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Appendix A 

Conditional Waiver of Discharge 

Requirements for Timber Harvest and 

Vegetation Management Activities 

(General Conditions) 
 





2014 Timber Waiver - 12 - Board Order No. R6T-2014-0030 
 
 
 

 

21. The Water Board held a public hearing on April 10, 2014, in South Lake Tahoe, 
California, and considered all evidence concerning this matter. 

 
 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that in order to be enrolled under this Timber Waiver, an 
enrollee must meet applicable eligibility criteria and requirements for that category of 
activities covered by this Waiver, including the General Provisions and all applicable 
general and category-specific conditions of this Timber Waiver, as set forth below.   
 

B. GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 
1. Pursuant to Water Code section 13269, subdivision (a), the Water Board waives 

requirements to submit reports of waste discharge and obtain waste discharge 
requirements for persons proposing or conducting activities which meet the eligibility 
criteria and comply with the conditions and general provisions set forth in this Timber 
Waiver.  

 
2. The Water Board anticipates that most activities will proceed under a single category 

of the Timber Waiver.  However, if a project is phased, or divided geographically, 
such that portions qualify under Category 1, 2, or 3; and other portions qualify under 
Category 4, 5, or 6; the enrollee has the option of enrolling such phases or portions 
under different categories.  Water Board notification is only required for the portions 
of projects or activities that qualify under Category 4, 5, or 6. 

 
3. The Water Board does not waive the filing of a report of waste discharge or waive 

waste discharge requirements for persons proposing projects that include activities 
with impacts that are not mitigated to less-than-significant levels, such as those 
identified in a CEQA environmental impact report, or a National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) or Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) environmental 
impact statement.   Not all timber harvest and vegetation management activities 
proposed in the Lahontan Region will be eligible for this Timber Waiver.  Enrollees 
proposing activities that are not eligible for this Timber Waiver must file a report of 
waste discharge with the Water Board pursuant to Water Code section 13260.  
 

4. This Timber Waiver shall not create a vested right to discharge waste and all such 
discharges shall be considered a privilege, as provided for in Water Code section 
13263, subdivision (g). The Water Board Executive Officer may terminate the 
applicability of the Timber Waiver described herein to any activity at any time when 
such termination is in the public interest and/or the activity could affect the quality of 
waters of the state for beneficial uses. 

 
5. This Timber Waiver shall become effective on April 10, 2014 and shall expire on April 10, 

2019 unless terminated or renewed by the Water Board.  Discharges regulated under 
this Timber Waiver are not authorized, and waste discharge requirements are not 
waived, after April 10, 2019 unless this Timber Waiver is renewed by Water Board 
action.  
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6. Discharges currently regulated under the 2009 Timber Waiver may proceed under the 
conditions of that waiver, or may be re-enrolled under this 2014 Timber Waiver.  After 
April 9, 2014 no new applications for permit coverage under Resolution No. R6T-2009-
0029 (the 2009 Timber Waiver) will be accepted.   

 
7. Timber harvest and vegetation management activities approved by CAL FIRE under an 

Exemption or Emergency Notice may be eligible for coverage under Timber Waiver 
Categories 1, 2, 3, 4, or 6, depending on the scope of the proposed activities. 

 
8. A monitoring and reporting program is adopted in conjunction with this 2014 Timber 

Waiver and shall be adhered to by all waiver enrollees, using the attached monitoring 
forms adopted by the Water Board. 

 
9. Pursuant to Water Code section 13269, Timber Waiver enrollees may request a waiver 

of monitoring or propose an alternate monitoring and reporting program, subject to 
approval by the Executive Officer.  The Executive Officer may impose additional or 
revised monitoring and reporting requirements pursuant to Water Code section 13267.  
The Executive Officer may modify application, monitoring, and reporting forms 
(Attachments C through M). 

 
C.   GENERAL CONDITIONS 
 

1. Activities must be conducted in compliance with the Basin Plan, and other applicable 
laws, regulations, and plans. 

  
2. Wastes, including but not limited to, petroleum products, soil, silt, sand, clay, rock, 

felled trees, slash, sawdust, bark, ash, pesticides, must not be discharged to surface 
waters or be deposited in locations where such material may discharge to surface 
waters.  If discharge of wastes to surface waters occurs (not previously authorized 
by the Water Board), the enrollee must notify the Water Board by telephone or email 
within 24 hours of detection of the discharge or the next business day, whichever 
comes first. 

 
3. Condition for activities within the Little Truckee River, Truckee River, or Lake 

Tahoe HUs only:  If timber harvest and vegetation management activities are 
planned within 100-year floodplains of the Little Truckee River, Truckee River, or 
Lake Tahoe HUs, SEZs, or high erosion hazard lands (Bailey Land Classification 1a, 
1c, or 2) of the Lake Tahoe HU, waste discharge prohibitions may apply.  The Water 
Board grants a conditional Basin Plan Prohibition Exemption in certain cases as 
described in Attachment N, for slash piling and burning in Lake Tahoe HU SEZs that 
is conducted under Waiver Category 6, and in accordance with the requirements of 
Attachment Q. Review Attachments N and Q to verify if any proposed activities 
would need a Basin Plan prohibition exemption prior to proceeding.  

 
4. Activities conducted under the Timber Waiver must comply with the category-

specific eligibility criteria and conditions, including monitoring and reporting 
requirements where specified.  The enrollee must conduct activities in accordance 
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with information submitted in the application for waiver coverage, if one is required.  
For Categories 4, 5, and 6, the enrollee must conduct monitoring and reporting 
pursuant to Water Code section 13267 unless alternate monitoring and reporting 
requirements have been approved by the Executive Officer. 

 
5. Timber harvest and vegetation management activities must be conducted in 

accordance with any design features, management actions, mitigation measures, 
and monitoring plans developed as part of complying with CEQA, NEPA, the FPRs, 
and/or TRPA environmental analysis requirements.   

 
6. Timber harvest and vegetation management activities subject to this Timber Waiver 

must not create a pollution, contamination, or nuisance, as defined by Water Code 
section 13050, subdivisions (k), (l), and (m). 

 
7. All equipment used must be monitored for leaks, and removed from service if 

necessary to protect water quality.  All spills must be immediately contained and 
spilled materials and/or contaminated soils must be properly disposed.  An 
emergency spill kit adequate to contain spills that could result from onsite equipment 
must be at the project site at all times of equipment use. 

 
8. This Timber Waiver does not permit any illegal activity, and does not preclude the 

need for permits or licenses that may be required by other governmental agencies, 
or other approvals by the Water Board such as discharges subject to a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit under the Clean Water Act, 
including silvicultural point sources as defined in 40 Code of Federal Regulations, 
section 122.27.  This waiver is not a substitute for state Water Quality Certification 
(WQC) under section 401 of the federal Clean Water Act which is required if a 
federal permit, such as a Clean Water Act section 404 permit, is required. Also, 
persons practicing forestry must ensure that they maintain appropriate licenses and 
certifications pursuant to Public Resources Code sections 752 and 753.  

 
9. Pursuant to Water Code section 13267 subdivision (b) and Water Code section 

13269 subdivision (a), any proposed material change to the activities proceeding 
under the Timber Waiver must be reported to Water Board staff in advance of 
implementation of any such change.  Material changes include, but are not limited 
to:  

(a) Change of project location or increase in size;  
(b) The addition of winter period operations;  
(c) Relocation or addition of watercourse crossings; or 
(d) Addition or relocation of roads or skid trails into a WBBZ. 

 
10. Any proposed material change to a project that does not result in a change in 

qualification under this waiver to a higher Category (e.g., Category 4 to Category 4) 
must be reported to the Water Board prior to implementation.  Material changes to 
Category 6 projects shall not proceed until Category 6, Condition 1 is satisfied. 

 
Any proposed material change to a project that results in a change in qualification 
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under this waiver to a higher category (e.g., Category 2 to 4, or Category 4 to 6) 
must follow the notification requirements as if it was a new application. 

 
11. A report of waste discharge must be filed with the Water Board pursuant to Water 

Code section 13260 for any proposed material change to the activities proceeding 
under the Timber Waiver that would result in ineligibility for Timber Waiver coverage.  

 
12. For the purpose of performing inspections and conducting monitoring, Water Board 

staff must be allowed reasonable access onto property where timber harvest and 
vegetation management activities are proposed, are being conducted, or have been 
terminated or completed.  Inspections and monitoring may include sample collection, 
measuring, and photographing/taping to determine compliance with waiver 
conditions and eligibility criteria. Such inspections and monitoring are consistent with 
Water Code section 13267, subdivision (c), PRC section 4604, subdivision (b)(1), 
and other applicable laws. 

 
Prior to, or immediately upon entering the property, Water Board staff will attempt to 
contact the site owner, persons performing the timber harvest and vegetation 
management activities, or other on-site representative(s) in order to inform the 
landowner or persons onsite of each inspection, and to discuss any safety 
considerations.  If consent to access to property is unreasonably withheld, the 
Executive Officer may terminate the applicability of the Timber Waiver.   

 
13. Condition for Categories 4, 5, or 6:  For the purpose of observing, inspecting, 

photographing, digitally recording or videotaping, measuring, and/or collecting 
samples or other monitoring information to document compliance or non-compliance 
with the eligibility criteria, conditions, or provisions of this Timber Waiver, enrollees 
agree to allow Water Board staff: 

 
(a) Entry at any time, with or without advance notice, onto: (1) the real property 

where timber harvest and vegetation management activities covered under this 
Timber Waiver are proposed, are being conducted, or have concluded; and (2) 
any and all outdoor areas in the control or ownership of the enrollee, in the 
vicinity of and downstream of timber harvest and vegetation management 
activities; and 

(b) Access to and permission to copy any record required to be kept under the 
conditions of this Timber Waiver, including, but not limited to, any self-
monitoring records and/or equipment used to fulfill monitoring requirements.   

 
D.   TIMBER WAIVER CATEGORIES 
 
Category 1:  Defensible space, fire prevention, dead-dying-diseased tree removal, 

and construction activities 
 
Eligibility Criteria: 
Activities that may proceed under this category are those:   
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(1) Undertaken to comply with state, local, or county defensible space requirements,
including PRC section 4291 requirements, OR

(2) Conducted on undeveloped lots (as defined in Attachment A) up to three acres in
size for the purpose of fuels reduction and/or construction activities, OR

(3) Conducted on public lands or with public funding (where a Registered Professional
Forester (RPF), Federal Forestry Professional, or Natural Resource Professional
has developed and oversees the plan) to provide up to a 300-foot defense zone
adjacent to subdivision boundaries, private parcel lot lines, and/or around
structures and facilities (not including linear features such as roads, trails, or utility
corridors), OR

(4) Conducted under a CAL FIRE issued Forest Fire Prevention Exemption and in
compliance with CCR, title 14, section 1038, OR

(5) Undertaken to remove isolated hazard trees in response to an imminent threat to
life or property, OR

(6) Conducted under a CAL FIRE issued Dead, Dying, Diseased Exemption in
compliance with CCR, title 14, section 1038(b) without any exceptions to section
1038(b) condition nos. 6 or 9.

Conditions: 
Enrollees conducting activities meeting the eligibility criteria listed above are not 
required to notify, apply, or report monitoring to the Water Board if they comply with the 
following conditions: 

(1) Timber harvest and vegetation management activities must not cause or create
erosion, destabilization of stream banks, temperature increases in waterbodies,
disturbance to non-target WBBZ (as defined in Attachment B) vegetation, or
concentrated surface runoff.

(2) All areas disturbed by activities must be stabilized (as defined in Attachment A) at
the conclusion of the activity or before the winter period (as defined in Attachment
A), whichever is sooner.

(3) Chipped and masticated material must not be discharged to waterbodies, or be
deposited in locations where such material may discharge to a waterbody.  Within
WBBZs, chipped  and masticated material must not exceed an average of two
inches in depth, with a maximum depth of four inches.

(4) Slash piles must not be built or burned within WBBZs, SEZs (as defined in
Attachment A), or 100-year floodplains (as defined in Attachment A).
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(5) Equipment, including tractors and vehicles, must not be driven into SEZs, wet
areas, or WBBZs , except over existing roads or watercourse crossings where
vehicle tires or tracks remain dry.

(6) The operation of equipment, including tractors and vehicles, shall minimize soil
disturbance to the maximum extent practicable.

(7) No tractor, vehicle, or equipment use on saturated soils (as defined in Attachment
A).

(8) All activities conducted under Category 1 must comply with the General Conditions
of this Timber Waiver and meet one of the category-specific eligibility criteria listed
above.

Category 2:  Activities conducted by hand crews (as defined in Attachment A) 
including thinning operations and prescribed fire 

Eligibility Criteria: 
Activities that may proceed under this category must meet all of the following eligibility 
criteria: 

(1) Activities shall be conducted by hand, except for low impact equipment, see
Eligibility Criteria 2(a) below, to assist hand crew operations.

(2) Tractor, vehicle, and equipment access shall be limited to existing roads with the
following exceptions:

(a) Low impact equipment with ground pressures less than 10 psi, such as
chippers, brush mowers, or similar equipment for onsite processing of materials
cut by hand crews; and

(b) Single passenger all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) or snowmobiles.

