 describes the potential wetland types on candidate restoration sites including types
affected by project proposals. As construction plans and 404 permit processes progress, additional detail
confirming the functional analysis of compensatory mitigation will be developed.

Table 16

Section 404 Wetlands and Waters of the US and Mitigation Required (square feet)

Total Permanent P
Permanent Permanent . Mitigation
Area . . Disturbance \
Wetland cor s Disturbance | Disturbance Total Required
Within Asphalt on . .
Type Boardwalk Asphalt on Disturbance (using
Survey Permeable . g
Grade . 1:1.5 ratio)
Area Fill
Emergent 7,988 46.99 131975 0 1,366.74 2,050.11
Floodplain
Montane Dry | ¢ 55 238.35 0 1035.15 1,273.50 191025
Meadow
Montane
Mesic 41,220 116.34 0 0 116.34 174 .51
Meadow
Other Waters 3,086 0 0 42.37 42.37 63.55
Riparian 60,256 280.65 239.53 3,059.26 3,579 .44 5369.16
Wetland
Total
160,808 682.33 1,559.28 4,136.78 6,378.39 9,567.58
(square feet)
Total
(Acres) 3.69 0.02 0.04 0.09 0.15 0.22
Source: HBA 2011
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Lahontan 401 Water Quality Certification Requirements. Prior to obtaining a 404 permit issued by
USACE, the project must receive a Section 401 Water Quality Certification issued by Lahontan. Receipt
of this certification demonstrates project proposal meets applicable statewide water quality standards.
Other sections of this IS/IEC/EA identify compliance with elements of the Basin Plan and Board orders
needed to consider Section 401 Water Quality Certification (see CM-20 in Section 2.6.5.20). This
includes: land capability and coverage (Questions 33 and 66), temporary and permanent disturbance in
SEZ including on-site and off-site restoration needs (Question 33), and water quality standards and
beneficial uses (Question 90). As project plans near completion, additional detail such as specific
provisions of the SWPPP and land bank restoration project details will refine this evaluation.

LTBMU Parcels. One of the four LTBMU parcels that are crossed by Segment 2-70 contains potentially
jurisdictional wetlands. This is APN 027-331-003. The emergent floodplain wetland delineated on this
property is crossed by the Greenway for a length of 50 feet at the south east corner. The subject wetland
is included in the analysis above and is incorporated into the off-site restoration requirements that are
outlined in Section 2.6.5.19.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
35. Would the Greenway 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? (CEQA IVd)

Standard of Significance: A significant impact results from the blockage, disruption or impedance of use
of greater than zero wildlife or fish corridors or native wildlife nursery sites, as defined by TRPA Code
Chapter 78 and 79.

Fish. Construction of the project results in no blockage of fish migration corridors. The Greenway
crosses Trout Creek via a bridge span that places no structures within the stream channel. Crossings of
SEZs with evidence of surface hydrology use boardwalk construction so as to not interfere with the flow
of waters or block any fish movement.

Mammals. Mule deer resident or passing through the project area are members of the Carson River Deer
Herd. The Carson River Deer Herd management plan identifies the migration corridors utilized for
seasonal movements. The closest corridor to the project area is in the High Meadows area south of
Monument Peak and north of the ridgeline leading to Job’s Peak (CDFG 1985). The corridor then enters
Lake Valley, where the project area is located via the Cold Creek Drainage. The management plan
identifies no specific corridor within Lake Valley.

Mule deer may avoid the project area because of noise generated during construction activities, but the
project will not block movements long-term. Implementation of the Greenway assures that construction
impacts are intermittent and discontinuous. Movement is preserved through the project design element,
which maintains large open areas within the project area.

Railings are necessary in trail portions where boardwalk is over 30 inches above ground surface. The
only location in which this occurs is the Trout Creek crossing, and this railing will not interfere with the
movement of deer in this location. Boardwalks installed in meadow and riparian areas are typically
below 18 inches above ground surface with no railings, allowing for deer to walk over the boardwalk.

Use of the Greenway by walkers and bikers should not have a detrimental effect on the migration of mule
deer because the location of the shared-use trail is within the summer range and not within the migration
corridor identified to the south of the project area.
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No other identified resident wildlife corridors are mapped within the project area. American marten are
known to occupy suitable habitat areas adjacent to the proposed tail alignment. The Greenway trail
design will not impede the movement of marten or other mammals that may be moving though the area,
such as coyote, raccoon or bobcat. Riparian zones are often utilized as movement corridors for wildlife.
The use of boardwalks in SEZ areas will not impede the movement of wildlife as it allows for passage of
small mammals under the structure and does not prevent the movement of larger wildlife over the
boardwalk surface.

Native Wildlife Nurseries. Tree removal and construction activities associated with construction may
result in direct removal of active nests for migratory birds and/or raptors and may result in disturbance or
abandonment of nesting, roosting, or breeding sites in adjacent habitat. In addition wildlife nursery sites
may be present within the project area and may be disturbed due to construction activities. Surveys
performed for forest carnivores recorded presence/absence in suitable habitat but did not include searches
for nursery or den sites. While no surveys have been performed for wildlife nurseries, the potential exists
for nursery sites to be present before trail construction commences. Implementation of mitigation
measure BIO-1 below identifies native wildlife nurseries and provides protection to the identified sites,
reducing the potential impact to native wildlife nurseries is less than significant after mitigation.

LTBMU Parcels. The four LTBMU parcels contain known no native resident migratory or movement
corridors; therefore there is no impact associated with the Greenway to movement or migration corridors
on LTBMU parcels within the project area. The potential exists for native wildlife nurseries to exist on
LTBMU parcels within the project area. Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 prior to
construction is necessary to avoid potential adverse effects.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation:
BIO-1: Active Raptor and Migratory Bird Nest Site and Wildlife Nursery Site Protection Program

The Program shall include surveys, consultation, and protective actions. Pre-construction surveys,
conducted during the nesting/breeding season immediately prior to initial project construction (e.g.,
excavation, grading and tree removal), shall be conducted to identify any active raptor or migratory bird
nest sites and wildlife nursery sites within the project area. During initial construction activities (tree
removal and excavation for the construction), a qualified biological monitor shall evaluate whether any
raptors or migratory birds are occupying trees or whether any wildlife den/nursery sties are within the
project area. The biological monitor shall have the authority to stop construction near occupied trees or
nursery sites if it appears to be having a negative impact on nesting raptors or migratory birds or their
young observed within the construction zone. If construction must be stopped, the monitor shall consult
with TRPA staff within 24 hours (and LTBMU staff in locations on LTBMU lands) to determine
appropriate actions to restart construction while reducing impacts to identified nursery sites, raptors or
migratory bird nests.

36. Would the Greenway conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as tree preservation policy or ordinance? (CEQA IVe)

Standard of Significance: If the Greenway conflicts with goals and policies outlined in the conservation
element of the TRPA Regional Plan for vegetation, wildlife and fisheries a significant impact results to
biological resources.
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Evaluation of Greenway compliance with TRPA ordinances related to SEZ can be found in other portions
of this section. Table 17 presents the consistency analysis of the Greenway with the TRPA Regional Plan

Conservation Element Goals and Policies for biological resources.

Table 17

TRPA Regional Plan Consistency Analysis — Biological Resources

Vegetation

Goal 1 - Provide for a wide mix and increased diversity of plant
communities in the Tahoe Basin

Policy 2 Opportunities to improve the age structure of the pine and fir
plant communities shall be encouraged when consistent with other
environmental considerations.

Policy 3 Forest pattern shall be manipulated whenever appropriate as
guided by the size and distribution of forest openings.

Policy 4 Edge zones between adjacent plant communities will be
maximized and treated for their special value relative to plant diversity and
wildlife habitat.

Policy 5 Permanent or unnecessary alteration of natural vegetation
associated with development activities shall not exceed the approved
boundaries (or footprints) of the building, driveway, or parking structures,
or that which is necessary to reduce the risk of fire or erosion.

Policy 6 The management of vegetation in urban areas shall be in
accordance with the polices of this plan and shall include provisions that
allow for the perpetuation of the natural appearing landscape

Policy 7 Disturbance or removal of forest litter should be avoided to
promote the natural catchment of nutrients.

Policy 8 Revegetation of disturbed sites shall require the use of species
approved by the agency. TRPA shall prepare specific policies designed to
avoid the unnecessary use of landscaping which requires long-term
irrigation and fertilizer use.

Policy 9 consider the cumulative impact of vegetation removal with
respect to plant diversity and abundance, wildlife habitat and movement,
soil productivity and stability, and water quality and quantity.

Consistent — The Greenway does not
modify the diversity of plant
communities in the Lake Tahoe Basin.
The RRPs utilize TRPA-approved
species suitable to maintain natural
plant communities, including SEZ and
upland types, that address wildlife, fire
prevention, and water quality needs.

Goal 2 - Provide for the maintenance and restoration of such unique
eco-systems as wetlands, meadows, and other riparian vegetation.
Policy 1 Riparian plant communities shall be managed for the beneficial
uses of passive recreation, groundwater recharge, and nutrient catchment,
and as wildlife habitats.

Policy 2 Riparian plant communities shall be restored or expanded
whenever and wherever possible.

Consistent — The project avoids SEZ
to the extent possible to maintain
beneficial uses. Restoration of SEZ
areas occurs as required to protect
overall diversity and habitat quality.

Goal 3 — Conserve threatened, endangered, and sensitive plant species
and uncommon plant communities of the Lake Tahoe Basin.

Policy 1 Uncommon plant communities shall be identified and protected
for their natural values.

Policy 2 The population sites and critical habitat of all sensitive plant
species in the Lake Tahoe Basin shall be identified and preserved.

Consistent — Sensitive plant species
surveys completed within the project
area identify no occurrences of TES
plant species. The Greenway impacts
no uncommon plant communities.