(3) No construction or expansion of roads, crossings, landings, staging areas, etc.

Conditions: 
Enrollees conducting activities meeting the eligibility criteria listed above are not 
required to notify, apply, or report monitoring to the Water Board if they comply with the 
following conditions:  

(1) On existing roads, tractors, vehicles, low-ground-pressure chippers or other
equipment shall not be operated during saturated soil conditions (as defined in
Attachment A).

(2) Operation of ATVs, chippers, brush mowers, or similar equipment off roads must
always occur at distances greater than 25 feet from a waterbody and when at least
one of the following conditions occurs:
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Equipment 

Description

Acoustical 

Usage 

Factor (%)

Spec 

721.560 

Lmax @ 

50ft (dBA 

slow)

Actual 

Measured 

Lmax @ 

50ft        

(dBA slow)

No. of 

Actual Data 

Samples 

(count)

Spec 

721.560 

LmaxCalc

Spec 

721.560 

Leq

Distance

Actual 

Measured 

LmaxCalc

Actual 

Measured 

Leq

Auger Drill Rig 20 85 84 36 79.0 72.0 100 78.0 71.0
Backhoe 40 80 78 372 74.0 70.0 100 72.0 68.0
Bar Bender 20 80 na 0 74.0 67.0 100
Blasting na 94 na 0 88.0 100
Boring Jack Power Unit 50 80 83 1 74.0 71.0 100 77.0 74.0
Chain Saw 20 85 84 46 79.0 72.0 100 78.0 71.0
Clam Shovel (dropping) 20 93 87 4 87.0 80.0 100 81.0 74.0
Compactor (ground) 20 80 83 57 74.0 67.0 100 77.0 70.0
Compressor (air) 40 80 78 18 74.0 70.0 100 72.0 68.0
Concrete Batch Plant 15 83 na 0 77.0 68.7 100
Concrete Mixer Truck 40 85 79 40 79.0 75.0 100 73.0 69.0
Concrete Pump Truck 20 82 81 30 76.0 69.0 100 75.0 68.0
Concrete Saw 20 90 90 55 84.0 77.0 100 84.0 77.0
Crane 16 85 81 405 79.0 71.0 100 75.0 67.0
Dozer 40 85 82 55 79.0 75.0 100 76.0 72.0
Drill Rig Truck 20 84 79 22 78.0 71.0 100 73.0 66.0
Drum Mixer 50 80 80 1 74.0 71.0 100 74.0 71.0
Dump Truck 40 84 76 31 78.0 74.0 100 70.0 66.0
Excavator 40 85 81 170 79.0 75.0 100 75.0 71.0
Flat Bed Truck 40 84 74 4 78.0 74.0 100 68.0 64.0
Front End Loader 40 80 79 96 74.0 70.0 100 73.0 69.0
Generator 50 82 81 19 76.0 73.0 100 75.0 72.0
Generator (<25KVA, VMS s 50 70 73 74 64.0 61.0 100 67.0 64.0
Gradall 40 85 83 70 79.0 75.0 100 77.0 73.0
Grader 40 85 na 0 79.0 75.0 100
Grapple (on Backhoe) 40 85 87 1 79.0 75.0 100 81.0 77.0
Horizontal Boring Hydr. Jac 25 80 82 6 74.0 68.0 100 76.0 70.0
Hydra Break Ram 10 90 na 0 84.0 74.0 100
Impact Pile Driver 20 95 101 11 89.0 82.0 100 95.0 88.0
Jackhammer 20 85 89 133 79.0 72.0 100 83.0 76.0
Man Lift 20 85 75 23 79.0 72.0 100 69.0 62.0
Mounted Impact Hammer ( 20 90 90 212 84.0 77.0 100 84.0 77.0
Pavement Scarafier 20 85 90 2 79.0 72.0 100 84.0 77.0
Paver 50 85 77 9 79.0 76.0 100 71.0 68.0
Pickup Truck 40 55 75 1 49.0 45.0 100 69.0 65.0
Pneumatic Tools 50 85 85 90 79.0 76.0 100 79.0 76.0
Pumps 50 77 81 17 71.0 68.0 100 75.0 72.0
Refrigerator Unit 100 82 73 3 76.0 76.0 100 67.0 67.0
Rivit Buster/chipping gun 20 85 79 19 79.0 72.0 100 73.0 66.0
Rock Drill 20 85 81 3 79.0 72.0 100 75.0 68.0
Roller 20 85 80 16 79.0 72.0 100 74.0 67.0
Sand Blasting (Single Nozzle 20 85 96 9 79.0 72.0 100 90.0 83.0
Scraper 40 85 84 12 79.0 75.0 100 78.0 74.0
Shears (on backhoe) 40 85 96 5 79.0 75.0 100 90.0 86.0
Slurry Plant 100 78 78 1 72.0 72.0 100 72.0 72.0
Slurry Trenching Machine 50 82 80 75 76.0 73.0 100 74.0 71.0
Soil Mix Drill Rig 50 80 na 0 74.0 71.0 100
Tractor 40 84 na 0 78.0 74.0 100
Vacuum Excavator (Vac-tru 40 85 85 149 79.0 75.0 100 79.0 75.0
Vacuum Street Sweeper 10 80 82 19 74.0 64.0 100 76.0 66.0
Ventilation Fan 100 85 79 13 79.0 79.0 100 73.0 73.0
Vibrating Hopper 50 85 87 1 79.0 76.0 100 81.0 78.0
Vibratory Concrete Mixer 20 80 80 1 74.0 67.0 100 74.0 67.0
Vibratory Pile Driver 20 95 101 44 89.0 82.0 100 95.0 88.0
Warning Horn 5 85 83 12 79.0 66.0 100 77.0 64.0
Welder / Torch 40 73 74 5 67.0 63.0 100 68.0 64.0

Source:
FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model, January 2006. Table 9.1
U.S. Department of Transportation
CA/T Construction Spec. 721.560             
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Emission Calculations 
  





Project Characteristics - This model run is to estimate exhaust emissions from forest thinning activity only.
This model run is to estimate exhaust emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors from forest thinning activity only. GHGs are estimated based on fuel 
consumption outside of CalEEMod.

Land Use - Forest thinning activity. Lot acreage is set to zero because no grading or excavation of earthen material would take place.

Off-road Equipment - Source of equipment list: Holmon, per. comm., October 16, 2015. 
The chipper (proxied by crushing/processing equipment) would actually be 765 hp but equipment > 750 hp cannot be estimated by CalEEMod.

Construction Phase - Forest thinning only.

Grading - Forest thinning does not involve earth movement, excavation, or grading.

Demolition - Not applicable.

Trips and VMT - Emissions from worker trips and the truck hauling of chipped biomass and merchantable timber are estimated outside of CalEEMod.

On-road Fugitive Dust - Emissions from worker trips and the truck hauling of chipped biomass and merchantable timber are estimated outside of CalEEMod.

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Recreational 1.00 User Defined Unit 0.00 0.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Rural

14

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 74

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Sierra Pacific Resources

2020Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1328.16 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Forest Thinning Activity - Criteria Pollutants Only
Placer-Lake Tahoe County, Summer
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Architectural Coating - Not applicable.
Vehicle Trips - Not applicable. Dummy values only.

Vehicle Emission Factors - Not applicable.

Vehicle Emission Factors - Not applicable.

Vehicle Emission Factors - Not applicable.

Road Dust - Not applicable.

Woodstoves - Not applicable.

Consumer Products - Not applicable.

Area Coating - Not applicable.

Landscape Equipment - Not applicable.

Energy Use - Not applicable.

Water And Wastewater - Not applicable.

Solid Waste - Not applicable.

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Not applicable.

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps EF - Not applicable.

Stationary Sources - Process Boilers - Not applicable.

Stationary Sources - Process Boilers EF - Not applicable.

Stationary Sources - User Defined - Not applicable.

Land Use Change - Change in carbon sequestration are estimated by USFS staff using the Forest Vegetation Simulator.

Sequestration - Change in carbon sequestration are estimated by USFS staff using the Forest Vegetation Simulator.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier rating determined by engine size and model year with table at 
http://www3.epa.gov/otaq/standards/nonroad.nonraodci.chtm.
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Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier rating determined by engine size and model year with table at 
http://www3.epa.gov/otaq/standards/nonroad.nonraodci.chtm.

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - Not applicable.

Mobile Commute Mitigation - Not applicable.

Area Mitigation - Not applicable.

Energy Mitigation - Not applicable.

Water Mitigation - Not applicable.

Waste Mitigation - Not applicable.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 4.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 97.00 225.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 97.00 225.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 81.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 85.00 750.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 158.00 225.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 158.00 230.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 158.00 225.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 158.00 186.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Site Preparation

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Site Preparation

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Site Preparation

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Site Preparation

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Site Preparation

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Site Preparation

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 10.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 10.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2020

tblProjectCharacteristics UrbanizationLevel Urban Rural

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 23.00 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2018 6.3876 61.9283 27.0653 0.1177 0.5303 2.0005 2.5308 0.0573 1.9220 1.9793 0.0000 12,682.82
18

12,682.82
18

2.0148 0.0000 12,733.19
23

Maximum 6.3876 61.9283 27.0653 0.1177 0.5303 2.0005 2.5308 0.0573 1.9220 1.9793 0.0000 12,682.82
18

12,682.82
18

2.0148 0.0000 12,733.19
23

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2018 1.8647 21.1392 55.3120 0.1177 0.5303 0.7710 1.3012 0.0573 0.7710 0.8282 0.0000 12,682.82
18

12,682.82
18

2.0148 0.0000 12,733.19
23

Maximum 1.8647 21.1392 55.3120 0.1177 0.5303 0.7710 1.3012 0.0573 0.7710 0.8282 0.0000 12,682.82
18

12,682.82
18

2.0148 0.0000 12,733.19
23

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

70.81 65.87 -104.36 0.00 0.00 61.46 48.58 0.00 59.89 58.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 9/19/2017 1:14 PMPage 5 of 15

Forest Thinning Activity - Criteria Pollutants Only - Placer-Lake Tahoe County, Summer

austin.kerr
Highlight

austin.kerr
Highlight

austin.kerr
Highlight

austin.kerr
Highlight



2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 6/1/2018 6/1/2018 5 1

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Site Preparation Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 1.00 4 0.73

Site Preparation Crushing/Proc. Equipment 1 10.00 750 0.78

Site Preparation Excavators 1 10.00 225 0.38

Site Preparation Excavators 1 10.00 230 0.38

Site Preparation Excavators 1 10.00 225 0.38

Site Preparation Excavators 1 10.00 186 0.38

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 10.00 225 0.37

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 10.00 225 0.37

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0.5

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.5303 0.0000 0.5303 0.0573 0.0000 0.0573 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.3876 61.9283 27.0653 0.1177 2.0005 2.0005 1.9220 1.9220 12,682.82
18

12,682.82
18

2.0148 12,733.19
23

Total 6.3876 61.9283 27.0653 0.1177 0.5303 2.0005 2.5308 0.0573 1.9220 1.9793 12,682.82
18

12,682.82
18

2.0148 12,733.19
23

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Clean Paved Roads

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 9 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.80 6.60 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.5303 0.0000 0.5303 0.0573 0.0000 0.0573 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.8647 21.1392 55.3120 0.1177 0.7710 0.7710 0.7710 0.7710 0.0000 12,682.82
18

12,682.82
18

2.0148 12,733.19
23

Total 1.8647 21.1392 55.3120 0.1177 0.5303 0.7710 1.3012 0.0573 0.7710 0.8282 0.0000 12,682.82
18

12,682.82
18

2.0148 12,733.19
23

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.2 Site Preparation - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

User Defined Recreational 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Recreational 14.70 6.60 6.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

5.0 Energy Detail

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

User Defined Recreational 0.489257 0.041257 0.220156 0.132626 0.025790 0.006586 0.027831 0.045583 0.001467 0.001229 0.006102 0.000783 0.001333

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

11.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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Summary of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Changes in Carbon Sequestration over a 20-Year Management Cycle

Emission Activity value units source/notes

Forest Vegetation Management Effects
Loss in sequestration under no-treatment scenario due to wildfire 21.4 MT CO2e/acre CTC 2014:6
Increase in carbon sequestration under treatment scenario -17.4 MT CO2e/acre CTC 2014:6; See Note 4
Net gain in carbon sequestration over 20-year management cycle -38.8 MT CO2e/acre summation

Forest Treatment Activities
Thinning equipment 4.2 MT CO2e/day wksht: Thin Equip GHGs
Truck hauling of merchantable logs 1.3 MT CO2e/day wksht: Hauling Emiss
Truck hauling of chipped biomass 2.5 MT CO2e/day wksht: Hauling Emiss
Worker commute trips 0.1 MT CO2e/day wksht: Worker Trips
Subtotal 8.1 MT CO2e/day summation
Daily area treated, average 5.0 acre/day wksht: Key Parameters
GHGs per area treated 1.6 MT CO2e/acre calculation

Net change per acre -37.2 MT CO2e/acre summation

Operation of Biomass Power Facility 41.6 MT CO2e/acre wksht: Biomass Power Fac GHGs
Displacement of Fossil Fuels for Electricity Generation -88.5 MT CO2/acre wksht: Fossil Fuel Displacement

Treatment Area 151.0 acres wksht: Key Parameters
GHGs from forest thinning equipment and haul trips 1,227 MT CO2e calculation
Net GHGs during 20-year management cycle -5,613 MT CO2e/20-years calculation

Sources/Notes
1

2

3

4

California Tahoe Conservancy. 2014. 2014/2015 Project Application to the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection's  Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Fund for the North Tahoe Interagency Forest Health and Bioenergy Project (Project No. 14-GHG-FMP-01-0095-FR). 
U.S. Forest Service. 2015. Forest Vegetation Simulator. Available at http://www.fs.fed.us/fmsc/fvs/. Accessed October 29, 2015. This simulator was 
used in the application  for the North Tahoe Interagency Forest Health and Bioenergy Project (California Tahoe Conservancy 2014). (i.e., Source 1)

Hirt, Brian, Forestry Program Supervisor, California Tahoe Conservancy. October 27, 2015—e-mail to Adam Lewandowski, Senior Planner, Ascent 
Environmental regarding the number of acres of forest thinned per day and other parameters of thinning activity. 
The modeling of the treatment scenario conducted with the Forest Vegetation Simulator (FVS) by USFS staff accounts for the carbon contained in 
biomass thinnings that are masticated and spread across the forest floor, and for the carbon that remains sequestered in wood products made 
from merchantable logs that are hauled out of the forest. The FVS modeling does not include any of the carbon benefit associated with the shadow 
effect, which is the idea that the neighboring forested area becomes more protected from catastrophic wildfire as well due to the fuels reduction 
on the treated forestland. 