Goal 4 — Provide for and increase the amount of late seral/old growth

Not Applicable — The project area
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stands within the Lake Tahoe Basin contains no late seral/old growth
Policy 4 Retain large trees as a principal component of late seral/old | forest.

growth ecosystems.

Policy 5 Retain trees of medium and small size sufficient to provide for

large tree recruitment over time and to provide structural diversity.

Goal 5 — The appropriate stocking level and distribution of snags and | Not Applicable — The Greenway

coarse woody debris shall be retained in the regions forests to provide
habitat for organisms that depend on such features and to perpetuate
natural ecological processes.

Policy 1 Allow for a sufficient number and an appropriate distribution of
snags throughout the region’s forests to provide and maintain habitat for
species dependent on such features.

Policy 2 Allow for an appropriate amount, level, and distribution of coarse
woody debris throughout the region’s forests to maintain biological
integrity, to stabilize soil, and to afford a reasonable level of fire safety.

creates no change to the distribution of
snags and coarse woody debris.

Wildlife

Goal 1 - Maintain suitable habitats for all indigenous species of
wildlife without preference to game or non-game species through
maintenance of habitat diversity

Policy 1 All proposed actions shall consider impacts to wildlife.
Policy 2 Riparian vegetation shall be protected and managed for wildlife

Consistent — The Greenway maintains
suitable wildlife habitats, protecting
riparian vegetation to the greatest
extent feasible. Mitigations require
the restoration of SEZ at a ratio of
1:1.5 protects wildlife habitat.

Goal 2 - Preserve, enhance and where feasible, expand habitats
essential for threatened, endangered, rare, or sensitive species found
in the basin.

Consistent — The Greenway results in
no adverse impacts to threatened,
endangered, rare or sensitive species

Policy 1 endangered, threatened, rare, and special interest species shall be | @ a result of construction or
protected and buffered against conflicting land uses. operations.

Fisheries

Goal 1 - Improve aquatic habitat essential for the growth, | Consistent — The Greenway results in

reproduction, and perpetuation of existing and threatened fish
resources in the Lake Tahoe Basin.

Policy 1 Development proposals affecting streams, lakes and adjacent
lands shall evaluate impacts to the fishery.

Policy 2 Unnatural blockages and other impediments to fish movement
will be prohibited and removed wherever appropriate.

no adverse impacts to aquatic habitat
and creates no blockages or other
impediments to fish movement.

Stream Environment Zones

Goal 1 - Provide for the long-term preservation and restoration of
stream environment zones.

Policy 1 Restore all disturbed SEZ lands in undeveloped, unsubdivided
lands, and restore 25% of the SEZ lands that have been disturbed,
developed, or subdivided.

Policy 2 SEZ lands shall be protected and managed for their natural
values.

Policy 5 No new land coverage or other permanent land disturbance shall
be permitted in SEZs except for those uses as noted (including outdoor
recreation facilities if six conditions are met).

Consistent - Restoration of SEZ areas
occurs throughout the project area to
protect SEZ area in the Lake Tahoe
Basin, including protecting diversity
and habitat quality.

Source: HBA 2011
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Consistency with the TRPA Regional Plan goals and policies reduces the potential impact to biological
resources to a level of less than significant.

LTBMU Parcels. Consistency with the LTBMU Forest Plan assures actions that avoid and reduce
potential adverse effects to biological resources.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

37. Would the Greenway conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? (CEQA 1IVf)

Standard of Significance: If the project conflicts with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan or other approved habitat conservation plan, a significant
impact results.

The Greenway does not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan
because no such plans exist for the project area.

Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

38. Would the Greenway result in removal of native vegetation in excess of the area utilized for
the actual development permitted by the land capability/IPES system? (TRPA 4a)

No. Standard of Significance: Removal of greater than zero acres of native vegetation in excess of the
area utilized for the actual development permitted by the TRPA land capability system results in a
significant impact as defined by TRPA Code Chapters 20 and 65.

The Greenway results in land coverage associated with the physical shared-use trail surfaces and land
disturbance associated with adjacent clear zones that infiltrate runoff and cut and fill slopes necessary to
control trail grades for compliance with AASHTO and ADA design standards. Question 66 analyzes land
coverage by LCD and Question 33 addresses land coverage specific to LCD 1b and TRPA-designated
SEZs.

Greenway construction removes native vegetation during soil disturbance activities; however, the project
complies with TRPA regulations for restoration and revegetation of disturbance areas. The Greenway
design element minimizes the extent of disturbance through trail location, retaining walls, and trail
surface options. Appendix D details the RRPs for disturbance areas, including clear zones, cut and fill
slopes. Plan components include reestablishment of native vegetation. The disturbance necessary for
project implementation is in accordance with the requirements outlined for each LCD as noted in
Question 66 for restoration of temporary disturbance. The vegetation removal will be limited to the area
utilized only for the actual development, therefore this impact is considered less than significant.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.
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39. Would the Greenway result in removal of riparian vegetation other vegetation associated
with critical wildlife habitat, either through direct removal or indirect lowering of the groundwater
table? (TRPA 4b)

Yes. Standard of Significance: The direct removal or indirect lowering of the groundwater table during
project construction or long-term operations that causes loss of riparian vegetation or other vegetation
associated with critical wildlife habitat constitutes a significant impact as defined by TRPA Code Chapter
74.

Direct vegetation removal will include riparian vegetation removal in 10 locations as described for
Question 33. The evaluation presented for that question concludes the project proposes offsetting
restoration for riparian vegetation removal both on-site and off-site sufficient to avoid significant impact.
Other vegetation removal occurs for project construction as described in other sections. Evaluation
presented above for Question 32 identifies no critical wildlife habitat within the project area, however, so
other vegetation removal will have no affect on this habitat type, avoiding potential for significant impact.

No direct removal of groundwater will occur. However, typical trail construction could intercept
groundwater, affecting the water table, through excavation needed for the trail itself or associated
retaining walls. Evaluation of the Greenway proposal identifies design details that avoid trail excavation
in areas associated with high ground water (i.e. SEZ and or wetland) through use of boardwalk or asphalt
on permeable fill. In mapped SEZ where the trail is proposed very near an existing roadway, excavation
for standard trail paving will occur, yet existing roadway development already affects groundwater
sufficiently to conclude no interruption will occur. Question 69 identifies the project effects related to
retaining wall construction and concludes the low probability of intercepting groundwater for this
construction. As final plans develop with additional engineering detail, a soils/hydraulic reports required
for excavations in excess of five feet will confirm this assumption. If necessary, additional design
revisions may be necessary to avoid interception of groundwater. This evaluation concludes project
proposals will avoid intercepting groundwater, which could impact riparian vegetation and therefore
avoids potential for significant impact.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.

40. Would the Greenway result in introduction of new vegetation that will require excessive
fertilizer or water, or will provide a barrier to the normal replenishment of existing species? (TRPA
4¢)

No. Standard of Significance: The introduction of noxious species or the introduction of new vegetation

that requires excessive fertilizer or water constitutes a significant impact as defined by TRPA Code
Chapter 77.

Although the Greenway constructs impervious surfaces that do not allow for the replenishment of existing
plant species, this affects a very small area. Proposed land coverage affects approximately 6 percent of
the project area. Approximately 12 percent of the proposed land coverage lies over existing coverage,
which currently restricts the normal replenishment of existing species. Additionally, construction of
boardwalks in SEZ areas allows for some maintenance and regrowth of riparian vegetation to occur under
the boardwalk surface.

Introduction of noxious weed species could also create a barrier to the replenishment and growth of
existing native species if noxious weeds out compete and displace native plant species. Invasive weeds
such as tall white-top (Lepidium latifolium), Klamath weed (Hypericum perforatum) and thistle species
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(Cirsium spp.) often result in monocultures, resulting in loss of diversity and degradation of habitats.
Seed mixes proposed for the Greenway include native species and adaptive species and do not include
noxious weed or invasive species. Chapter 2 identifies provisions of the Noxious Weed and Invasive
Species Plan (Section 2.6.5.17, CM-17) prepared prior to project construction that includes measures to
avoid accidental introduction of invasive species. Appendix E identifies long-term management
strategies to monitor the project area for invasive species presence and address infestations should they
occur.

Application of preventative measures to control noxious weed and invasive species during construction
and expedited identification and removal of such species during revegetation and long-term maintenance
activities allows for normal replenishment of existing species and native and adapted species post-project
and avoids potential for significant impact.

The Greenway includes RRPs that rely on native and adapted species to avoid the need for excessive
water and fertilizer use. Appendix D describes this strategy for disturbed areas, outlining the approaches
to revegetation and restoration according to type and location. The treatment types are: upland sites,
SEZs, upland slopes 3:1 and steeper, clear zones, trail land coverage removal and disturbance restoration,
and topsoil/organic matter stockpiles. Treatment types are specific for each area including individual
plantings in specific areas to control traffic and the application of revegetation seed mixes.

The project proposes no irrigation. The revegetation specifications identify soil amendments specified as
slow-release 8-2-4 for application where topsoil is not available. Organic matter and topsoil stockpiled
during construction will be reused during revegetation activities. Slow release fertilizer applied during
the establishment phase consists of SYMBIOS 6-4-4. Long-term application of fertilizers is unnecessary.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
41. Would the Greenway result in change in the diversity or distribution of species, or number

of any species of plants (including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, micro flora and aquatic plants)?
(TRPA 4d)

No. Standard of Significance: A change in diversity or distribution of species or number of species of
plants resulting from Greenway construction or operations constitutes a significant impact as defined by
TRPA Code Chapter 65 and 78 and 79.

Construction of the Greenway results in the removal of vegetation as addressed in Questions 33, 34, 39
and 40. This removal of this vegetation does not result in the reduction in diversity of species; however a
temporary loss in individual numbers of plant species likely results. As noted in Question 33, the
restoration of SEZ in an amount 1.5 times the area lost mitigates the loss of riparian habitat (i.e., SEZ),
with restoration and revegetation offsetting the temporary loss in numbers of individuals. Through the
implementation of CM-5 addressing revegetation, combined with mitigation of SEZ impacts, the project
maintains the diversity and distribution of species of plants, reducing potential impacts to a level of less
than significant.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.
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42. Would the Greenway result in reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered
species of plants? (TRPA 4e)

No, with mitigation. Standard of Significance: The reduction of the number of any unique, rare or
endangered species of plants as a result of Greenway construction and operations constitutes a significant
impact as defined by TRPA Code Chapter 75.

The project area contains suitable habitat for the following sensitive species:

* QGalena Creek rock cress (Arabis rigidissima var. demota),
*  Botrychium species listed in Table 13,

* Shore sedge (Carex limosa),

*  Oregon fireweed (Epilobium oreganum),

* Mees’s Moss (Meesia triquetra), and

*  Water bulrush (Scirpus subterminalis).

Western Botanical Services, Inc. (WBS) surveyed the project area for suitable habitat in July and August
of 2005. No sensitive plant species were observed within the project corridor (WBS 2005). Appendix |
contains the SEZ, Sensitive Plant Species and Noxious Weeds Survey prepared by WBS, including a list
of species that were surveyed. While no sensitive species were observed within the project area, the
potential exists for the species to colonize the project area since the surveys were performed in 2005.

Suitable habitat exists for Galena Creek rock cress and Oregon fireweed in the upland locations. Suitable
habitat exists for the Botrychium species, Mees’s moss, and water bulrush in the SEZ areas as delineated
on the plan design sheets. While no known populations have been recorded in the project area from
previous surveys, preconstruction sensitive plant surveys required for compliance with TRPA codified
regulations, minimizes potential impacts to sensitive plant species through proper detection of sensitive
plant species within the project area and protection of native species from noxious weeds and invasive
species.

During the WBS survey in 2005, two noxious weed locations were observed and recorded just outside the
project area. No occurrences of noxious weeds were observed within the project area during the survey
(WBS 2005).

Surveys performed by a qualified botanist or biologist prior to ground disturbing construction activities
determine the presence of sensitive plant species listed in Table 13. Identified sensitive plant individuals
and populations are marked and their location recorded. A report is then prepared and submitted to
pertinent agencies providing documentation of observed plant species.

Pre-project surveys allow for the identification and subsequent avoidance of detected populations. If pre-
project surveys identify the presence of sensitive plants within the project area, mitigation is necessary to
assure that project construction does not result in reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or
endangered species of plants. In accordance with TRPA Code Subsection 75.2.A(5), the Conservancy
may mitigate impacts to sensitive plant species through preparation of a mitigation and monitoring plan to
restore disturbed habitat on-site or off-site. CM-17, Noxious Weed and Invasive Species Program,
requires the detection of sensitive plant species within the Greenway construction corridor for the
protection of native species from noxious weeds and invasive species. Implementation of mitigation
measure BIO-2 reduces the impact to a level of less than significant through avoidance and protection of
sensitive plans species, should such species be identified in the project area.

LTBMU Parcels. LTBMU Parcels fall under the analysis above because they were surveyed in 2005 and
contain suitable habitat for the listed species. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-2 below is
avoids and protects sensitive plant species, should they be present.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
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Required Mitigation:
BIO-2 — Avoid Sensitive Plants or Prepare Sensitive Plant Protection Program

If pre-project surveys identify sensitive plant species, the Conservancy shall develop a Sensitive Plant
Protection Program to mitigate impacts to LTBMU Sensitive, CNPS and TRPA Special Status Plant
Species. Program features shall include:

Avoidance. Impacts to rare plant populations identified from the rare plant surveys shall be avoided
where feasible by reconfiguring project design and fencing rare plant populations to prevent
encroachment.

Identify, Select, and Restore or Purchase Mitigation Sites. If avoidance is not feasible, the Conservancy
together with input from the TRPA and LTBMU when applicable shall identify opportunities for
mitigation of sensitive plants impacts from Greenway construction and operation. Mitigation is not
limited to but may include a single, or combination of the following items: restoration of degraded
sensitive plant habitat owned by the Conservancy, purchase of mitigation sites, negotiation of
conservation easements, or habitat restoration in off-site, degraded rare plant populations to compensate
for unavoidable impacts.

Prepare a Special Status Plant Species Mitigation & Monitoring Plan. If avoidance is not feasible, the
Conservancy shall produce a mitigation and monitoring plan to follow the CNPS and CDFG guidelines to
comply with Chapter 10 of CDFG Native Plant Protection Policy and TRPA Code Subsection 75.2.A.

43. Would the Greenway result in removal of streambank and/or backshore vegetation,
including woody vegetation such as willows? (TRPA 4f)

Yes. Standard of Significance: TRPA Code Section 74.2 prohibits the removal of SEZ vegetation except
as allowed by other Code provisions. Loss of riparian vegetation results in a significant impact.

The Greenway will remove a small amount of woody riparian vegetation near Trout Creek, along Pioneer
Trail near Charlesworth Ct, and near Van Sickle Bi-State Park. See analysis for Question 33, which
addresses CEQA checklist item IVb and concludes offsetting restoration reduces the level of impact to
less than significant.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

44. Would the Greenway result in removal of any native live, dead or dying trees 30 inches or
greater in diameter at breast height (dbh) within TRPA’s Conservation or Recreation land use
classifications? (TRPA 4g)

No. Standard of Significance: TRPA Code Subsection 71.2.A prohibits the removal of trees larger than
30 inches dbh for west side forest types in lands that are in conservation or recreation plan areas except
under specific project conditions, tree removal that does not meet findings outlines in Subsection 71.2.A
results in a significant impact within TRPA Conservation or Recreation land use areas.

The Greenway transects a combination of PASs. Table 33 provides a breakdown of each trail segment by
PAS, use designation, and length of Greenway within each PAS. Figure 32 in the Section 3.2.10
identifies the locations of each of the PAS and their applicable Land Use Classifications.

Portions of Segments 2-50, 2-70 and 2-80 run within Conservation and/or Recreation land use
designations. As the entirety of the project area is within TRPA designated west side forest type (M.
Vollmer TRPA, personal communications, July 2009), prohibition of removal of trees 30-inch dbh or
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greater applies in these areas. Table 18 identifies the estimated number of trees for removal in Segments
2-45, 2-50, 2-70 and 2-80, the number of trees larger than 30-inch dbh along in the segment, and the
number of trees 30-inch dbh or larger within Conservation and Recreation PAS.

Table 18

Tree Removal Estimates by Segment

Segment Total Trees* 30 inch dbh Trees 30 inch dbh Trees in Conservation or
Recreation Plan Areas
2-45 12 2 0
2-50 125 13 13
2-70 189 14 2
2-80 189 4
Total 515 33 18

Source: HBA 2011

Notes: *Although trees less than 14-inch dbh require no regulatory decision for removal, total tree counts include trees greater
than 6-inch dbh to less than 14-inch dbh to best quantify effects to scenic and biological resources.

HBA scientists counted trees in the summer of 2009 by following the flagged centerline of the trail
segments, estimating the extent of project disturbance, and measuring using a dbh tape and/or Biltmore
stick. Project development to date does not include a survey providing precise tree location in relation to
project features or a hazard or tree health survey completed by a qualified forester. During construction
plan development, additional data will confirm the size, location, and condition of all trees, including 30-
inch dbh trees in Recreation and Conservation plan areas and will refine removal estimates. Provisions in
TRPA Code Subsection 71.2.A for tree removal will be considered for applicable large trees within the
project area, potentially further refining removal estimates related to construction of Greenway features.
Considering the methodology for tree removal evaluation employed to date, Table 18 presents a worst-
case estimate of tree removal needs.

The Greenway design element includes trail alignment criteria that directs designers to avoid tree removal
where possible. Evaluation of the current Greenway proposal identifies additional trail sections that could
be realigned to better meet this criteria. This includes design refinement possible to avoid large trees in
several portions of the project area, although trail realignment must occur to comply with TRPA Code
provisions for trees in Recreation and Conservation plan areas as noted in CM-21 in Section 2.6.5.21. As
noted in CM-21, the Greenway is to be realigned in areas that are not limited by resource restrictions
(SEZ, wetlands, topography, land uses) to protect large trees. Additional encroachment into SEZ or
wetland areas may be required to protect large trees and therefore have an overall impact on SEZ/wetland
area to be restored. Currently the project is not consistent with TRPA Code Subsection 71.2.A, however
with the required re-design and realignment as described in CM-21, the impact is considered less than
significant as it requires the retention of large trees in conservation and recreation plan areas.

Other trees 30-inch dbh or larger are present within the project area but not identified for removal.
Excavation, compaction and grading activities associated with construction of the Greenway potentially
affect these trees. Installation of retaining walls, slope layback and vehicle access during construction
may impact tree roots, potentially degrading tree health. Removal of trees for Greenway construction
results in no substantial changes to the existing habitat and no changes in habitat categorization.
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LTBMU Parcels: The LTBMU parcels are located within Residential Plan areas and therefore this impact
does not apply.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

45. Would the Greenway result in a change in the natural functioning of an old growth
ecosystem? (TRPA 4h)

No. Standard of Significance: A change in the natural functioning of an old growth ecosystem would
constitute a significant impact as determined by TRPA Code Chapter 71 and Goals and Policies.

Because the project area contains no ecosystems delineated or otherwise identified as old growth, the
Greenway results in no impact or change to the natural functioning of old growth ecosystems.

LTBMU Parcels: LTBMU parcels contain no old growth ecosystems.

Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

46. Would the Greenway result in change in the diversity or distribution of species, or numbers
of any species of animals (birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and shellfish, benthic
organisms, insects, mammals, amphibians or microfauna)? (TRPA Sa)

No. Standard of Significance: A change in the diversity or distribution of species, or numbers of any
species of animals resulting from Greenway construction or operations constitutes a significant impact to
TRPA Thresholds, as cited in TRPA Resolution 82-11 Exhibit A, and TRPA goals and policies pertaining
to wildlife fisheries.

See the analysis for Question 49, which addresses TRPA checklist item 5d and concludes the project
creates no change in the diversity or distribution of species.

Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

47. Would the Greenway result in reduction of the number of any unique, rare or endangered
species of animals? (TRPA 5b)

No. Standard of Significance: See analysis for Question 32, which addresses CEQA checklist item IVa
and concludes the level of impact to species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS is less than significant.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.

Required Mitigation: None.
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48. Would the Greenway result in introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result
in a barrier to the migration or movement of animals? (TRPA Sc)

No. Standard of Significance: The introduction of new species into the project area or the blockage or
disruption of fish or wildlife corridors constitutes a significant impact by the Greenway to the migration
or movement of animals.

See the analysis for Question 35, which addresses CEQA checklist item 1Vd and concludes the level of
impact to migration or movement of animals is less than significant.

No new species of animals are proposed for introduction into the project area as a result of the Greenway
project. The project and associated compliance measures do not include species introduction outside of
proposed SEZ and wetland restoration. No animals, insects or invertebrate species will be introduced.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

49. Would the Greenway result in deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat quantity or
quality? (TRPA 5d)

No, with mitigation. Standard of Significance: Deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat quantity
or quality from construction and operations of the Greenway constitutes a significant impact to these
habitats as defined in TRPA Code Chapters 78 and 79.

Wildlife Habitat. The project transects a variety of wildlife habitats, ranging from montane meadows
(xeric and mesic), riparian wetlands, Jeffrey pine forest, lodgepole pine forest and areas of montane
chaparral. Question 33 identifies the impacts to SEZ and Question 34 describes the impacts to wetlands
and includes measures to decrease impacts to these habitats and restore 1.5 times the SEZ area impacted.
Impacts to other habitat types are described below.

Other habitat types present along the project alignment, aside from delineated SEZ, are Jeffrey pine
forest, lodgepole pine, and montane chaparral. Areas of impacted Jeffrey pine forest impacted include:
Segment 2-45, a small portion of Segment 2-50 in the upland area outside the SEZ, Segment 2-70 in the
area between Glenwood Ave and Aloha, and between Herbert St and Pioneer Trail. Segment 2-80
contains Jeffrey pine forest between Ruby Way and Keller Rd, then from Rocky Point Rd to the terminus
of the trail in Van Sickle Bi-State Park. Lodgepole pine forest is located along the margins of Bijou
Meadow. Montane chaparral is present along the alignment between Walkup Rd and Herbert St.

These portions of the Greenway transect residential neighborhoods or are immediately adjacent to
roadways and streets; thus, the habitat within these areas is of low suitability for many wildlife species
due to high existing human presence and use. Many of these habitat areas in the urban interface have
experienced fuels treatment in the recent past and therefore lack levels of structural complexity (i.e.,
multiple canopy layers, high degree of species diversity, high levels of down woody debris or standing
snags) that are associated with high quality wildlife habitat. A variety of common species utilize the
habitats described above such as Stellar’s jay (Cyanocitta stelleri), mountain chickadee (Poecile gambeli),
northern flicker (Colaptes auratus), Douglas squirrel (Tamiasciurus douglasii), coyote (Canis latrans),
black bear (Ursus americanus), and western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis). The Greenway
design element decreases impacts to the surrounding habitat where possible through minimization of tree
removal, avoidance of trees larger than 30-inch dbh and minimization of grading impacts. The project
results in the relative low numbers of removed trees, as analyzed in Question 44. The minimal vegetation
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and tree removal, together with the location of the proposed trail within low quality habitat reduces the
potential impact to wildlife habitat to a level of less than significant.

TRPA Sensitive Species. Mallard and waterfowl nesting habitat may be modified due to trail
construction because the Greenway is located in open meadow and riparian areas that are suitable for
nesting, specifically in the Trout Creek riparian area. Northern goshawk has suitable foraging and nesting
habitat in the project area and have been documented (HBA 2007) adjacent to the project area.
Construction of the project results in removal of trees within suitable habitat, most notably in the Van
Sickle Bi-State Park area. Approximately 0.58 acres of suitable northern goshawk habitat may be lost as
a result of project implementation. No known occurrences of nesting northern goshawks have been
recorded in areas within or adjacent to the project area. However, because the timing for construction of
the Greenway is unknown, the potential exists for Northern goshawk to establish a nesting territory prior
to construction. Therefore, the level of impact is potentially significant, requiring mitigation.

The project results in the minor loss of foraging habitat for mule deer due to the installation of the
Greenway. However, decommissioning of existing informal trails restores some foraging habitat. Mule
deer feed on a variety of shrubs, forbs and grasses (Ahlborn 2006). Mule deer foraging habitat is diverse
and plentiful within the project area and is not considered sensitive by TRPA. The loss of foraging
habitat is minimal and will not result in large areas lost due to the linear nature of the project. Therefore,
the level of impact is less than significant.

CDFG and LTBMU Species. Sensitive species as defined by the LTBMU and CDFG that have been
sighted or have suitable habitat within the project area include: Lahontan Lake tui chub, mountain yellow-
legged frog, Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, California spotted owl, California yellow warbler,
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare, Sierra Nevada mountain beaver, and American marten.

Surveys for mountain yellow-legged frog have been performed in the project area with no individuals
observed or recorded; however, the montane riparian habitat on the banks of the Trout Creek and
Heavenly Valley Creek provide suitable habitat for this species. No mountain yellow-legged frogs were
observed, and the removal of montane riparian vegetation in close proximity to open water will only
occur immediately adjacent to the roadway and existing bridge on Martin Ave. This habitat is suitable but
disturbed by the existing roadway and bridge structure. The potential exists however, for mountain
yellow-legged frogs to be present in the project area and to be directly impacted by construction of the
proposed trail crossing at Trout Creek. Therefore, the level of impact is potentially significant, requiring
mitigation.

Cooper’s hawk and Sharp shinned hawk have been observed within the project area, but not during
Northern goshawk surveys or other biological survey periods. These species, however, are assumed to be
extant within the project area. Installation of the Greenway results in the removal of coniferous trees and
other habitats that are suitable foraging and nesting locations for these species. Cooper’s hawks prefer the
use of forests with patches and often utilize edges for perching and hunting (Zeiner et al, 1988). Creation
of new edge through the removal of trees for the proposed trail may create additional suitable roost sites
for Cooper’s hawk in the project area; however, increased human presence associated with use of the trail
would likely offset any increase in suitability. While no habitat has been specifically defined by CDFG
as sensitive for these species and the relative small number of acres removed in the project area as
compared to the available habitat in the Lake Valley and Stateline areas, the level of impact is less than
significant for these species.

Marginal suitable habitat exists within the project area for California spotted owl. As noted above,
surveys for spotted owls have been performed within the project area with no detections (HBA 2007).
The habitat within the project area is marginal foraging and nesting habitat as the majority of the forest is
second growth and does not contain many of the attributes that California spotted owls tend to prefer:
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multi layered canopy, high degree of canopy cover, large trees and other late seral forest characteristics.
The closest PACs are the Saxon, Trout and Cold Creek PACs. These three PACs are greater than 1 mile
away from the Greenway and will not be impacted by use of the shared-use trail or construction activities.
No PACs or Home Range Core areas (as delineated by LTBMU) will be impacted by the project.
However, the potential exists for California spotted owls to take up residence before commencement of
construction and be directly or indirectly impacted as a result of the project. Direct impacts result if
nesting California spotted owls are present within or immediately adjacent to the project area. If presence
of a nesting pair occurred on LTBMU lands, a PAC will be delineated, thereby protecting the best 150-
acres of suitable habitat surrounding the nest location. Direct removal of habitat within the PAC is then
subject to the regulations of the SNFPA and a Limited Operating Period is implemented for construction
activities. Because the exact construction phasing of the Greenway is unknown, there is a possibility for
California spotted owls to be present and impacted within the project area. Therefore, this impact is
potentially significant, requiring mitigation.

Suitable habitat for California yellow warbler exists within the project area in the form of riparian
vegetation. Surveys were performed for this species within the project area, but it was not detected.
While survey results were negative, the potential exists for this species to be present within the project
during construction. Due to the potential impacts that may result to yellow warblers that may be nesting
within the project area, the level of impact is potentially significant, requiring mitigation.

Habitat for Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare is present within the project alignment in the form of montane
riparian habitats and brushy under story of secondary forest. However, due to the relative small amount
of montane riparian habitat that will be removed, a decline in the viability of the population is not likely.
Therefore, the level of impact is less than significant for this species.

Montane riparian habitat present within the project area is marginally suitable for mountain beaver.
Impacts to montane riparian habitat will occur as noted and described above. Surveys for mountain
beaver have not occurred within the project area. Despite the lack of presence/absence data, it is unlikely
that the impacts associated with removal of riparian habitat will have an overall detrimental effect on this
species because of the small amount of removed riparian habitat. As discussed in Impact 33, the project
restores SEZ to offset impacts to SEZs and associated riparian habitats, which offsets impacts associated
with loss of mountain beaver habitat. Restoration potentially increases the suitable habitat for this
species. Therefore, the level of impact is less than significant for this species.

The project area was surveyed for forest carnivores as late as 2007. American marten were detected at
four of the five survey locations and are presumed to be extant within the project area. Construction and
operations of the Greenway results in the removal of trees and other vegetation utilized by marten.
American marten prefer mixed conifer stands with a relative high degree of canopy closure. Marten
detected in association with the surveys performed for the project were in relative close proximity to
residential development and human use and habitation. The existence of marten in these areas shows this
species is able to utilize habitats that have been influenced by human activity in the form of structures
being present in close proximity to the detections, human generated noise and presence in the form of
vehicles, hikers, and bikers. Modification of the existing environment as a result of trail construction will
not result in removal or modification of marten habitat to a degree that would result in the decrease in
viability of the existing marten population. The level of impact is less than significant for this species.