Summary of Maximum Daily Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin (lb/day)

Activity ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 Source Worksheet

Forest Treatment Activities
Thinning Equipment 1.9 21.1 0.8 0.8 wksht: Thin Equip CAPs
Truck-Hauling Merchantable Logs 0.0 1.3 0.1 0.0 wksht: Hauling Act & Exh Emiss
Truck-Hauling Chipped Biomass 0.1 2.3 0.1 0.1 wksht: Hauling Act & Exh Emiss
Worker Trips 0.3 0.0 0.03 0.01 wksht: Worker Trip Activity & Exh
Fugitive Road Dust — — 5.5 0.6 wksht: Road Dust
Total 2.2 24.8 6.5 1.4 summation

PCAPCD Threshold 82 82 82 — PCAPCD CEQA guide

Notes
1

2

Forest thinning equipment will not be able to fully access Griff Unit 1 until the temporary crossing is installed.  Thus, emissions 
associated with installation of the temporary crossing at Griff Creek would occur before forest thinning activity begins.
Placer County Air Pollution Control District. 2017 (June). CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Available: 
http://www.placerair.org/landuseandceqa. Accessed September 12, 2017.



Key Parameters from Project Description

value units source/notes
Treatment Area 151 acres project descripton
Daily area treated, average 5.0 acre/day Hirt, pers. comm. 2015; project description



GHG Emissions from Thinning Equipment
value units source

Total Average Daily Diesel Consumption 414.125 gal/day wksht: Thin Equip Use & Fuel
CO2 emisson factor for diesel fuel combustion 10.18175 kg/gal Table 12.1 from Source 1
CH4 emisson factor for diesel fuel combustion 0.504 g/gal Table 13.7 from Source 1
N2O emisson factor for diesel fuel combustion 0.224 g/gal Table 13.7 from Source 1
daily CO2 emissions 4,217 kg/day calculation
daily CH4 emissions 209 g/day calculation
daily N2O emissions 93 g/day calculation
mass conversion rate 1,000 kg/MT wksht: Unit Conversions
mass conversion rate 1,000,000 g/MT wksht: Unit Conversions
daily CO2 emissions 4.22 MT/day converson calculation
daily CH4 emissions 0.0002 MT/day converson calculation
daily N2O emissions 0.00009 MT/day converson calculation
global warming potential of CH4 25 CO2/CH4 wksht: Unit Conversions
global warming potential of N2O 298 N2O/CH4 wksht: Unit Conversions
daily CO2-e emissions 4.2 MT/day summation

Sources
1 The Climate Registry. 2014. General Reporting Protocol, Version 2.0 . Available: http://www.theclimateregistry.org/tools-

resources/reporting-protocols/general-reporting-protocol/. Accessed October 19, 2015.



Criteria Air Pollutant and Precursor Emissions from Thinning Equipment

Power
hp

Chain Saw 2014 Husky 565 1.0 3.8 NA Concrete/Industrial Saw 100%
Harvester 2011 John Deere 1270E 10.0 225 Tier 3 Excavator 38%
Harvester 2007 Valmet 445 10.0 230 Tier 3 Excavator 38%
Forwarder 2010 John Deere 1710D 10.0 225 Tier 4 Excavator 38%
Skidder 2010 John Deere 648H 10.0 225 Tier 4 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 37%
Loader 2015 John Deere 2154 10.0 225 Tier 4+ Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 37%
Masticator 2006 John Deere 200C LC 10.0 186 Tier 3 Excavator 38%
Chipper 2011 Peterson 4310 10.0 765 Tier 4 Crushing/Proc. Equipment 78%

Source: wksht: Thin 
Equip Use & 

Fuel

wksht: Thin Equip Use & Fuel wksht: Thin 
Equip Use & 

Fuel

wksht: Thin 
Equip Use & 

Fuel

EPA's Nonroad 
Compression-Ignition 

Engines - Exhaust Emission 
Standards 

@http://www3.epa.gov/o
taq/standards/nonroad/n

onroadci.htm

assumption based on types 
of activities performed; and 

whether equipment is 
tracked vs. wheeled

default value 
in CalEEMod

Maximum Daily Exhaust Emissions of CAPs and Precursors
PM10 PM2.5

Summary ROG NOX Exhaust Exhaust Units Source

1.8647 21.1392 0.7710 0.7710 lb/day
CalEEMod201
6.3.1

Notes
1

2 Emissions of fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 dust are estimated on wksht: Road Dust.

All the equipment is powered by diesel fuel, except for the chain saw, which uses a blend of gasoline and two-stork oil at a ratio of 1 gallon to 2.2 ounces, 
according to http://cdn.husqvarna.com/ddoc/HUSO/HUSO2011_USen/HUSO2011_USen__1151378-95.pdf.

Equipment
Load Factor 

(%)
EPA Emissions Tier Rating

Max. Daily Run 
Time

Model Year/Make/Model
Comperable Equipment 

Type in CalEEMod

http://www3.epa.gov/otaq/standards/nonroad/nonroadci.htm
http://www3.epa.gov/otaq/standards/nonroad/nonroadci.htm
http://www3.epa.gov/otaq/standards/nonroad/nonroadci.htm
http://www3.epa.gov/otaq/standards/nonroad/nonroadci.htm
http://www3.epa.gov/otaq/standards/nonroad/nonroadci.htm
http://www3.epa.gov/otaq/standards/nonroad/nonroadci.htm
http://www3.epa.gov/otaq/standards/nonroad/nonroadci.htm




Load Factors of Thinning Equipment

The load factors for the thinning equipment are based on the default load factors for similar equipment provided by CalEEMod V.2013.2

Equipment Model Year/Make/Model hp
Comperable Equipment 

Type in CalEEMod
Load Factor (%)

Chain Saw 2014 Husky 565 3.8 Concrete/Industrial Saw 100%
Harvester 2011 John Deere 1270E 225 Excavator 38%
Harvester 2007 Valmet 445 230 Excavator 38%
Forwarder 2010 John Deere 1710D 225 Excavator 38%
Skidder 2010 John Deere 648H 225 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 37%
Loader 2015 John Deere 2154 225 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 37%
Masticator 2006 John Deere 200CLC 186 Excavator 38%
Chipper 2011 Peterson 4310 765 Crushing/Proc. Equipment 78%

Source: wksht: raw data from 
Thin Contractor

wksht: raw data from Thin 
Contractor

wksht: raw 
data from 
Thin 
Contractor

assumption based on types 
of activities performed; and 
tracked vs. wheeled

Default value in 
construction 
module of 
CalEEMod 

  
Notes

1 The load factor for the chain saw is conservaitvely assumed to be 100%.



Thinning Equipment Use and Fuel Consumption

Equipment Model Year/Make/Model hp
Avg. Daily Run 

Time 
(hr/day)

Max. Daily Run 
Time

(hr/day)

Fuel 
Consumption

(diesel) (gal/hr)

Avg. Daily Fuel 
Consumption

(gal/day)

Max. Daily Fuel 
Consumption

(gal/day)

Chain Saw 2014 Husky 565 3.8 0.5 1.0 0.25 0.125 0.25
Harvester 2011 John Deere 1270E 225 9.0 10.0 3.6 32.4 36
Harvester 2007 Valmet 445 230 9.0 10.0 8.5 76.5 85
Forwarder 2010 John Deere 1710D 225 9.0 10.0 3.2 28.8 32
Skidder 2010 John Deere 648H 225 9.0 10.0 4 36 40
Loader 2015 John Deere 2154 225 9.0 10.0 3.8 34.2 38
Masticator 2006 John Deere 200C LC 186 9.0 10.0 5.4 48.6 54
Chipper 2011 Peterson 4310 765 9.0 10.0 17.5 157.5 175
Source: wksht: raw data from Thin Contractor

Total Avg. Daily Fuel Consumption (gal/day) 414.125

Notes
1 The chain saw does not run on diesel fuel. Most chain saws are fueled with a mix of 1 gal gasoline and 2.2 oz. of two-stroke oil, according to 

http://cdn.husqvarna.com/ddoc/HUSO/HUSO2011_USen/HUSO2011_USen__1151378-95.pdf. However, it is assumed the emissions 
associated with the consumption of fuel by the chain saw would be similar to the emissions associated with the combustion of diesel fuel. This 



Equipment List

EQUIPMENT YR/MAKE/MODEL HP DAILY RUN TIME FUEL USAGE
Chain Saw 2014 Husky 565 3.8 Rarely used 1 qt per 45 min.
Harvester 2011 John Deere 1270E 225 8-10/hr 3.6/hr
Harvester 2007 Valmet 445 230 8-10/hr 8.5/hr
Forwarder 2010 John Deere 1710D 225 8-10/hr 3.2/hr

Skidder 2010 John Deere 648H 225 8-10/hr 4/hr
Loader 2015 John Deere 2154 225 8-10/hr 3.8/hr

Masticator 2006 John Deere 200CLC 186 8-10/hr 5.4/hr
Chipper 2011 Peterson 4310 765 8-10/hr 13-22/hr
Yarder N/A N/A N/A N/A

SEE ATTACHED SPREADSHEET (i.e., the above table)

Number of hours per day each equipment item operates per day
Fuel consumption rate of each equipment item

Number of workers, not including the truck drivers who haul away merchantable logs or chipped biomass
6-8 depending on the difficulty of the project
Number of full truckloads of chipped biomass hauled out of the forest each day
8-12 depending on how many tons per acre
Number of truckloads of merchantable logs hauled out of the forest each day
4-8 depending on how much volume per acre
Earliest start date when thinning would occur each year. (My guess is May 1st.)
Latest end date of thinning season. (My guess is October 15.) 
Could be as late as November 15th

Source
Holland, Mary. October 16, 2015—e-mail to Brett Storey, Senior Management Analyst, Placer County 
Planning Department (and forwarded to Austin Kerr of Ascent Environmental) regarding parameters of the 
equipment fleet used in forest thinning. 

Make, model, (and model year), and horsepower rating of each piece of equipment (e.g., chain saws, 
mechanical harvester, skidder, cable yarder, forwarder, loader, masticator, chipper)

We would like to have a lot of detail about the fleet of equipment and crew used on a typical day of forest 
thinning.