Human use and presence in the form of hikers and mountain bikers on the existing dirt trails is relatively
widespread and common. The Greenway increases human use of the project area, but allows for
concentration of use through the restoration and decommissioning of informal trails within and adjacent
to the project area. The anticipated increase in use of the Greenway project area, at up to 31 people per
hour (pedestrians) and 77 people per hour (bicyclists) as identified in Table 52 in Section 3.2.16, is
relatively small for wildlife concerns and should not deter use of the habitat by marten or other wildlife
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species based on their current use of the area. Increased human presence may impact wildlife species in
the area through increased levels of noise, the potential for elevated levels of trash and refuse within the
project area.

Various species that are more tolerant to human presence may become dependant on human food sources
and therefore lose their ability to forage naturally. Black bear, American marten, Douglas squirrels,
golden mantled ground squirrels, chipmunk spp., mountain chickadees and Clark’s nutcracker are some
species that are present within the project area and have been observed foraging for human food within
residential areas. Consumption of human foodstuffs by these animals can lead to digestive and health
problems and behavior modifications. Readily available human food and refuse limits these species
ability to naturally forage and can cause dependency on human food. Animals becoming dependent on
this non-natural foraging technique often become aggressive toward humans as they associate humans
with food. Other behavior changes, such as delayed and decreased hibernation activity, smaller home
range size and modified patterns of activity, are evident in black bears within the Tahoe Basin (Beckman
and Berger 2003). While the project may result in increased human presence in some areas, the degree of
increase is not expected to result in an overall decrease in quality of wildlife habitat or result in significant
impacts to wildlife species numbers or diversity.

LTBMU Parcels. LTBMU parcels are subject to mitigation BIO-3 to avoid and minimize potential
effects to species.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation:
BIO-3. Wildlife Protection Program

Pre-construction surveys, conducted during the nesting/breeding season immediately prior to initial
project construction (e.g., excavation, grading and tree removal), shall occur for the following species:
mountain yellow-legged frog, California yellow warbler, northern goshawk, and California spotted owl.
Surveys will be performed wherever construction activities will occur in suitable habitat as illustrated in
Figure 27. Survey methods shall be approved by TRPA, and CTC and LTBMU (when occurring on
LTMBU lands) prior to commencement of surveys. Survey methods shall follow the accepted regional
protocol. Survey results shall be submitted for approval to the TRPA, CTC and LTBMU prior to
construction activities. If sensitive wildlife species are found, project redesign shall occur to avoid these
resources. During initial construction activities (i.e., tree removal and excavation for the construction), a
qualified biological monitor shall be on-site to evaluate if construction activities disturb the identified
wildlife resources. The biological monitor shall have the authority to suspend construction near known
wildlife territories if such activities appear to cause a negative impact on nesting raptors or migratory
birds or their young observed within the construction area. If construction is suspended, the monitor shall
consult with TRPA and/or LTBMU staff, as appropriate, within 24 hours to determine appropriate actions
to restart construction while reducing impacts to identified wildlife individuals, pairs or territories.

50. Greenway effects to vegetation and wildlife. (NEPA)

Under NEPA, the context and intensity of an alternative’s potential effect on biological resources were
evaluated based on whether the project will:

* Substantially reduce the size, continuity, or integrity of a plant community through temporary or
permanent removal, interruption of natural processes that support it, and/or disturbance that
favors the establishment of invasive nonnative species;
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* Substantially reduce the size, continuity, or integrity of wildlife or fish habitat, or result in
unnatural changes in the abundance, diversity, or distribution of wildlife or fish species;
substantially affect, either directly or through habitat modifications, any species listed as
threatened or endangered under the Federal ESA, or designated as sensitive by the Regional
Forester (i.e., “Forest Service sensitive”);

* Substantially affect the habitat for any Forest Service Management Indicator Species; or

* Conflict with the Forest Service’s land management practices and requirements provided in the
LTBMU Forest Plan.

The Biological Evaluations for vegetation and wildlife, Noxious Weed Risk Assessment, Management
Indicator Species Report and Migratory Bird Treat Act Report are available at the LTBMU Forest
Supervisor’s Office.

No Project. The no project alternative constructs no shared-use trail or bridge and creates no change to
the project area on National Forest Lands, and as such creates no effects to plant communities, wildlife or
fish habitat. The no project alternative effects no sensitive species, as there are no species identified as
candidate, threatened or endangered by USFWS or CDFG within the project area. The no project
alternative would result in no indirect or direct effects to habitat for Management Indicator Species.
Portions of the project area, including locations on National Forest Lands, would continue to be used as
informal trails. This alternative would result in no contribution to potential cumulative effects related to
biological resources on National Forest Lands.

Proposed Project. See the analyses for Questions 32 through 49, which disclose potential effects of the
project related to parcels owned and managed by the LTBMU. The Greenway requires implementation of
mitigation measures to assure avoidance and minimization of such effects. The following are referenced
to the denoted questions: Special Status Species (Question 32), Sensitive Natural Communities and
Habitats (Questions 33 and 49), Riparian Areas and Wetlands (Questions 33, 34, 39 and 43), Wildlife
Corridors (Questions 35 and 48), Forest Plan Consistency (Question 36), Noxious Weeds (Question 40),
Biological Diversity (Questions 41, 42, 46, 47 and 48), and Tree Removal (Questions 44 and 45),

Analysis identifies no significant effects to native plant communities, wildlife or fish habitat as a result of
implementation. The project creates no direct effects on sensitive species because there are no species
identified as candidate, threatened or endangered by USFWS or CDFG within the project area. The
Greenway results in no effects to habitat for Management Indicator Species, as discussed in the
Management Indicator Species Report, or conflicts with the LTBMU Forest Plan, as discussed in
Question 36. The project will not result in the violation of Federal, State or local law that is imposed for
the protection of the environment.

Indirect and Direct Effects. The project results in the loss of forested and riparian habitats and the
potential loss of nursery sites. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1 will offset the loss of
riparian and wetland habitats and avoid the loss of nursery sties. As noted in Question 34 there is a small
portion of delineated wetland present within one of the LTBMU parcels, totaling of 500 square feet.
Section 2.6.5.19 details CM-19 for restoration of new disturbance in SEZs. The Greenway results in no
adverse affects to endangered or threatened species or its habitat because there are no species identified as
candidate, threatened or endangered by USFWS within the project area.

Indirect effects include the potential of introduction of noxious weed species to LTBMU-managed lands,
potentially impacting sensitive plant habitats. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-2 will
minimize the risk of introduction of noxious weed species.

Analysis in the Biological Evaluation prepared for the project concludes that the Greenway is consistent
with Section 7(c) of the federal ESA, the USFWS list of federally listed and proposed threatened and
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endangered species that may occur in the project vicinity. Appendix H attaches USFWS letter and list
dated January 5, 2010. The project creates no effect on endangered or threatened species or its habitat
that has been determined to be critical under the federal ESA of 1973.

Analysis in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act Report prepared for the project concludes that the Greenway is
consistent with the MBTA. The original 1918 statute implemented the 1916 Convention between the
United States and Great Britain (for Canada) for the protection of migratory birds. Later amendments
implemented treaties between the United States and Mexico, Japan, and the Soviet Union (now Russia).
Specific provisions in the statute include the establishment of a federal prohibition, unless permitted by
regulations, to “pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or kill, possess, offer for sale,
sell, offer to purchase, purchase, deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver for transportation,
transport, cause to be transported, carry, or cause to be carried by any means whatever, receive for
shipment, transportation or carriage, or export, at any time, or in any manner, any migratory bird,
included in the terms of this Convention...for the protection of migratory birds...or any part, nest, or egg
of any such bird.” Because forest lands provide a substantial portion of breeding habitat, land
management activities within the LTBMU can have an impact on local populations. The Greenway would
not adversely impact populations or habitat of migratory birds.

Analysis supports the conclusion that the effects from removal of dead trees or the thinning of live trees,
SEZ and wetland restoration and the manual treatment of noxious and invasive weeds are not uncertain
and do not involve unique or unknown risk to biological resources.

Cumulative Effects. The Greenway will contribute to the cumulative loss of forested area within the
urban boundary through the removal of trees and vegetation required to construct the trail. The project
could result in a barrier to the replenishment of species. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-3
establishes a wildlife protection program to reduce potentially adverse project affects to wildlife and
minimize contributions of the Greenway towards a cumulatively significant effect. Section 3.2.18,
Mandatory Findings of Significant, specifically Question 187, further addresses cumulative effects of the
Greenway and related projects, as listed in Table 60.

Environmental Analysis: Project Requires Mitigation.
Required Mitigation (See Questions 35, 42 and 49 for descriptions):

BIO-1. Active Raptor and Migratory Bird Nest Site and Wildlife Nursery Site Protection Program
BIO-2. Avoid Sensitive Plants or Prepare Sensitive Plant Protection Program

BIO-3. Wildlife Protection Program
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3.2.5 Cultural Resources (CEQA) and Archaeological/Historical (TRPA)

This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to cultural, archaeological and historical
resources, discussing the Greenway impacts on cultural resources related to the disturbance of
archaeological, historical, architectural, and Native American/traditional heritage resources. The section
also addresses disturbance of unknown archaeological resources, as well as paleontological resources
(fossils). Table 19 identifies the applicable impacts and anticipated level of impact.

Table 19

Cultural Resources and Archaeological/Historical

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant No Impact

Impact Mitigation Impact
Measures

CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

51. Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined
in §15064.5? (CEQA 5a)

52. Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of
an archaeological resource X
pursuant to §15064.5? (CEQA
5b)

53. Directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological
resource or site or unique
geologic feature? (CEQA 5c¢)

54. Disturb any human remains,
including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?
(CEQA 5d)

TRPA Initial Environmental Yes No, With Data

Checklist Item Mitigation Insufficient o

55. Will the proposal result in an
alteration of or adverse
physical or aesthetic effect to a
significant archaeological or
historical site, structure, object
or building? (TRPA 20a)

56. Is the proposed project located
on a property with any known
cultural, historical, and/or
archaeological resources, X
including resources on TRPA
or other regulatory official
maps or records? (TRPA 20b)
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TRPA Initial Environmental Yes No, With Data

Checklist Item Mitigation Insufficient e

57. Is the property associated with
any historically significant
events and/or sites or persons?
(TRPA 20c)

58. Does the proposal have the
potential to cause a physical
change which would affect X
unique ethnic cultural values?
(TRPA 20d)

59. Will the proposal restrict
historic or pre-historic
religious or sacred uses within X
the potential impact area?
(TRPA 20e)

NEPA Significance of Effects

60. Greenway effects to cultural resources. (NEPA)

3.2.5.1 Environmental Setting

Current environmental review policies, in compliance with the TRPA mandates under Code Chapter 29,
guidelines under CEQA Section 10564.5, California PRC Section 5020 et seq., and LTBMU procedures
in the adoption of NEPA guidelines (Uniform Rules and Regulations of the Secretary of the Interior,
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 as amended, Archaeological
Resources Protection Act of 1979, Procedures of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 36 CFR
800, and FSM 2361) require that heritage resources be considered as part of the environmental review
process.

Steven Hilton of Parsons conducted a cultural resources inventory within the former Caltrans ROW in
April of 2003. The intensive pedestrian survey followed a 50-foot wide (15-meter) transect along the
Greenway centerline to capture the Area of Potential Effect (APE). Areas of special attention included
cut banks, streamsides, springs, landform and vegetation anomalies, rock outcrops, and streambeds.
Granite boulders outcropping were examined for evidence of mortar holes. Surface visibility averaged
approximately 30 percent due to heavy vegetation. Vegetation obscuring ground visibility included long-
grass chaparral, whitethorn, rabbitbrush, sage, and manzanita.

Sites were recorded on California Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR) site forms. A Garmin 76
GPS unit, with sub-five meter accuracy, was used to map and record site locations. GPS-generated data,
along with field drawn sketches, were used to provide an accurate sketch map for each site. Generally, a
representation of artifact distribution across the site was provided. Identified diagnostic artifacts were
given an artifact number and mapped with the GPS unit. An electronic site datum was also established
for each site. Recommendations for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) were
also made for each site.

Each site was photographed, usually providing at least one overview of the site setting. Diagnostic
artifacts and stylistically distinctive artifacts were drawn and photographed. No shovel probes were
conducted to test the depth of cultural material at the sites. Instead, visual inspection of deposition was
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weighed with the surface manifestations of the cultural material and site condition to make a judgment
about potential depth. No cultural materials were collected during the inventory. Five archaeological
sites were recorded during the 2003 field survey but are not located within the project area.

Fifteen previously recorded sites were identified as existing within the former Caltrans ROW. Several of
these sites are adjacent to the Greenway, but were not formally evaluated for NRHP eligibility. While
previous inventories have been conducted within the project area, documentation from those surveys is
incomplete and did not provide adequate detail concerning the definitive location or possible eligibility of
these sites. For these reasons, Chambers Group verified the locations of these resources in August of 2009
and April of 2011.

Chambers Group provides the following assessment of the sites near the project area:

P-9-3863 (McComber’s Station/Keller Residence): Location - T.13N, R.18E, S.34. This site
comprises an historic residence that belonged to John and Margaret Keller. This site was recorded
in 1992 by S. Lindstrom and described as being in the northwest portion of the surveyed area and
consisting of “a rock fountain, rock gateway, concrete house foundations and ornamental
landscaping” Historic refuse recorded on the site included cut board fragments, clear and amber
glass, concrete and asphalt chunks, one spoon, four intact foundation concrete piers, one 2-pound
coffee can, one Copenhagen snuff can, one door hinge, wire and carpeting. She recommended
the site as unevaluated for inclusion in the NRHP.

P-9-4170 (Historic road segment): Location- T13N, R18E, S. 34. This site was recorded by S.
Lindstrom in 1992 as “being a 200-foot segment of the Pioneer Trail or ‘back route’ of the old
Placerville Rd.” No artifacts or features were observed other than the road grade. She
recommended the site as unevaluated for inclusion in the NRHP.

P-9-3485 (Historic can scatter): Location - T.12N, R.18E. S.2. L. Knapton recorded this site in
2003. This site consists of eight small, rusted food cans. Two are "hole-in-top" cans that likely
contained condensed milk and were opened via punch method. Knapton recommended the site as
unevaluated for inclusion in the NRHP. The location of this site seems to have been misplotted
on several maps. The Knapton site record seems to be the most accurate, placing the site outside
of the project area.

P-9-3257-H/CA-ELD-2184H (Jacks Ranch Cabin): Also known as the “Lakeside Cabin”, J.
Marvin recorded this site in 2000 and described it as a one-story log structure with rectangular
mass and moderately pitched end-gable roof”. A large barn was also recorded, described as “a
two-story frame structure, of post and beam construction, with a rectangular mass measuring 60
feet 2 inches in length and 41 feet 5 inches in width.” The structures were moved from their
original location (in what is now a shopping center parking lot) in 1960 in anticipation of
highway construction. The site has been recommended as eligible to the NRHP. This site is
outside of the project area.

FS 05-19-1008 (Historic can scatter): Location - T.13N, R.18E, S.34. This site was recorded by
H. Davis in 2002 and described as two adjacent historic trash scatters consisting of approximately
400 to 500 assorted cans, many of which are rusted and or flattened. Site also contains glass
shards of clear, red, blue, brown and white. An abandoned water pump and rock dam are located
nearby. The site has been recommended as evaluated for eligibility to the NRHP. The site lies to
the south of the Greenway, which is oriented on a nearby abandoned road grade.

P-9-4169 (Isolated metal fragment): Location TI13N, R18E, S. 34. This is an isolated find
consisting of a single piece of rusted heavy gauge metal measuring 30cm x 6cm x lecm. Isolated
finds are generally considered categorically ineligible for inclusion to the NRHP.
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3.2.5.2 Environmental Analysis and Mitigation Measures

51. Would the Greenway cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5? (CEQA 5a)

Standard of Significance: If the Greenway adversely affects important examples of major periods of
California history or pre-history, a significant impact results to historical resources. Impacts to eligible or
potentially eligible resources include those resulting from construction, operation, or maintenance
activities that adversely impact the integrity of prehistoric or historic archaeological resources and are
unavoidable based on the Greenway trail placement.

Three unevaluated sites listed above (and thus potentially eligible) lie within the Greenway alignment.
These sites are listed below by segment:

* Segment 2-45: None

* Segment 2-50: None

* Segment 2-70: P-9-3863 (McComber’s Station/Keller Residence), P-9-4170 (Pioneer Trail
Segment).

* Segment 2-80: FS 05-19-1008 (Historic can scatter).

Three sites identified in the environmental setting section lie outside the trail corridor and thus will not be
impacted. The remaining three sites are discussed below.

P-9-3863 and P-9-4170. These sites appear to have been destroyed during the construction of the SLTFD
Fire Station #1 at Pioneer Trial and Ski Run Blvd and adjacent parking lot in 1993-1994. No evidence of
either the structure or the trail could be identified. Concrete foundation fragments and some possible
historic debris were noted in an unimproved lot behind the fire station. This area is outside of the
proposed APE and has been heavily impacted by modern earthmoving, recreation use and refuse
dumping.

FS 05-19-1008. This can scatter, although unevaluated, appears to be a common example of a palimpsest
of dumping episodes by local residents throughout the 20" Century. It is a secondary deposition of refuse
and has integrity of context. Furthermore, the site lies to the south of the Greenway, which is situated on
an existing abandoned roadbed. The project will have no direct impact on the site.

While the Greenway does not impact known resources, it is located near known resources. As such, there
is a possibility of unearthing unknown buried resources during construction.

Implementation of mitigation measure CUL-1 reduces potential impacts to unknown historical resources.
Completion of a cultural resources monitoring plan allows for the timely response to the identification of
unanticipated or inadvertent impacts to historical resources.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant after Mitigation.

Required Mitigation:

CUL-1. Cultural Resource Monitoring Program

A qualified archaeological monitor shall be present during initial ground disturbing activities to identify
previously unknown significant or potentially significant historical and archaeological resources that may

be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, the CRHR, or eligible for designation as a TRPA historical
resource, and to identify any unanticipated or inadvertent impacts to known historical or archaeological
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resources. A Qualified archaeological monitor shall be on-site during active construction and shall
inspect ground disturbing activities for the presence of cultural resources. The responsibilities of the
archaeological monitor shall include: inspecting, documenting, and describing cultural material identified
during monitoring; communicating with construction personnel; and notifying agencies (e.g., LTBMU,
the SHPO, and TRPA) if previously unidentified historical or archaecological resources are encountered
that may be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, the CRHR or eligible for designation as a TRPA historical
resource. Archaeological monitors shall have the authority to halt construction activities that have the
potential to disturb significant historical or archaeological resources until appropriate measures can be
implemented.

Ground disturbing activities in the vicinity of the resource shall cease if the archaeological monitor
determines that continuation of activity shall affect a significant historical or archaeological property, or if
human remains are identified. If the archaeological monitor identifies cultural material but is unable to
determine whether the resumption of the construction activity will affect historical or archaeological
resources that may be eligible for listing, the monitor shall contact the appropriate agency official.
Subsequent notification and consultation shall follow regulations pertaining to the evaluation of
significance, assessment of effects, and consultation with the SHPO and the ACHP, as appropriate (36
CFR, part 800.4 through 800.9).