Truck Hauling Activity and Exhaust Emissions
value units source

Truckloads of merchantable logs
Range, daily 4 to 8 trucks/day wksht: raw data from Thin Contractor
Average daily 6 trucks/day wksht: raw data from Thin Contractor
Max. daily 8 trucks/day wksht: raw data from Thin Contractor

Truckloads of chipped biomass fuel
Range, daily 8 to 12 trucks/day wksht: raw data from Thin Contractor
Average daily 10 trucks/day wksht: raw data from Thin Contractor
Max. daily 12 trucks/day wksht: raw data from Thin Contractor

Total Max. daily truckloads 20 truckloads/day summation (value used on other wksht)

Destination of merchantable logs Sierra Pacific Industries in Quincy, CA
Trip distance

in all air basins 85.7 miles/trip google maps
portion in LTAB 9.6 miles/trip Dollar Point to Brockaway Summit
portion in MCAB 76.1 miles/trip Brockaway Summit to Quincy
portion in SVAB 0 miles/trip google maps

VMT associated with merchantable logs
Average daily 1,028 VMT/day calculation
Max. daily

in all air basins 1,371 VMT/day calculation
portion in LTAB 154 VMT/day calculation
portion in MCAB 1,218 VMT/day calculation
portion in SVAB 0 VMT/day calculation

Destination of chipped biomass Sierra Pacific Industries, Lincoln, CA
Trip distance

Total 103 miles/trip google maps
portion in LTAB 11 miles/trip Dollar Point to summit en route to Squaw Valley
portion in MCAB 72.2 miles/trip summit to west side of Range 9 east, M.D.B. & M
portion in SVAB 19.8 miles/trip SPI in Lincoln to MCAB boundary, See Note 1

VMT associated with chipped biomass
Average daily 2,060 VMT/day calculation
Max. daily

in all air basins 2,472 VMT/day calculation
portion in LTAB 264 VMT/day calculation
portion in MCAB 1,733 VMT/day calculation
portion in SVAB 475 VMT/day calculation

Haul Truck Emission Rates (running exhaust, running loss, brake ware, tire ware)
ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 units

T6 instate construction heavy 0.115 3.910 0.173 0.088 1,227.795 g/mile
Source: wksht: On-Rd Veh Emiss Rates

value units source
mass conversion rate 453.59 g/lb wksht: Unit Conversions
mass conversion rate 1,000,000 g/MT wksht: Unit Conversions

ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2
Haul Truck Emissions (exhaust, loss, ware) lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day MT/day
Merchantable logs

Average daily 1.3
Max. daily

all air basins 0.3 11.8 0.5 0.3
in LTAB 0.0 1.3 0.1 0.0
in MCAB 0.3 10.5 0.5 0.2
in SVAB 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Chipped Biomass
Average daily 2.5
Max. daily

all air basins 0.6 21.3 0.9 0.5
in LTAB 0.1 2.3 0.1 0.1
in MCAB 0.4 14.9 0.7 0.3
in SVAB 0.1 4.1 0.2 0.1

Source: calculations

Notes
1 According to ARB, the western boundary of the MCAB in Placer County is the west side of Range 9 M.D.B. & M. According 

to the Auburn Quadrangle map (7.5 minute) from USGS this line crosses I-80 at approximately 38.961732°,-121.026029°.



Dust Emissions from Vehicle Travel on Unpaved Roadways during Forest Thinning

Trucks Hauling Merchantable Timber and Chipped Biomass
Emission Factor (EF) Calculation for Travel on Unpaved Roads

value units source
Truck Type T6 instate constr heavy NA EMFAC 2014
gross vehicle weight rating 26,000 lb EMFAC 2014
mass conversion rate 2,000 lb/ton wksht: Unit Conversions
truck total weight 13.00 tons/truck conversion calculation

Emission Factor Calculation (Based on formula 1a in AP-42 Section 13.2.2., EPA 2006)
Variables PM10 EF Calc PM2.5 EF Calc Unit Source

a 0.9 0.9 constant
b 0.45 0.45 constant
k 1.5 0.15 constant (lbs/VMT)
s 4.3% 4.3% surface material silt content (%) CalEEMod2013.2, Mobile module, Road Dust tab

W 13.00 13.00 mean vehicle weight (tons) Calc'ed above based on truck size anticipated for project

Emission Factor 0.018 0.0018 lb/VMT calculation

Maximum Daily VMT by  Surface Type
value units source

Total Max. daily truckloads 20 truckloads/day wksht: Hauling Act & Exh Emiss
trips per truckload 2 trip/truckoad one-ways
Avg. distance of truck trip on unpaved road 5.0 miles/trip assumption
Max. Daily truck VMT on unpaved roads 200 VMT/day calculation

PM10 PM2.5 units source
Truck Fugitive Dust Emissions 3.7 0.4 lb/day calc using emission factor

Worker Trips
Emission Factor (EF) Calculation for Travel on Unpaved Roads

value units source
Vehicle Type LDT2 NA EMFAC 2014
gross vehicle weight rating 6,000 lb EMFAC 2014
mass conversion rate 2,000 lb/ton wksht: Unit Conversions
vehicle total weight 3.00 tons/veh conversion calculation

Emission Factor Calculation (Based on formula 1a in AP-42 Section 13.2.2., EPA 2006)
Variables PM10 EF Calc PM2.5 EF Calc Unit Source

a 0.9 0.9 constant
b 0.45 0.45 constant
k 1.5 0.15 constant (lbs/VMT)
s 4.3% 4.3% surface material silt content (%) CalEEMod2013.2, Mobile module, Road Dust tab

W 3.00 3.00 mean vehicle weight (tons) Calc'ed above based on truck size anticipated for project

Emission Factor 0.009 0.0009 lb/VMT calculation

Maximum Daily VMT by  Surface Type
value units source

Chipped Biomass 8 truckloads/day wksht: Worker Trip Activity & Exh Emiss
daily trips per worker 2 trips/worker one-ways
Avg. distance of truck trip on unpaved road 5.0 miles/trip assumption
Max. Daily worker VMT on unpaved roads 80 VMT/day calculation

PM10 PM2.5 units source
Worker Trip Fugitive Dust Emiss. 1.9 0.2 lb/day calc using emission factor

PM10 PM2.5 units source
Total Max. Daily Vehicle Fugitive Dust Emissions 5.5 0.6 lb/day summation

Sources
1

Source 1, Table 13.2.2-2 Constants for Equations 1a and 1b AP-42 
Section 13.2.2

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2006 (November). Emission Factors & AP 42, Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors-Section 13.2.2 Unpaved 
Roads. Available http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/ap42/. Accessed May 5, 2012

Source 1, Table 13.2.2-2 Constants for Equations 1a and 1b AP-42 
Section 13.2.2



Worker Trip Exhaust Emissions

Commute Trips by Workers on Thinning Crew
value units source

Number of workers on thinning crew
Range, daily 6 to 8 workers/day wksht: raw data from Thin Contractor
Average daily 7 workers/day wksht: raw data from Thin Contractor
Max. daily 8 workers/day wksht: raw data from Thin Contractor

Trip rate for crew workers 2 trips/day assumption

Avg. worker commute trip length 16.8 miles/trip default worker trip length in construction module of CalEEMod V2013.2
(see screenshot below)

Daily VMT by crew workers
Average daily 235 VMT/day calculation
Max. daily 269 VMT/day calculation

Mix of passenger vehicles used in employee commutes
breakdown of passenger car VMT in Placer County value units source

light duty autos - gasoline 4,326,004 VMT/day wksht: On-Rd Veh Emiss Rates
light duty autos - diesel 45,333 VMT/day wksht: On-Rd Veh Emiss Rates
light duty trucks 1 - gasoline 407,924 VMT/day wksht: On-Rd Veh Emiss Rates
light duty trucks 1 - diesel 465 VMT/day wksht: On-Rd Veh Emiss Rates
light duty trucks 2 - gasoline 2,046,941 VMT/day wksht: On-Rd Veh Emiss Rates
light duty trucks 2 - diesel 3,114 VMT/day wksht: On-Rd Veh Emiss Rates
Total, all passenger vehicle types 6,829,781 VMT/day summation

relative portion of passenger car VMT by veh type value units source
light duty autos - gasoline 63.3% % calculation
light duty autos - diesel 0.7% % calculation
light duty trucks 1 - gasoline 6.0% % calculation
light duty trucks 1 - diesel 0.01% % calculation
light duty trucks 2 - gasoline 30.0% % calculation
light duty trucks 2 - diesel 0.05% % calculation
Total, all passenger vehicle types 100.0% % summation

Emission Rates (running exhaust, running loss, brake ware, tire ware)
ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 units source

light duty autos - gasoline 0.298 0.065 0.046 0.019 317.264 g/mile wksht: On-Rd Veh Emiss Rates
light duty autos - diesel 0.028 0.190 0.063 0.035 275.596 g/mile wksht: On-Rd Veh Emiss Rates
light duty trucks 1 - gasoline 1.267 0.155 0.047 0.020 371.344 g/mile wksht: On-Rd Veh Emiss Rates
light duty trucks 1 - diesel 0.192 1.152 0.188 0.155 369.773 g/mile wksht: On-Rd Veh Emiss Rates
light duty trucks 2 - gasoline 0.542 0.107 0.046 0.019 428.666 g/mile wksht: On-Rd Veh Emiss Rates
light duty trucks 2 - diesel 0.016 0.070 0.051 0.024 347.466 g/mile wksht: On-Rd Veh Emiss Rates

Composite emiss rates - all pass vehicles 0.427 0.084 0.047 0.019 353.623 g/mile Sumproduct calculation

value units source
mass conversion rate 453.59 g/lb wksht: Unit Conversions
mass conversion rate 1,000,000 g/MT wksht: Unit Conversions

Worker Commute Emissions (exhaust, loss, ware)
ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2

lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day MT/day
Average daily 0.1
Max. daily 0.3 0.0 0.03 0.01

Source: calculations



Running Exhaust Emission Rates for On-Road Vehicles
Source: These emission rates were provided by the California Air Resources Board's Mobile Source Emissions Inventory (EMFAC2014), which is available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/emfac/2014/.
It is assumed that emission rates for vehicles in the portion of Placer County that is also part of the Lake Tahoe Air Basin are also representative of emission rates in other mountainous areas of Placer County and Nevada County.

EMFAC2014 (v1.0.7) Emission Rates
Region Type: County Model Year: Aggregated
Region: Placer Speed: Aggregated
Calendar Year: 2018
Season: Summer
Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2011 Categories
Units: miles/day for VMT, trips/day for Trips, g/mile for RUNEX, PMBW and PMTW, g/trip for STREX, HTSK and RUNLS, g/vehicle/day for IDLEX, RESTL and DIURN

VehClass Fuel Population VMT Trips ROG_RUNEX ROG_IDLEX ROG_STREX ROG_RUNLOSS NOx_RUNEX NOx_IDLEX NOx_STREX CO2_RUNEX CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREX PM10_RUNEX PM10_IDLEX PM10_STREX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM2_5_RUNEX PM2_5_IDLEX PM2_5_STREX PM2_5_PMTW PM2_5_PMBW
VMT/day trips/day g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

LDA GAS 115,859 4,326,004 729,370 0.018 0.000 0.114 0.280 0.065 0.000 0.118 317.264 0.000 66.389 0.002 0.000 0.002 0.008 0.037 0.002 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.016
LDA DSL 1,165 45,333 7,151 0.028 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.190 0.000 0.000 275.596 0.000 0.000 0.018 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.037 0.017 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.016
LDT1 GAS 11,906 407,924 71,979 0.047 0.000 0.290 1.220 0.155 0.000 0.242 371.344 0.000 78.082 0.003 0.000 0.004 0.008 0.037 0.002 0.000 0.004 0.002 0.016
LDT1 DSL 25 465 120 0.192 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.152 0.000 0.000 369.773 0.000 0.000 0.143 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.037 0.137 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.016
LDT2 GAS 51,845 2,046,941 325,651 0.023 0.000 0.149 0.519 0.107 0.000 0.215 428.666 0.000 90.043 0.002 0.000 0.002 0.008 0.037 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.016
LDT2 DSL 64 3,114 412 0.016 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.070 0.000 0.000 347.466 0.000 0.000 0.007 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.037 0.006 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.016
LDA ELEC 1,365 67,186 8,830 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.037 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.016
LDT1 ELEC 8 260 49 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.037 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.016
T6 instate construction heavy DSL 81 5,763 0 0.115 0.097 0.000 0.000 3.910 7.408 0.000 1227.795 747.752 0.000 0.031 0.023 0.000 0.012 0.130 0.030 0.022 0.000 0.003 0.056

EMFAC2014 only provides idling exhaust emissions for large trucks, but not for passenger vehicles.



EMFAC2014 (v1.0.7) Emission Rates
Region Type: County
Region: Placer
Calendar Year: 2018
Season: Summer
Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2011 Categories
Units: miles/day for VMT, trips/day for Trips, g/mile for RUNEX, PMBW and PMTW, g/trip for STREX, HTSK and RUNLS, g/vehicle/day for IDLEX, RESTL and DIURN

Region CalYr VehClass MdlYr Speed Fuel Population VMT Trips ROG_RUNEX ROG_IDLEX ROG_STREX ROG_HOTSOAK ROG_RUNLOSS ROG_RESTLOSS ROG_DIURN TOG_RUNEX TOG_IDLEX TOG_STREX TOG_HOTSOAK TOG_RUNLOSS TOG_RESTLOSS TOG_DIURN
Placer 2018 LDA Aggregated Aggregated GAS 115859.4398 4326003.576 729370.2259 0.01787673 0 0.114019078 0.175794719 0.279824431 0.602841796 0.895225063 0.025564776 0 0.124802323 0.175794719 0.279824431 0.602841796 0.895225063
Placer 2018 LDA Aggregated Aggregated DSL 1165.276078 45333.02066 7151.405039 0.028394329 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.032325056 0 0 0 0 0 0
Placer 2018 LDA Aggregated Aggregated ELEC 1365.022325 67185.65723 8829.904002 0 0 0 0.004883985 0 0.032078743 0.067191344 0 0 0 0.004883985 0 0.032078743 0.067191344
Placer 2018 LDT1 Aggregated Aggregated GAS 11906.12117 407923.6697 71978.87194 0.046614147 0 0.289711599 0.455246283 1.220278334 1.565066247 2.550951444 0.065394915 0 0.317011072 0.455246283 1.220278334 1.565066247 2.550951444
Placer 2018 LDT1 Aggregated Aggregated DSL 25.11829794 465.2195397 120.273686 0.191743803 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.218287572 0 0 0 0 0 0
Placer 2018 LDT1 Aggregated Aggregated ELEC 8.031107315 260.3373635 49.40504331 0 0 0 0.004883985 0 0.032765017 0.068373973 0 0 0 0.004883985 0 0.032765017 0.068373973
Placer 2018 LDT2 Aggregated Aggregated GAS 51844.5125 2046941.346 325651.3021 0.02318819 0 0.149175997 0.197433628 0.518751039 0.751858035 1.06779827 0.033355561 0 0.163295449 0.197433628 0.518751039 0.751858035 1.06779827
Placer 2018 LDT2 Aggregated Aggregated DSL 64.48017181 3113.939467 412.3985354 0.016283967 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.018538213 0 0 0 0 0 0
Placer 2018 T6 instate construction heavy Aggregated Aggregated DSL 81.4976181 5763.236596 0 0.1154889 0.097390039 0 0 0 0 0 0.131475321 0.110871146 0 0 0 0 0



CO_RUNEX CO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNEX NOx_IDLEX NOx_STREX CO2_RUNEX CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREX PM10_RUNEX PM10_IDLEX PM10_STREX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM2_5_RUNEX PM2_5_IDLEX PM2_5_STREX PM2_5_PMTW PM2_5_PMBW SOx_RUNEX SOx_IDLEX SOx_STREX
0.951875301 0 1.600477113 0.065081192 0 0.11835981 317.264 0 66.38895904 0.001648115 0 0.00243636 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.001515994 0 0.002241979 0.002000001 0.015750005 0.003182533 0 0.000691569

0.28045292 0 0 0.190495936 0 0 275.5962949 0 0 0.017755172 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.016987091 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005 0.002631013 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005 0 0 0

2.096086216 0 3.951879575 0.155057483 0 0.241987041 371.3441491 0 78.08221837 0.002629726 0 0.004270447 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.002421163 0 0.003935943 0.002000001 0.015750005 0.003741462 0 0.000851
1.089281886 0 0 1.151550528 0 0 369.7731871 0 0 0.142937289 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.136753885 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005 0.003530084 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005 0 0 0
1.238731125 0 2.155596156 0.106801061 0 0.214612214 428.6657789 0 90.04325558 0.001564322 0 0.002291726 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.001438908 0 0.002108878 0.002000001 0.015750005 0.004299246 0 0.000937556
0.133433125 0 0 0.069755489 0 0 347.4658515 0 0 0.006580705 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.006296026 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005 0.003317124 0 0
0.345534352 0.605801465 0 3.910327858 7.408137263 0 1227.794934 747.7522694 0 0.030917442 0.022723285 0 0.012000003 0.130340037 0.029579967 0.021740286 0 0.003000001 0.055860016 0.011713738 0.007133906 0



Unit Conversion Rates

Global Warming Potential (rates)
CO2 CH4 N2O units

global warming potential 1 25 298 unitless

Mass Conversion Rates
value units source
1,000 kg/MT onlineconversion.com/weight_common.htm

1,000,000 g/MT onlineconversion.com/weight_common.htm
2,000 lb/ton onlineconversion.com/weight_common.htm

2,204.62 lb/MT onlineconversion.com/weight_common.htm
453.59 g/lb onlineconversion.com/weight_common.htm
1.1023 ton/MT onlineconversion.com/weight_common.htm

2204.62 lb/MT onlineconversion.com/weight_common.htm

Distance/Length
5,280 ft/mile onlineconversion.com/length.htm

Area
43,560 sq ft/acre onlineconversion.com/area.htm

Power
1.341022092 hp/kW onlineconversion.com/power.htm

Source: Table B-1—Global Warming Potential Factors for Required Greenhouse Gases (100-YearTime 
Horizon) from 40 CFR 98 (page 722-723), as required by ARB's Regulation for the Mandatory Reporting of 
GHGs (http://www.theclimateregistry.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/11/2014.06.30_GRP_2.0_Updates_and_Clarifications1.pdf)
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Ascent Environmental  Appendix D 

California Tahoe Conservancy  
Dollar Creek Forest Health and Biomass Project D-1

Table D-1 Special-Status Species Evaluated for the Dollar Creek Forest Health and Biomass Project 

Species 
Regulatory Status1 

Habitat Associations Potential to Occur or Be Affected in the Project Area2 Federal/  
TRPA 

State/ 
Other  

Botanical Species 

Galena Creek rockcress 
Arabis rigidissima var. demota 

SI CRPR-1B Rocky areas along edges of conifer and/or aspen stands. 
Usually found on moderate to steep northerly aspects in 
moisture accumulating microsites; 7,400–8,400 ft. elev. 

Low. No known occurrences in the project area. The project area is located 
below the elevation range of this species. Suitable upper montane habitat 
not present in the project area. 

Threetip sagebrush 
Artemisia tripartita ssp. tripartita 

— CRPR-2B Openings in upper montane coniferous forest, on 
rocky/volcanic soils; 7,200–8,530 ft. elev. 

Low. No known occurrences in the project area. Suitable upper montane 
habitat not present in the project area. 

Tiehm’s rock cress 
Boechera tiehmii 

— CRPR-1B Granitic alpine boulder and rock fields; 9,700 to 12,000 ft. 
elev. 

None. The project area is located below the elevation range of this species; 
no alpine rocky habitats present.  

Tulare rockcress 
Boechera tularensis 

— CRPR-1B Bogs and fens, meadows and seeps, marshes and swamps 
in lower montane and upper montane coniferous forest; 
4,200 to 10,700 ft. elev. 

None. No known occurrences in the project vicinity. Suitable alpine and 
upper montane habitat not present in the project area. 

Upswept moonwort 
Botrychium ascendens 

— CRPR-2B Wet or moist soils, mostly of meadows and riparian areas in 
lower montane coniferous forest; 5,000–10,200 ft. elev. 

Moderate. No known occurrences in the project area. Potential habitat is 
present in montane riparian, freshwater wetland, and stream habitat. 

Scalloped moonwort 
Botrychium crenulatum 

— CRPR-2B Bogs, fens, meadows, and seeps, in upper montane 
coniferous forest, primarily moist meadows near creeks; 
4,000–11,000 ft. elev. 

Moderate. No known occurrences in the project area. Potential habitat is 
present in montane riparian, freshwater wetland, and stream habitat. 

Common moonwort 
Botrychium lunaria 

— CRPR-2B Wet or moist soils, mostly of meadows, seeps, and springs 
in subalpine and upper montane coniferous forest; 6,400–
11,200 ft. elev. 

Moderate. No known occurrences in the project area. Potential habitat is 
present in montane riparian, freshwater wetland, and stream habitat.  

Mingan moonwort 
Botrychium minganense 

— CRPR-2B Wet or moist soils, mostly of riparian areas, small streams, 
or fens in upper and lower montane coniferous forest; 
5,000–10,000 ft. elev. 

Moderate. No known occurrences in the project area. Potential habitat is 
present in montane riparian, freshwater wetland, and stream habitat. 

Western goblin 
Botrychium montanum 

— CRPR-2B Wet or moist soils, mostly of meadows and seeps in upper 
and lower montane coniferous forest; 5,000–7,000 ft. elev.  

Moderate. No known occurrences in the project area. Potential habitat is 
present in montane riparian, freshwater wetland, and stream habitat. 

Davy’s sedge 
Carex davyi 

– CRPR-1B Subalpine and upper montane coniferous forests; 4,800-
10,600 ft. elev. 

Moderate. Could occur in coniferous forest habitat in the project area.  

Woolly-fruited sedge 
Carex lasiocarpa 

– CRPR-2B Bogs and fens, and lake margin marshes and swamps at 
elevations; of 1,980-6,850 ft. elev. 

Low. No suitable habitat within the project area. 



Appendix D Ascent Environmental 

California Tahoe Conservancy  
D-2 Dollar Creek Forest Health and Biomass Project  

Table D-1 Special-Status Species Evaluated for the Dollar Creek Forest Health and Biomass Project 

Species 
Regulatory Status1 

Habitat Associations Potential to Occur or Be Affected in the Project Area2 Federal/  
TRPA 

State/ 
Other  

Mud sedge 
Carex limosa 

– CRPR-2B Upper montane coniferous forest, lower montane 
coniferous forest, bogs and fens, meadows and seeps, 
marshes and swamps (in floating bogs and soggy 
meadows, often at edges of lakes); 4,000–9,000 ft. elev.  

Low. Boggy habitats preferred by this species are not present. 

Tahoe draba 
Draba asterophora var. asterophora 

SI CRPR-1B Alpine boulder and rock fell field in rock crevices and open 
granite talus slopes, subalpine coniferous forest, usually 
on northeast-facing slopes; 8,200–10,500 ft. elev.  

None. No documented occurrences in vicinity of project area. Project area is 
located below the elevation range of this species. No suitable habitat 
present. 

Cup Lake draba 
Draba asterophora var. macrocarpa 

SI CRPR-1B Subalpine coniferous forest on steep, gravelly or rocky 
slopes; 8,200–9,200 ft. elev.  

None. No documented occurrences in vicinity of project area. project area is 
located below the elevation range of this species. No suitable habitat 
present. 

Mineral King draba 
Draba cruciate 

— CRPR-1B Subalpine coniferous forest, on gravely soils, 8,200 – 
10,900 ft elev. 

None. No documented occurrences in vicinity of project area. project area is 
located below the elevation range of this species. No suitable habitat 
present. 

Starved daisy 
Erigeron miser 

— CRPR-2B Cracks or clefts in granite outcrops; 6,000–8,500 ft. elev. Low. No known occurrences in the project area. Suitable rocky outcrop 
microsites within upper montane habitat are limited.  

Jack’s wild buckwheat 
Eriogonum luteolum var. saltuarium 

— CRPR-1B Great Basin scrub, upper montane coniferous forest on 
sandy, granitic soils, 5,600 -7,900 ft. elev. 

Low. No known occurrences in project vicinity. Suitable upper montane 
habitat not present on site. 

Donner Pass buckwheat 
Eriogonum umbellatum var. 
torreyanum 

— CRPR-1B Highly erosive, shallow, rocky volcanic soils with sparse 
vegetation; 6,000–8,600 ft. elev.  

Low. No known occurrences in the project area. Suitable upper montane 
habitat not present on site. 

American manna grass 
Glyceria grandis 

– CRPR-2 Bog, fens, meadows, seeps, marshes, and swamps; 
streambanks and lake margins; 50-6,500 ft. elev. 

Low. Potential habitat is limited in the project area.  

Blandow’s bog moss 
Helodium blandowii 

— CRPR-2B Bogs and fens with calcareous groundwater in subalpine 
coniferous forest; 5,000-9,500 ft. elev. 

Low. No known occurrences in the project vicinity. No suitable habitat 
present in the project area. 

Short-leaved hulsea 
Hulsea brevifolia 

— CRPR-1B Upper and lower montane coniferous forest, primarily red fir 
forests, on volcanic or granitic gravel or sand, or on slate; 
4,200-10,500 ft. elev. 

Moderate. No known occurrences in the project vicinity. However, potential 
habitat exists in conifer forest in the project area.  
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California Tahoe Conservancy  
Dollar Creek Forest Health and Biomass Project D-3

Table D-1 Special-Status Species Evaluated for the Dollar Creek Forest Health and Biomass Project 

Species 
Regulatory Status1 

Habitat Associations Potential to Occur or Be Affected in the Project Area2 Federal/  
TRPA 

State/ 
Other  

Plumas ivesia 
Ivesia sericoleuca 

— CRPR-1B Vernally wet portions of meadows and alkali flats, and in 
vernal pools within sagebrush scrub or lower montane 
coniferous forest, often on volcanic soils; 4,300-7,200 ft. 

Low. No known occurrences in the project vicinity. No suitable habitat 
present in the project area. Species occurs west of the project area in Martis 
Valley.  

Santa Lucia dwarf rush 
Juncus luciensis 

— CRPR-1B Wet, sandy soils in riparian habitats, meadows and seeps, 
and vernal pools within chaparral, sagebrush scrub, and 
lower montane coniferous forest; 1,000-6,700 ft. elev.  

Moderate. Could occur in riparian and freshwater wetland habitats in the 
project area. 

Long-petaled lewisia 
Lewisia longipetala 

SI CRPR-1B Northerly exposures on slopes and ridge tops in alpine 
boulder and rock field, subalpine coniferous forest; often 
found near the margins of persistent snow banks in wet 
soils 8,200–9,400 ft. elev. 

None. No documented occurrences in vicinity of project area. No suitable 
habitat present in the project area; and, project area is located below the 
elevation range of this species.  

Broad-nerved hump-moss 
Meesia uliginosa 

— CRPR-2B Bogs and fens, and permanently wet meadows, typically 
spring fed, in subalpine and upper montane coniferous 
forest; 4,200–8,200 ft. elev.  

Low. No known occurrences in the project vicinity. Suitable habitat is not 
present in the project area. 

Whitebark pine 
Pinus albicaulis 

FC — Thin, rocky, cold soils at or near timberline in subalpine 
forests; 7,000-12,000 ft. elev. 

None. No suitable habitat present in the project area. The project area is 
located below the elevation range of this species.  

Alder buckthorn 
Rhamnus alnifolia 

— CRPR-2B Meadows, seeps, and riparian scrub within lower and upper 
montane coniferous forests; 4,500-7,000 ft. elev. 