52. Would the Greenway cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? (CEQA 5b)

Standard of Significance: If the project causes “a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
historical or archaeological resource” (i.e. physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the
resource or its immediate surroundings) pursuant to PRC Section 15064.5, a significant impact results to
archaeological resources.

The project will cause no substantial adverse change to the three unevaluated sites listed in Question 51,
above. Two of the sites have been destroyed and the third is sufficiently far from the Greenway to avoid
any direct impacts.

Implementation of mitigation measure CUL-1 allows for the timely response to the identification of
unanticipated or inadvertent impacts to known archaeological resources.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation (See Question 51 for description):
CUL-1. Cultural Resource Monitoring Program

53. Would the Greenway directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature? (CEQA 5c)

Standard of Significance: A significant effect on the environment occurs if the Greenway has the
potential to pose a significant impact to paleontological resources identified during construction related
ground disturbing activities, if any paleontological resources are identified during construction, as
provided in PRC Section 5097.98, or if the Greenway directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. The significance of paleontological resources
is determined in part by compliance with the Antiquities Act of 1906. Fossil remains of vertebrates are
considered significant resources.
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The project area contains no unique paleontological resources or geologic features, and therefore, no
paleontological resources or unique geologic features will be directly or indirectly destroyed by the
Greenway.

Environmental Analysis: No impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

54. Would the Greenway disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries? (CEQA 5d)

Standard of Significance: The potential exists to pose a significant impact to human remains identified
during construction related ground disturbing activities. A significant impact results if the Greenway
affects human remains.

Cultural resource studies identified no formal cemeteries within the Greenway project area. Encountering
buried resources is unlikely in the environment of the project area. However, as with any ground-
disturbing activity, the possibility of encountering buried resources that were not revealed during
intensive surface investigations exists. Therefore, this impact is considered potentially significant and
requiring mitigation. The presence of archaeological monitors during ground disturbing activities and
completion of a cultural resources monitoring program, as outlined in mitigation measure CUL- 1,
reduces potentially significant impacts to a level less than significant by allowing for the timely response
to the identification of any unanticipated or inadvertent impacts to known historical or archaeological
resources and/or human remains.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation (See Question 51 for description):
CUL-1. Cultural Resources Monitoring Program

55. Will the Greenway result in an alteration of or adverse physical or aesthetic effect to a
significant archaeological or historical site, structure, object or building? (TRPA 20a)

No with Mitigation. Standard of Significance: See analyses for Questions 51 and 52, which address
CEQA checklist items 5a and 5b and conclude that the level of impact is less than significant after
mitigation.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.

Required Mitigation (See Question 51 for description):

CUL-1. Cultural Resource Monitoring Program

56. Is the Greenway located on a property with any known cultural, historical, and/or
archaeological resources, including resources on TRPA or other regulatory official maps or
records? (TRPA 20b)

No with Mitigation. Standard of Significance: See analysis for Questions 51 and 52, which address

CEQA checklist items 5a and 5b and conclude that the level of impact is less than significant after
mitigation.
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Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation (See Question 51 for description):
CUL-1. Cultural Resource Monitoring Program

57. Is the Greenway associated with any historically significant events and/or sites or persons?
(TRPA 20c¢)

No with mitigation. Standard of Significance: See analysis for Question 51, which addresses CEQA
checklist item 5a and concludes that the level of impact is less than significant after mitigation.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: (See Question 51 for description)
CUL-1. Cultural Resource Monitoring Program

58. Does the Greenway have the potential to cause a physical change which would affect unique
ethnic cultural values? (TRPA 20d)

No with mitigation. Standard of Significance: See analysis for Question 51, which addresses CEQA
checklist item 5a and concludes that the level of impact is less than significant after mitigation.

On April 21, 2008, a letter was sent to Mr. Dave Singleton of the NAHC requesting that a review of the
Sacred Lands file be conducted. Chambers Group also began initial consultation with the Washoe Tribe
of Nevada and California by contacting Mr. Daryl Cruz, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer. Mr. Cruz
was notified by letter on May 28, 2008. Tribal representatives were contacted in order to inform them
about current project activities and incorporate their opinions, knowledge and sentiments. No response
was received from either the NAHC or the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation (See Question 51 for description):
CUL-1. Cultural Resource Monitoring Program

59. Will the Greenway restrict historic or pre-historic religious or sacred uses within the
potential impact area? (TRPA 20e)

No with mitigation. Standard of Significance: See analysis for Question 52, which addresses CEQA
checklist item 5b and concludes that the level of impact is less than significant after mitigation.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation (See Question 51 for description):

CUL-1. Cultural Resource Monitoring Program
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60. Greenway effects to cultural resources (NEPA).

The LTBMU Forest Plan directives determine the effects on cultural resources under NEPA. The
following directives from the LTBMU Forest Plan apply to this project:

* Conduct surveys and inventories to identify the presence or absence of archaeological, historic, or
other cultural resource properties, giving priority to planned activity areas, in a manner consistent
with the NHPA. Prepare written reports documenting survey coverage, methods, and recordation
using guidelines from the SHPO, the LTBMU, and the ACHP.

* Evaluate properties to assess their scientific, ethnic, or historic significance by applying the
NRHP criteria of eligibility. Assess the effects of each undertaking on significant historic
properties. In consultation with the SHPO and the ACHP if necessary, develop mitigation
measures to alleviate adverse impacts on significant properties.

* Protect identified cultural properties until they are evaluated, with unevaluated properties being
treated as eligible for nomination to the NRHP and afforded the same consideration as National
Register properties. Evaluate the historical an architectural significance of buildings scheduled for
removal.

* Conduct compliance inspections of special use operations and project activities with stipulations
or conditions regarding known cultural resources. Ensure confidentiality of most site locations to
minimize threat of thefts and vandalism. Prevent natural physical deterioration where possible.

* Enhance cultural resources through scientific study and interpretation of their significant values,
for increased public education and enjoyment. Avoid and/or protect Native American religious or
burial sites; and encourage the reestablishment of traditional ties to Lake Tahoe by the Washoe
Tribe through such means as the construction of a cultural center near Taylor Creek. Rehabilitate
or restore historic structures for interpretive or other purposes.

No Project. Under the no project alternative, the Conservancy constructs and operates no shared-use trail
and no change to the project area occurs. Thus, no changes to existing, unidentified or unexpected
archaeological resources would occur. Portions of the project area, including locations on National Forest
Lands, would continue to be used as informal trails. The no project alternative would result in no
contribution to potential cumulative effects related to documented archaeological resources on National
Forest Lands.

Proposed Project. The proposed action constructs and operates a 3.86-mile shared-use trail, of which
1395 linear feet cross National Forest Lands, potentially affect two archaeological resource sites.

Indirect and Direct Effects. Increased public use of the areas adjacent to sites P-9-3257-H/CA-
ELD2148H and P-9-4169 could increase the possibility of vandalism and erosion of integrity for those
resources. However, site P-9-4169 is presently located in a busy urban area adjacent to Pioneer Trail and
the SLTFD Fire Station #1 and consists of a single piece of rusted heavy gauge metal - generally
considered categorically ineligible for inclusion to the NRHP. Site P-9-3257-H/CA-ELD2148H is
located uphill of the Greenway in a rugged forested area not accessible by existing trail access. As such,
it is unlikely that increased activity generated on the Greenway would result in greater visitation in the
area of this site.

Questions 51, 52 and 53 address effects to historical, archaeological and paleontological resources,
respectively. Question 58 discusses Native American consultation completed for the Greenway proposal.
The Greenway does not adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects listed in or
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eligible for listing in the NRHP and does not cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or
historical resources.

Analysis concludes that the project is consistent with Section 106 of the NHPA, which requires federal
agencies to take into account the effect of a project on any district, site, building, structure, or object that
is included in, or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Section 106 of the NHPA (Public Law 89.665, as
amended) also requires federal agencies to afford the SHPO a reasonable opportunity to comment.
Surveys were conducted for Native American religious or cultural sites, archaeological sites, and historic
properties or areas that may be affected by the Greenway. The project has complied with SHPO
requirements to evaluate cultural resources within the project area and submit a report for review. To
date, SHPO has not provided eligibility determinations. Determinations are not necessary for document
review during the public comment period but must be made prior to the Forest Supervisor’s signing the
Record of Decision.

Cumulative Effects. Section 3.2.18, Mandatory Findings of Significant, specifically Question 187,
addresses cumulative effects of the Greenway and related projects, as listed in Table 60.

Environmental Analysis: Project requires mitigation.
Required Mitigation (See Question 51 for description):

CUL-1. Cultural Resource Monitoring Program
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3.2.6 Geology and Soils (CEQA) and Land (TRPA)

This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to geology, soils and land. Table 20 identifies the
applicable impacts and anticipated level of impact.

Table 20

Geology and Soils and Land

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant No Impact

Impact Mitigation Impact
Measures

CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

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

i) Rupture of a known
earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or X
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?
Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication
427

ii) Strong seismic ground
shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground
failure, including liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? (CEQA VIa)

62. Result in substantial soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil? X
(CEQA VIb)

63. 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- X
site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
(CEQA VIc)
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CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

64.

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

65.

Have soils incapable of
adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative
waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste
water? (CEQA Vle)

TRPA Initial Environmental

Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

66.

Compaction or covering of the
soil beyond the limits allowed
in the land capability or
Individual Parcel Evaluation
System (IPES)? (TRPA 1a)

67.

A change in the topography or
ground surface relief features
of site inconsistent with the
natural surrounding
conditions? (TRPA 1b)

68.

Unstable soil conditions
during or after completion of
the proposal? (TRPA 1c)

69.