Moderate.  Potential habitat is present riparian and freshwater wetland 
habitats in the project area. 

Tahoe yellow cress  
Rorippa subumbellata 

SI CE, 
CRPR-1B 

Decomposed granitic beaches on Lake Tahoe; species is 
endemic to Lake Tahoe Basin beaches; 6,217–6,234 ft. 
elev. 

None. Species only occurs on beaches of Lake Tahoe.  

Marsh skullcap 
Scutellaria galericulata 

— CRPR-2B Meadows, seeps, marshes, and swamps in sunny openings 
in lower montane coniferous forest; 0–7,000 ft. elev. 

Moderate.  Potential habitat is present in freshwater wetland and riparian 
habitats in the project area. 

Munro’s desert mallow 
Sphaeralcea munroana 

— CRPR-2B Sagebrush scrub; 6,560 ft. elev. None. No known occurrences in the project vicinity. Suitable great basin 
scrub habitat for this species is not present on the project area.  

Fish 

Cui-ui  
Chasmistes cujus 

E — Occurs in Pyramid Lake, spawns in lower Truckee River. None. Project area is outside of the known range of this species. 

Lahontan Lake tui chub 
Gila bicolor pectinifer) 

— C-SSC Pelagic fish that feed on zooplankton in the open water of 
Lake Tahoe. 

None. No suitable aquatic habitat is present. Species occurs in Lake Tahoe; 
spawns in shallow near-shore environments with aquatic vegetation.  

Lahontan cutthroat trout  
Oncorhynchus clarkii henshawi 

FT, SI — Only trout species native to lakes and streams in the Tahoe 
Basin. Found in both lake and stream habitats, but spawn 

Low. The one perennial stream in the project area – Dollar Creek – is not 
known or currently expected to support this species due to limited habitat 
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in stream environments. Lahontan cutthroat trout (LCT) 
requires gravels and riffles for spawning and generally does 
not persist or occur with nonnative salmonids. 

function, barriers to movement, presence of introduced species, and overall 
rarity of LCT in the watershed. Current population within the Tahoe Basin is 
restricted to introduced populations in the headwater streams and lakes of 
the Upper Truckee River watershed, and Fallen Leaf Lake. Lahontan 
cutthroat trout released into Lake Tahoe in 2011 are not expected to have 
survived this long due to predation from non-native species.  

Delta smelt  
Hypomesus transpacificus 

FT C-SE Upper estuarine areas in or just upstream of the mixing 
zone between fresh and salt water in the San Francisco 
Bay-Delta. 

None. Outside of the known range of the species. 

Central Valley steelhead  
Oncorhynchus mykiss 

FT — Anadromous or resident inland; rivers in the Sacramento 
and San Joaquin Valley and their tributaries; needs cold 
water and gravel substrates. 

None. Outside of the known range of the species. 

Amphibians 

Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog 
Rana sierrae 

FE C-ST Occurs in upper elevation lakes, ponds, bogs, and slow-
moving alpine streams. Most Sierra Nevada populations 
are found between 6,000–12,000 feet elevation. Almost 
always found within 3.280853 feet of water, and 
associated with montane riparian habitats in lodgepole 
pine, ponderosa pine, Jeffrey pine, sugar pine, white fir, 
whitebark pine, and wet meadow vegetation types. Alpine 
lakes inhabited by mountain yellow-legged frogs generally 
have grassy or muddy margin habitat, although below 
treeline sandy and rocky shores may be preferred. 
Suitable stream habitat can be highly variable, from high 
gradient streams with plunge pools and waterfalls, to low 
gradient sections through alpine meadows. Low-gradient 
streams are preferred because breeding and tadpole 
development cannot occur in streams with fast-moving 
water. Small streams are generally unoccupied and have 
no potential breeding locations because of the lack of 
depth for overwintering and refuge. Although Sierra 
Nevada yellow-legged frogs have been observed 
successfully breeding in shallow locations less than 7 feet 
deep, typically depth is an important factor for breeding 

Low. The only known population in the Tahoe Basin occurs at Hell Hole bog, 
in the southern end of the Lake Tahoe Basin, over 25 miles south of the 
project area. The closest known population is outside of the Tahoe Basin in 
the vicinity of Five Lakes near Squaw Valley. There are also limited records of 
the species on the Tahoe National Forest, with the largest known population 
in the Soda Springs area more than 12 miles northwest of the project area. 
Suitable breeding and wintering habitat necessary for persistence of a 
population includes perennial waters of sufficient depth to avoid freezing. 
There are no deep perennial waters in the project area. Therefore, the 
species is not expected to occur in the project area.  
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locations since adults and larvae require overwintering 
habitat. For up to nine months, adults and larvae will 
live/hibernate below ice, or in nonfrozen portions of ponds 
or lakes, so adequate depth (greater than 2 m) is 
necessary to avoid having the pond or lake freeze 
through. 

Yosemite toad  
Bufo canorus 

FT C-SSC Endemic California toad found in wet meadows between 
4,000 and 12,000 feet in the Sierra Nevada from Alpine 
County south to Fresno County. 

None. Project area is outside of the known range for the species. 

Birds 

Northern goshawk 
Accipiter gentilis 

SI C-SSC In the Sierra Nevada, this species generally requires mature 
conifer forests with large trees, snags, downed logs, dense 
canopy cover, and open understories for nesting; aspen 
stands also are used for nesting. Foraging habitat includes 
forests with dense to moderately open overstories and open 
understories interspersed with meadows, brush patches, 
riparian areas, or other natural or artificial openings. 
Goshawks reuse old nest structures and maintain alternate 
nest sites. 

High. Northern goshawk has not been documented in the project area. In 
2011, focused surveys for goshawk were conducted in a portion of the 
project area by Hauge Brueck Associates biologists for the Dollar Creek 
Shared-Use Trail Project (Placer County and TRPA 2012). However, 
suitable foraging and nesting habitat for northern goshawk is present in 
conifer forest throughout much of the project area, and multiple detections 
and goshawk nesting have been documented in the vicinity west and north 
of the project area. Additionally, a small amount of the southwest corner of 
the project area is located just within a TRPA-designated goshawk 
disturbance zone. 

Golden eagle 
Aquila chrysaetos 

BGEPA ,SI C-FP Mountains and foothills throughout California. Nest on cliffs 
and escarpments or in tall trees. 

Low. Golden eagle has been documented within the Lake Tahoe Basin, 
however this species generally prefers to nest on or near rock outcrops and 
cliffs, and prefers more open habitats for foraging than occurs in the project 
area. 

Long-eared owl 
Asio otus 

— C-SSC Found in a variety of habitat types throughout its range. 
Nest in woodland, forest, and open settings (e.g., 
grassland, shrub-steppe, and desert). Occupy wooded and 
nonwooded areas that support relatively dense vegetation 
(e.g., trees, shrubs) adjacent to or within larger open areas 
such as grasslands or meadows (i.e., habitat edges) 
(Bloom 1994; Marks, Evans, and Holt 1994). This species 
also has been documented breeding in contiguous conifer 
forest habitat with heavy mistletoe infestation (Bull, 
Wright, and Henjum 1989). Trees and shrubs used for 

Low (Nesting). Habitat with some attributes suitable for this species are 
present (wooded areas); however, species is not known to nest in or near the 
project area. 
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nesting and roosting include oaks, willows, cottonwoods, 
conifers, and junipers (Marks, Evans, and Holt 1994). 

Western yellow-billed cuckoo 
Coccyzus americanus 

FT C-ST Willow and cottonwood riparian habitats along the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers in the Central Valley of 
California. 

None. Outside of the known range of the species, and no suitable riparian 
forest present in the project area. 

Olive-sided flycatcher 
Contopus cooperi 

— C-SSC Summer resident and migrant that breeds primarily in late-
succession conifer forest with open canopy. Species prefers 
to forage near forest openings or edges. 

High.  Olive-sided flycatcher has not been documented in the project area, 
but conifer forest in the project area provides suitable foraging and nesting 
habitat, and the species is not uncommon in the vicinity.  

Yellow warbler  
Setophaga petechia 

— C-SSC In the Sierra Nevada, yellow warbler typically breeds in wet 
areas with dense riparian vegetation. Breeding habitats 
primarily include willow patches in montane meadows, and 
riparian scrub and woodland dominated by willow, 
cottonwood, aspen, or alder with dense understory cover. 
Localized breeding has been documented in more xeric 
sites including chaparral, wild rose (Rosa spp.) thickets, and 
young conifer stands (Siegel and DeSante 1999, RHJV 
2004). 

Moderate.  Yellow warbler has not been documented in the project area. In 
2011, focused surveys for yellow warbler were conducted in a portion of 
the project area along Dollar Creek by Hauge Brueck Associates biologists 
for the Dollar Creek Shared-Use Trail Project (Placer County and TRPA 
2012). However, riparian habitat along Dollar Creek provides suitable 
habitat for yellow warbler; other riparian areas in the project area may also 
provide potential habitat. Because treatment activities and crossings would 
not occur on Class I (e.g., Dollar Creek) or Class II (intermittent) waterways, or 
within riparian areas and SEZs (except for the potential for stream crossings 
on dry, Class III watercourses), forestry treatments would not be 
implemented within suitable yellow warbler nesting habitat.  

Willow flycatcher 
Empidonax traillii brewsteri 

— C-SE In the Sierra Nevada, suitable habitat typically consists of 
montane meadows that support riparian deciduous shrubs 
(particularly willows) and remain wet through the nesting 
season (i.e., midsummer). Important characteristics of 
suitable meadows include a high water table that results in 
standing or slow-moving water, or saturated soils (e.g., 
“swampy” conditions) during the breeding season; 
abundant riparian deciduous shrub cover (particularly 
willow); and riparian shrub structure with moderate to high 
foliar density that is uniform from the ground to the shrub 
canopy. Most breeding occurrences are in meadows larger 
than 19 acres, but the average size of occupied meadows is 
approximately 80 acres. Although less common in the 
Sierra Nevada, riparian habitat along streams also can 
function as suitable habitat for willow flycatcher. However, 

Low. No riparian areas that contain the necessary hydrology and floodplain 
characteristics to provide suitable breeding habitat for willow flycatcher are 
present in the project area. 
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those areas must support the hydrologic and vegetation 
characteristics described for suitable meadows (e.g., 
standing or slow-moving water, and abundant and dense 
riparian vegetation). 

Peregrine falcon  
Falco peregrinus anatum 

TRPA C- FP Nest and roost on protected ledges of high cliffs, usually 
adjacent to water bodies and wetlands that support 
abundant avian prey. 

Low. Suitable nesting habitat not present in the project area. However, 
peregrine falcons could occasionally forage in the study area. 

Bald eagle 
Haliaeetus leucocephlus 

De-listed; 
SI 

C-SE, C-
FP 

Use ocean shorelines, lake margins, and river courses for 
both nesting and wintering. Most nests are within 1 mile of 
water, in large trees with open branches. Roost communally 
in winter. 

Low. Bald eagle does not nest in or near the project area. This species is 
known to nest in only two areas of the Tahoe Basin (Emerald Bay and 
Marlette Lake), which are several miles from the project area. Bald eagle is 
not expected to regularly use the area due to the lack of foraging habitat (no 
large waterbodies or streams). Any bald eagle occurrence and habitat use in 
the area would be most likely during winter, when the species is more 
abundant in the Tahoe region. 

Osprey 
Pandion haliaetus 

TRPA — Associated with large fish-bearing waters. Nest usually 
within 0.25 mile of fish-producing water, but may nest up to 
1.5 miles from water. In the Tahoe Basin, osprey nests are 
distributed primarily along the Lake Tahoe shoreline, at the 
northern portion of the east shore and southern portion of 
the west shore. Other osprey nest sites in the Tahoe Basin 
occur along the shorelines of smaller lakes (e.g., Fallen Leaf 
Lake) and in forest uplands up to 1.5 miles from lakes. 

Low. Osprey nests and forages in suitable habitat throughout the Tahoe 
region; however, osprey is not known to nest in the project area. A small 
portion of the southeast corner is located just within a TRPA-designated 
osprey 0.25-mile nest buffer; this nest site was not considered active in 
2015 (TRPA mapping). Potential perch and nest sites are present in the 
project area. However, use of the project area by osprey would likely be 
limited due to the presence of more suitable habitat located nearby on Lake 
Tahoe. Additionally, proposed fuels and vegetation treatments in the project 
area are not expected to degrade osprey habitat.  

Great gray owl 
Strix nebulosa 

— C-SE Found in Central Sierra mature mixed conifer forests near 
meadows. Scattered along the west slope of the Sierra, 
between 4,500 and 7,500 feet elevation, from Plumas 
County to Yosemite National Park. 

None. Suitable habitat is not present in the project area, and the species has 
not been documented in the area. 