Changes in the undisturbed
soil or native geologic
substructures or grading in
excess of 5 feet? (TRPA 1d)

70.

The continuation of or increase
in wind or water erosion of
soils, either on or off the site?
(TRPA le)

71.

Changes in deposition or
erosion of beach sand, or
changes in siltation, deposition
or erosion, including natural
littoral processes, which may
modify the channel of a river
or stream or the bed of a lake?
(TRPA 1f)
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TRPA Initial Environmental Yes No, With Data

Checklist Item Mitigation Insufficient e

72. Exposure of people or property
to geologic hazards such as
earthquakes, landslides,
backshore erosion, avalanches,
mud slides, ground failure, or
similar hazards? (TRPA 1g)

NEPA Significance of Effects

73. Greenway effects to slope erosion, or soil suitability or unique natural features. (NEPA)

3.2.6.1 Environmental Setting

Geology. The project area, by the nature of a linear public facility, crosses a variety of topography
associated with forested foothills, open meadow and developed residential areas. The topography within
the project area is generally flat to rolling slopes; however, side slopes are at times steeper than 3:1.

The Greenway is located partially within the Echo Lake, Emerald Bay, Freel Peak and predominately on
the South Lake Tahoe USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle maps, within an approximate elevation range of
6,240 to 6,400 feet above msl, in Township 13 north, Range 18 East, Section 34 and Township 12 North,
Range 18 East, Sections 2, 3, 4, 9, 10, 16, 20, 21, and 29, Mount Diablo Meridian.

Kleinfelder completed the Preliminary Geologic Hazards Former Highway 50 Bypass Bike Trail Project
South Lake Tahoe, California on November 10, 2003 (Kleinfelder 2004). Kleinfelder performed site
visits and reviewed available literature to determine potential geologic and soil hazards for the former
Caltrans ROW and the project area. The project record includes this preliminary geotechnical report and
the Greenway design element considers the potential geological hazards identified in this report.

The surface geology of the area, illustrated in Figure 29, is predominately alluvial (Q and Qf), glacial
outwash (Qogo) and till (Qog) deposits, fluvial and lacustrine (Qfp; QI and QIt) deposits, and
decomposed granite and granodiorite outcrop (Kbmg) at higher elevations. These map units are defined
as follows (Saucedo 2005):

* QI Lake deposits (Holocene) — Thin-bedded sandy silt and clay.

* Q Alluvium (Holocene and Pleistocene) — Unconsolidated, moderately to poorly sorted
sand, silt and gravel. Locally includes alluvial fan deposits, glacial outwash and lacustrine
deposits.

e Qf Alluvial fan deposits (Holocene and Pleistocene) — Poorly sorted bouldery sand and
gravel. Locally includes older fan deposits and alluvium.

* Qfp Floodplain deposits (Holocene) — Gravelly to silty sand and sandy to clayey silt. Locally
includes lacustrine and delta deposits. In part may be Pleistocene.

e Qlt Lacustrine terrace deposits (Pleistocene) — Poorly to moderately sorted silt, sand and
gravel forming broad low terraces 5-10 meters above lake level. Locally includes delta deposits.

* Qog Till — Deeply weathered bouldery deposits generally without morainal form; surface
granitic boulders are weathered with stained, pitted and knobby surface; granitic boulders within
the deposit are decomposed. Locally may include outwash deposits.

* Qogo Outwash deposits — Poorly sorted boulder and cobble gravel, sand and silt.
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* Kbmg Bryan Meadow granodiorite (Cretaceous) — Light-gray, medium-grained locally
porphyritic hornblende-biotite granodiorite typically containing about 5 percent subhedral and
euhedral hornblende crystals as large as 1 cm, and similar amounts of biotite in a groundmass of
feldspar and quartz.

Glacial activity during the past 1.5 to 2 million years transported large volumes of boulders and sediments
from sources to the west and south of the project area and deposited materials throughout the South Lake
Tahoe areas as glacial till and glacial outwash. Holocene-age and late Pleistocene-age floodplain and
lacustrine deposits overlay the glacial outwash along the channels of the Bijou Creek and Trout Creek
(Kleinfelder 2004).

The potential for seismic activity within a project area is primarily related to the proximity of faults. The
Lake Tahoe Basin is located in a region of Holocene age, the faults of which are considered active within
the last 11,000 years, and early Quaternary age, sometimes referred to as potentially active faults with
activity within the last 1.6 million years.

Geologic Hazards. The preliminary geotechnical evaluations identify and assess potential geologic
hazards within and in the vicinity of the project area in accordance with the requirements of the California
Board for Geologists and Geophysicists (Board) Geologic Guidelines for Earthquake and/or Fault Hazard
Reports; the Board Guidelines for Engineering Geologic Reports; California Geological Survey (CGS)
Special Publication 42, Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in California: Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Act with index to Earthquake Fault Zone Maps (Hart and Bryant 1997); and CGS Special
Publication 117, Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California (California
Division of Mines and Geology 1997). The secondary purpose of the evaluation is compliance with City
guidelines for a preliminary geotechnical report.

Potential geologic hazards for the project area include: proximity to potentially active faults, debris flows,
flooding, rock fall, avalanche, and liquefaction resulting form subsurface soil conditions. A common
effect of earthquakes that could occur in the project area is ground shaking along a fault. The most
significant geologic hazards associated with the project area are from earthquakes and their associated
effects (Kleinfelder 2004). Earthquakes present direct (primary) and indirect (secondary) hazards; both of
which can occur locally or at locations distant from the earthquake source. Direct, local earthquake
hazards include damage caused by fault displacements either by ground surface rupture or gradual fault
creep. The damage caused by ground shaking is also a direct effect; however, shaking can occur locally
or at remote locations. Indirect hazards presented by earthquakes include liquefaction and earthquake-
induced landslides, both of which are triggered by ground shaking. The portions of the project area that
are located on or near steep terrain could be subject to slope instability (landsliding, both gravitational or
earthquake-induced) hazards. Roads, structures, pipelines, utilities lines and embankments in the vicinity
may also be subject to this hazard. The analysis of these hazards is based on an understanding of the
potential for these events to occur in the project area.

Fault Rupture and Creep. Based in a review of the Preliminary Map of Pleistocene to Holocene Faults in
the Lake Tahoe Basin (Schweikert 2000), the project area intersects no active faults. As a result, potential
for displacement caused by fault rupture or fault along sections of asphalt or boardwalk trail and cut and
fill slopes is low.
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Figure 29. Surface Geology and Quaternary Faults Associated with the Project Area
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Ground Shaking. The severity of ground shaking due to an earthquake is determined by several factors
including the size of the earthquake, fault rupture characteristics, and proximity of the earthquake to the
site of interest. The type of soil or bedrock beneath the site also determines the strength of ground
shaking. For this evaluation, ground shaking is described by the Modified Mercalli scale, which is a
method involving 12 levels of intensity denoted by Roman numerals. The scale relates human perception
and amount of damage. Modified Mercalli intensities range from I (shaking that is not felt) to XII (total
damage).

The project area is mapped as having a probable maximum earthquake intensity of IX or X on the
Modified Mercalli scale. Intensity IX involves violent ground shaking and heavy damage. The effects of
Intensity [X are described as “considerable damage to designed structures; well designed frame structures
thrown out of plumb; great in substantial buildings, with partial collapse; underground pipes may be
broken”. Damage under Intensity X is even greater, with “some well built wooden structures destroyed;
most masonry and frame structures destroyed with foundations; ground badly cracked”. The majority of
the project area is located in areas that will experience moderate severity of ground shaking during an
earthquake. The project area crosses several drainages including Bijou Creek and Trout Creek, which are
areas that will experience the greatest severity of ground shaking (Kleinfelder 2004).

The CGS maintains a web-based computer model that estimates probabilistic seismic ground motions for
any location within California. The computer model estimates the “Design Basis Earthquake” ground
motion, which is defined as the Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA) with a 10 percent chance of exceedance
in 50 years (475-year return period). The estimated PGA for the project area is approximately 0.3g; thus
indicating that the ground shaking hazard in the Greenway project area is moderate (Cao et al. 2003; CGS
2007). The PGA values are typically described for firm rocks. The ground shaking hazard within the
project area could be slightly higher because much of the soils are alluvium and colluvium, which are
typically softer (CGS 2006).

Liquefaction. Liquefaction occurs in water-saturated sediments that are shaken by moderate to large
earthquakes. Liquefaction hazard analysis involves understanding the potential for ground shaking
combined with the physical properties and conditions of the soil. Soils most susceptible to liquefaction
are saturated, loose, clean, uniformly graded, and fine-grained sand deposits. Geologic age also
influences the potential for liquefaction. Sediments deposited within the past few thousand years are
generally much more susceptible to liquefaction than older Holocene age sediments; Pleistocene age
sediments, which are between 12,000 and 2.5 million years, are even more resistant; and pre-Pleistocene
age sediments (more than 2.5 million years) are generally immune to liquefaction (California Division of
Mines and Geology 1997).

Earthquake-Induced Landslides, Avalanches and Rock Fall. Landslides and debris flows triggered by
earthquake ground shaking have historically been the cause for a great deal of property damage and loss
of life. Areas most susceptible to earthquake-induced landslides are generally on steep slopes or adjacent
to existing landslide deposits. The possibility of landslides and seismically induced slope instability is
considered moderate due to topography in the vicinity of the Greenway, specifically Keller Canyon,
which Segment 2-80 transects. Most locations along the project area that are located adjacent to steep
slopes have existing development.

Ground shaking and displacement is less likely to occur in the rocky soils located within the project area.
However, a potential for seismically induced rock fall exists along the project area near Keller Rd
(Kleinfelder 2004).

Moderate or large avalanches can generate enough force to destroy most man-made objects and
structures. Restricting the intensity of development in areas of high avalanche potential reduces the
possibility of loss of life and pro