California spotted owl 
Strix occidentalis occidentalis 

— C-SSC Occur in several forest vegetation types including mixed 
conifer, ponderosa pine, red fir, and montane hardwood. 
Nesting habitat is generally characterized by dense canopy 
closure (i.e., greater than 70 percent) with medium to large 
trees and multistoried stands (i.e., at least two canopy 
layers). Foraging habitat can include intermediate to late-

High.  Spotted owl has not been documented in the project area. In 2011, 
focused surveys for spotted owl were conducted in a portion of the project 
area by Hauge Brueck Associates biologists for the Dollar Creek Shared-
Use Trail Project (Placer County and TRPA 2012). However, suitable 
foraging and nesting habitat for spotted owl is present in conifer forest 
throughout much of the project area, and multiple detections of spotted 
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successional forest with greater than 40 percent canopy 
cover. 

owls have been documented in the vicinity west and north of the project 
area. 

Mammals 

Sierra Nevada mountain beaver  
Aplodontia rufa californica 

— C-SSC Uses riparian habitats with soft, deep soils for burrowing, 
lush growth of preferred food sources such as willow and 
alder, and a variety of herbaceous species for bedding 
material. Vegetation types preferred include wet meadows 
and willow-alder–dominated riparian corridors typically near 
water sources. Suitable riparian habitats are characterized 
by dense growth of small deciduous trees and shrubs near 
permanent water. Mountain beaver is generally solitary, 
except during its short breeding season; beavers spend a 
high proportion of their time in extensive underground 
burrow systems with multiple openings, tunnels, and food 
caches. 

Moderate. Sierra Nevada mountain beaver has not been documented in the 
project area; however, surveys for the species have not been conducted. 
Riparian habitat along Dollar Creek provides suitable habitat for Sierra 
Nevada mountain beaver; and, an occurrence of the species along Dollar 
Creek upstream of the project area is reported in the CNDDB. Because 
treatment activities and crossings would not occur on Class I (e.g., Dollar 
Creek) or Class II (intermittent) waterways, or within riparian areas and SEZs 
(except for the potential for stream crossings on dry, Class III watercourses), 
forestry treatments would not be implemented within suitable habitat for 
Sierra Nevada mountain beaver.  

Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare 
Lepus americanus tahoensis. 

— C-SSC In the Sierra Nevada, found in boreal zones, typically 
inhabiting riparian communities with thickets of deciduous 
trees and shrubs such as willows and alders.  

Low. Optimal habitat is not present in the project area where vegetation and 
fuels treatments would occur.  

California wolverine 
Gulo gulo luteus 

FPT C-ST, 
C-FP 

Inhabit upper montane and alpine habitats of Sierra 
Nevada, Cascades, Klamath, and north Coast Ranges. 
Need water source and denning sites. Rarely seen. 
Sensitive to human disturbance. 

Low. Suitable habitat is not present in the project area, and there have been 
very few documented occurrences in the region.  

Mule deer 
Odocoileus hemionus 

SI — Year-long resident or elevational migrant that prefer a wide 
distribution of various-aged vegetation for cover, meadow, 
and forest openings, and free water. In the Sierra Nevada, 
early to mid-successional forests, woodlands, and riparian 
and brush habitats are preferred because of the greater 
diversity of shrubby vegetation and woody cover. In addition 
to forage, vegetative cover is critical for thermoregulation. 
Suitable habitats include a mosaic of vegetation such as 
forest or meadow openings, dense woody thickets and 
brush, edge habitat, and riparian areas. Fawning habitat, 
used by does during birth and by newborn fawns, is of 
critical importance for reproductive success. A diversity of 
thermal cover, hiding cover, succulent forage, and water are 

Present. The project area includes suitable foraging habitat and deer are 
present there. The project area includes potential fawning habitat for mule 
deer in riparian and wet meadow areas; however, the suitability of these 
areas for deer fawning is limited due to the existing levels of human 
disturbance and lack of dense vegetation in some areas. 
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needed during fawning. Optimal deer fawning habitat has 
been described as having moderate to dense shrub cover 
near forest cover and water, such as riparian zones. A 
source of surface water (e.g., creek or river) is especially 
important to mule deer. Typical fawning habitat varies in 
size, but an area of 5–26 acres is adequate, with optimal 
fawn-rearing habitat of around 400 acres. 

Townsend’s big-eared bat  
Corynorhinus townsendii 

— C-SSC, 
WBWG-H 

Range throughout California, mostly in mesic habitats. 
Limited by available roost sites (i.e., caves, tunnels, mines, 
and buildings). 

Low.  This species has been detected only infrequently in the Tahoe Basin, 
and optimal roosting habitat is not present in the project area.  

Pallid bat 
Antrozous pallidus 

— C-SSC, 
WBWG-H 

Locally common at lower elevations in California and occurs 
in grassland, shrubland, woodland, and mixed conifer 
forests. Absent from highest elevation locations in the Sierra 
Nevada. Rocky outcrops, caves, crevices, and occasional 
tree cavities or buildings provide roosts. 

Moderate. No documented occurrences in the project area; however, conifer 
forest habitat in the project area could provide foraging or roosting habitat. 
Large trees and snags may provide suitable roosting sites. 

Western red bat 
Lasiurus blossevillii 

— C-SSC, 
WBWG-H 

Day roosting common in edge habitats adjacent to streams 
or open fields, in orchards, and sometimes in urban areas. 
An association with intact riparian habitat may exist 
(particularly willows, cottonwoods, and sycamores). 

Moderate. In the project area, western red bat has not been documented but 
potential habitat is present and the species could occur, particularly along 
the Dollar Creek riparian zone.  

1 Regulatory Status Definitions: 
TRPA/Federal:  
SI =  TRPA sensitive/special interest (threshold) species 
FT  =  Threatened species under the Federal Endangered Species Act 
FE  =  Endangered species under the Federal Endangered Species Act 
FPT  =  Proposed for listing as Threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act 
FC  =  Candidate for listing under the Federal Endangered Species Act 
BGEPA = Protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

State:  
CA (California Department of Fish and Wildlife) 
C-SE  = California Endangered 
C-ST =  California Threatened 
C-FP  =  California Fully Protected 
C-SSC =  California Species of Special Concern 
CRPR  =  California Rare Plant Rank 
1A  =  Plants presumed extinct in California 
1B  =  Plants considered rare or endangered in California and elsewhere 
2  =  Plants considered rare or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere. 
Other: 
WBWG = Western Bat Working Group 
H  = Bats with high priority 

2 Potential for Occurrence Definitions 
Present – Species was observed during site visits conducted for this analysis or was documented on the site by another reputable source. 
High – All of the species’ specific life history requirements can be met by habitat present on the site, and populations/occurrences are known to occur in the immediate vicinity. 
Moderate – Some or all of the species life history requirements are provided by habitat on the site; populations/occurrences may not be known to occur in the immediate vicinity, but are known to occur in the region (Tahoe Basin). 
Low – Species not likely or expected to occur due to marginal habitat quality or distance from known occurrences. 
None – None of the species’ life history requirements are provided by habitat on the site and/or the site is outside of the known distribution or elevation range for the species.  



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  Ascent Environmental 

California Tahoe Conservancy 
Dollar Creek Forest Health and Biomass Project 1 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21000 et 
seq.), the California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy) prepared an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (IS/MND) that identified adverse environmental impacts related to construction and operation of 
the Dollar Creek Forest Health and Biomass Project. The IS/MND also identified mitigation measures that 
would reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels, or that would eliminate these impacts all together.  

CEQA Guidelines require public agencies “to adopt a reporting and monitoring program for changes to the 
project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant 
effects on the environment.” A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is required for the 
proposed project because the IS/MND identifies potential significant adverse impacts related to the project 
implementation, and mitigation measure have been identified to reduce those impacts. Adoption of the 
MMRP would occur along with approval of the proposed project.  

PURPOSE OF MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

This MMRP has been prepared to ensure that all required mitigation measures are implemented and 
completed in a satisfactory manner before and during project construction and operation. The MMRP may 
be modified by the Conservancy during project implementation, as necessary, in response to changing 
conditions or other refinements. The attached table has been prepared to assist the responsible parties in 
implementing the mitigation measures. The table identifies individual mitigation measures, timing of 
implementation, person/agency responsible for implementing each measure, monitoring and reporting 
procedures, and provides space to confirm implementation of the mitigation measures. The numbering of 
mitigation measures follows the numbering sequence found in the IS/MND.  

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

Unless otherwise specified herein, the Conservancy is responsible for taking all actions necessary to 
implement the mitigation measures under its jurisdiction according to the specifications provided for each 
measure and for demonstrating that the action has been successfully completed. The Conservancy, at its 
discretion, may delegate implementation responsibility or portions thereof to a licensed contractor or 
another designated agent.  

The Conservancy would be responsible for overall administration of the MRRP and for verifying that 
Conservancy staff members and/or the construction contractor has completed the necessary actions for 
each measure. The Conservancy would designate a project manager to oversee implementation of the 
MMRP. Duties of the project manager include the following: 

 Ensure routine inspections of the construction site are conducted by appropriate Conservancy staff; 
check plans, reports, and other documents required by the MMRP; and conduct reporting activities. 

 Serve as a liaison between the Conservancy and the contractor regarding mitigation monitoring issues.  

 Complete forms and maintain reports and other records and documents generated for the MMRP. 

 Coordinate and ensure that corrective actions or enforcement measures are taken, if necessary.  
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The responsible party for implementation of each item would identify the staff members responsible for 
coordinating with the Conservancy on the MMRP. 

REPORTING 

The Conservancy’s project manager shall prepare a monitoring report upon completion of the project 
describing the compliance of the activity with the required mitigation measures. Information regarding 
inspections and other requirements shall be compiled and explained in the report. The report shall be 
designed to simply and clearly identify whether mitigation measures have been adequately implemented. At 
a minimum, each report shall identify the mitigation measures or conditions to be monitored for 
implementation, whether compliance with the mitigation measures or conditions has occurred, the 
procedures used to assess compliance, and whether further action is required. The report shall be available 
to the Conservancy Board of Directors upon request. 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN TABLE 

The categories identified in the attached MMRP table are described below. 

 Mitigation Measure – this column provides the text of the mitigation measures identified in the approved 
IS/MND. 

 Timing – this column identifies the time frame in which the mitigation will be implemented. 

 Implementation – this column identifies the party responsible for implementing the mitigation. 

 Enforcement – this column identifies the party responsible for enforcing compliance with the 
requirements of the mitigation measure. 

 Dated Signature for Verification of Compliance – this column is to be dated and signed by the person 
(either project manager or his/her designee) responsible for verifying compliance with the requirements 
of the mitigation measure.  
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Dollar Creek Forest Health and Biomass Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Table 

Mitigation Measure Timing Implementation Responsible Entity Dated Signature for 
Verification of Compliance 

3.4 Biological Resources 

Bio-1: Avoid disturbances to Nesting Northern Goshawk and California 
Spotted Owl.  
This measure requires that forestry treatments do not occur reduce the 
quality of habitat for northern goshawk within the small portion of the 
project area designated as a TRPA goshawk disturbance zone; and that 
forestry treatments either occur outside of the active breeding seasons 
and sensitive nesting period for northern goshawk (February 15 to 
September 15) and California spotted owl (March 1 to August 31), or if 
work occurs during the breeding season, that pre-project surveys be 
conducted for the species and active nest sites be avoided during the 
sensitive nesting periods. Specifically, this measure requires the 
following: 
 Forestry treatments will not be implemented within TRPA wildlife 

disturbance zones, unless habitat enhancement for the species is 
part of the treatment objectives and approved by TRPA. Currently, 
the southwest corner of the project area includes a small portion of a 
TRPA goshawk disturbance zone. TRPA maintains a nondegradation 
standard for habitat within disturbance zones. For areas outside of 
TRPA urban plan areas, Section 62.4.1, “Disturbance Zones,” of the 
TRPA Code states that the habitat in TRPA-designated disturbance 
zones around goshawk nests “shall not be manipulated in any 
manner unless such manipulation is necessary to enhance the 
quality of the habitat.” Section 62.4.3, “Environmental Documents,” 
states that “applicants for projects within disturbance zones shall 
submit with their applications appropriate environmental 
documentation prepared by a biologist that includes specific 
recommendations for avoiding significant adverse impacts to the … 
species.” 

 To the extent feasible, for treatments within suitable habitat for 
northern goshawk or California spotted owl, project activities shall 
occur outside the breeding season to avoid potential disturbances to 
nesting activities. The breeding season for northern goshawk is 

Before any ground-disturbing 
activities, and during project 
construction as applicable.  

California Tahoe Conservancy/ 
forestry contractor 

California Tahoe Conservancy 
 
TRPA and CDFW 
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defined as February 15 to September 15; the breeding season for 
California spotted owl is defined as March 1 to August 31.  

 For vegetation treatments that may occur within suitable habitat for 
northern goshawk or California spotted owl during the breeding 
season, the following shall be implemented. 

 A qualified biologist shall conduct protocol surveys for northern 
goshawk and California spotted owl, to identify nest sites that may 
be affected by project activities. The survey protocols for each 
species include multiple options for specific survey methods and 
timing to meet the survey objectives. Generally, for northern 
goshawk, the standard broadcast acoustical survey methodology 
recommends a two-year survey, which involves completing two 
survey visits between June 1 and August 15 in each of two 
consecutive years (i.e., four total survey visits over two years). 
However, completing all four survey visits within one year has also 
been used to fulfill the survey protocol for projects in the Tahoe 
Basin.  

 The spotted owl survey protocol includes one-year and two-year 
options for completing a total of six survey visits at a project site (i.e., 
three visits per year for the two-year option, or six visits within the 
same year for the one-year option.) The protocol recommends 
conducting spot calling surveys between March 1 and August 15. 
Under the one-year survey option, the protocol requires that at least 
four of the six survey visits are completed before June 30. Under the 
two-year survey option, three visits would be completed during each 
of two consecutive years, with two of the three visits each year 
completed before June 30.  

 If an active northern goshawk or California spotted owl nest is 
present, no project activities, other than vehicle passage on existing 
roadways, will occur within 0.25 mile of active California spotted owl 
or northern goshawk nests during the breeding season (March 1 to 
August 31 for spotted owl; February 15 to September 15), unless 
protocol-level surveys confirm that the birds are not nesting. A 
qualified biologist may amend the start and end dates of these 
limited operating periods with concurrence from appropriate 
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agencies if it can be determined that breeding has not started, or 
that fledglings have left the nest or the nest is otherwise no longer 
active. If the location of a nest site within a likely nesting area is 
unknown (based on bird activity and behavior that indicates nesting, 
but no confirmation of a nest location), either surveys are required to 
locate the nest stand and determine nesting status or, as an 
alternative to surveys, an activity buffer will be applied to the 0.25-
mile radius surrounding the area. The activity buffer may be waived 
for activities of limited scope and duration, when a field evaluation 
determines that such projects are unlikely to result in breeding 
disturbance considering their intensity, duration, timing, and specific 
location. Where a field evaluation concludes that a nest site will be 
shielded from planned activities by topographic features that will 
minimize disturbance, the buffer distance may be modified in 
coordination between the Conservancy and CDFW. 

 If an active northern goshawk or California spotted owl nest is 
located in the project area, forestry treatments will be designed or 
modified, as needed, and implemented to either enhance or avoid 
substantial modification to existing habitat suitability and forest 
structure in the immediate vicinity of the nest. For example, an 
option may include no implementation of forestry treatments within 
500 feet of a known active nest. 

 

Bio-2: Conduct preconstruction surveys for nesting special-status songbirds, and 
implement a limited operating period if necessary.  
For project-related vegetation disturbances that would occur in suitable habitat 
during the bird nesting season (generally April 1–August 31, depending on species, 
snowpack, and other seasonal conditions), a qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct 
focused surveys for special-status songbird (including olive-sided flycatcher) nests no 
more than 14 days before vegetation-disturbance activities are initiated each project 
season. The pre-project survey for active nests will be conducted using a nest-
searching technique appropriate for the species, as determined by a qualified 
biologist. For example, for many songbirds, an appropriate technique involves first 

No more than 14 days before 
vegetation-disturbance 
activities are initiated  

California Tahoe 
Conservancy/forestry 
contractor 

California Tahoe Conservancy 
 
CDFW 
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conducting point counts in suitable habitat to determine occupancy, followed by nest 
searching if the species is present.  
 
If an active nest is located during the pre-project surveys, the biologist shall notify the 
Conservancy. All work will cease in the direct vicinity of the active nest. Appropriate 
buffers around nests and limited operating periods shall be established through 
consultation with CDFW to avoid disturbances during the sensitive nesting season.  

 

Bio-3: Conduct pre-construction surveys for special-status bats, avoid removal of 
important roosts, and implement a limited operating period if necessary. To avoid 
project-related disturbances or removal of potential bat summer maternity roosts or 
winter hibernation roosts, forestry treatments will be implemented during the fall 
(approximately September–October), outside of the general maternity and 
hibernation periods, to the extent feasible. If treatments are implemented outside of 
the summer maternity and winter hibernation periods, no further actions under this 
mitigation measure are required. 
 
For treatment activities that may occur during the winter hibernation or summer 
maternity periods (i.e., for activities during approximately November—August), a bat 
specialist will conduct a habitat assessment and survey prior to project 
implementation, to identify whether the project area contains trees or structures that 
may support potential maternity or hibernation roosts. The survey shall be 
conducted no more than 14 days before vegetation disturbance activities are 
initiated each project season. Locations of vegetation and tree removal or 
excavation will be examined for potential bat roosts, particularly maternity and 
hibernation roosts. Specific survey/assessment methodologies will be determined in 
coordination with CDFW, and may include visual surveys of bats (e.g., observation of 
bats during foraging period), inspection for suitable habitat, evidence of bat use at 
potential roost sites (e.g., bat sign such as guano), or use of ultrasonic detectors 
(e.g., Sonobat, Anabat). Removal of any significant roost sites located will be avoided 
to the extent feasible. 
 

14 days before any tree 
removal or clearing during 
each construction season 

California Tahoe 
Conservancy/forestry 
contractor 

California Tahoe Conservancy 
 
CDFW 
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If it is determined that an active roost site cannot be avoided and will be affected, 
bats will be excluded from the roost site before the site is removed (however, see 
restrictions on this during sensitive periods, below). The biologist shall first notify and 
consult with CDFW on appropriate bat exclusion methods and roost removal 
procedures. Exclusion methods may include use of one-way doors at roost entrances 
(bats may leave, but not reenter), or sealing roost entrances when the site can be 
confirmed to contain no bats. Once it is confirmed that all bats have left the roost, 
crews will be allowed to continue work in the area.  
 
Exclusion efforts will be restricted during periods of sensitive activity (e.g., during 
winter hibernation or while females in maternity colonies are nursing young 
[generally, during late spring and summer]). If a likely hibernation or maternity 
roosting site is discovered, the Conservancy will consult with CDFW to establish 
appropriate exclusionary buffers until all young are determined to be volant (i.e., able 
to fly) by a qualified biologist. Once it is determined that all young are volant, passive 
exclusion devices will be installed, and all bats will be allowed to leave voluntarily. 
Once it is determined by a qualified biologist that all bats have left the roost, crews 
will be allowed to work within the buffer zone.  

 

Bio-4: Conduct Surveys for and Avoid Occurrences of Special-Status Botanical 
Species. The Conservancy shall implement the following measures to reduce 
potential impacts on special-status botanical species: 
 Before commencement of each phase of project implementation and during 

the growing season for Davy’s sedge and short-leaved hulsea, a qualified 
botanist shall conduct protocol-level surveys for in areas that were not 
surveyed previously and where potentially suitable habitat would be removed 
or disturbed by project activities. 

 If no special-status botanical species are found, the botanist shall document 
the findings in a letter report to the Conservancy and CDFW and no further 
mitigation would be required. 

 If special-status botanical species are found, the locations of these 
occurrences shall be clearly marked with fencing, staking, flagging, or other 

Before commencement of 
each phase of project 
implementation and during 
growing season for Davy’s 
sedge and short-leaved hulsea 

California Tahoe 
Conservancy/forestry 
contractor 

California Tahoe Conservancy 
 
CDFW 
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appropriate material. All project personnel and equipment shall be excluded 
from these areas to protect the identified plants.  

3.5 Cultural Resources     

Cul-1: Avoid and monitor potentially eligible archaeological sites. Before 
commencement of earth-disturbing activities within 100 feet of the most up to date 
identified boundary for Sites D2-D4 and the prehistoric component of Site D1, these 
sites should be flagged and/or temporarily fenced for avoidance. The boundaries of 
Sites D2-D4 and the prehistoric component of Site D1 are incompletely defined and 
archaeological monitoring of mechanical treatment activities is required to ensure 
no impacts occur to contributing elements to the overall significance of the 
archaeological sites. No archaeological monitoring or special project constraints are 
recommended within the road prism. However, outside the road prism, site areas 
should be avoided, and these areas should be monitored. The project applicant shall 
retain a qualified archaeological monitor and/or Native American consultant to 
perform all archaeological monitoring.  

Before commencement of 
earth-disturbing activities 

California Tahoe 
Conservancy/archaeological 
monitor 

California Tahoe Conservancy 
 

 

3.15 Recreation 

Rec-1: Install barriers to prevent new motor vehicle access. To eliminate the 
potential for new motor vehicle access points into the forest at new forest-treatment 
landings and skid trails created in the project area, the forestry contractor shall 
establish physical barriers adjacent to new landings, or skid trails where they access 
the forest from existing roads or trails to discourage post-treatment motor vehicle 
access to the project area. The contractor shall also revegetate and spread mulch 
and/or slash in the landing area or along skid trails to reduce the visibility of 
disturbance of the cleared area and expedite restoration. These physical barriers 
and restoration activities shall be established within 15 days of completion of 
operations in the treatment unit. The types of physical barriers that could be used 
include, but are not limited to, boulders, split rail fencing, or other permanent 
physical features that are scenically compatible with the forest setting. 
 

Within 15 days of completion 
of operations 

Forestry contractor California Tahoe Conservancy 
 

 

Rec-2: Coordination with special event organizers. The Conservancy will coordinate 
project implementation with special event organizers, such as Big Blue Adventures 
and North Tahoe High School and any other organizers that seek license 

The earliest possible date 
once the project 
implementation date and road 

California Tahoe Conservancy California Tahoe Conservancy  
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agreements for the use of Conservancy lands in the project area. The Conservancy 
will notify special event organizers at the earliest possible date once the project 
implementation date and road and trail closure dates have been identified. The 
Conservancy, in coordination with event organizers, will identify the trails and timing 
associated with planned special events. The Conservancy will work with event 
organizers to determine whether events could proceed on the site (e.g., if they would 
occur outside periods of operations) or identify other locations for events on other 
nearby Conservancy or California State Parks land. 

closure dates have been 
identified. 

 



ATTACHMENT 4 
 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION 
 

TO: Office of Planning and Research FROM: California Tahoe Conservancy  
 1400 10th Street, Room 121 1061 Third Street 
 Sacramento, CA 95814 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 
 

Subject: 
Forest health and fuels reduction on 151 acres within a 263-acre project area on the California Tahoe 
Conservancy’s (Conservancy) Dollar property. 
 
Project Title:  
Dollar Creek Forest Health and Biomass Project (Project) 
 
State Clearinghouse Number: Contact Person: Telephone Number: 
2018042035 Brian Hirt (530) 543-6049 
 
Project Location: 
The Project is located on the southern end of the Conservancy’s Dollar property in Placer County. The 
Project is bordered to the west by Burton Creek State Park, and by North Tahoe High School and the 
Highlands community to the south. (Exhibit A) 
Project Description: 
The project includes forest fuel reduction on approximately 151 acres within a 263-acre project area of 
forest in a wildland urban interface in the Placer County portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin. The project will 
be implemented by the Conservancy and a forestry contractor. The objectives of the project are to reduce 
the risk of high‐intensity wildfires, reduce susceptibility of the forest to insect and disease outbreaks, 
improve age and species diversity of the trees, and utilize the forest biomass for renewable energy 
production. The project will involve the use of mechanical equipment to thin overly dense forests. The 
project will also haul marketable logs to an appropriate sawmill and transport chipped biomass to a 
bioenergy generation facility. 
This is to advise that the Conservancy, acting as a lead agency, has approved the above described project 
on 6/21/2018 and has made the following determinations regarding the above described project: 
 
1. The Project will not have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
2. The Conservancy adopted the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) pursuant to the provisions of 

CEQA.  
 

3. Mitigation measures were made a condition of the approval of the Project by the Conservancy. 
 

4. A mitigation monitoring and reporting program was adopted for this Project. 
 
A copy of the Initial Study, MND, and record of project approval is available to the general public at:  
1061 Third Street, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150. 
 
Fish and Game Fees:  A California Department of Fish and Wildlife Environmental Filing Fee was paid 
for this Project. 

 
Date Received for Filing: 
 ________________________________________ 
 Patrick Wright 
 Executive Director 
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California Tahoe Conservancy 
Agenda Item 6.b. 

June 21, 2018 
 
 

KINGS BEACH TOWN CENTER RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS SALE 
 
 
Recommended Actions:  Adopt Resolution 18-06-04 (Attachment 1) containing the 
appropriate California Environmental Quality Act determination and authorizing staff 
to take all actions necessary to sell and transfer up to two residential development 
rights (RDRs) to Wood Vista Lodge, LLC for use on Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 
117-150-040 to facilitate the Woodvista Redevelopment Project.  

Location:  265 Beach Street on the northwest corner of Beach Street and North Lake 
Boulevard (State Route 28) in Tahoe Vista, California (Placer County APN 117-150-040) 
(Attachment 2). 
 
Fiscal Summary:  The recommended action will authorize a sale and transfer of up to 
two RDRs resulting in up to $10,000 in revenue (based on two usable RDRs at $5,000 
each). Conservancy staff has performed an analysis to determine the asking price is at 
fair market value. Consistent with the Conservancy’s Land Bank Guidelines, these 
revenues will be deposited into the Tahoe Conservancy Fund. 

______________________________________________ 
 

Overview 
 
Description of Recommended Action 
Staff recommends the Board authorize the sale and transfer of up to two residential 
development rights (RDRs) to Wood Vista Lodge, LLC. The purpose of the sale and 
transfer is to assist the developers of the Woodvista Redevelopment Project (Project) in 
acquiring the development rights necessary to redevelop an abandoned motel into a 
new seven unit condominium project in Kings Beach. 
 
Under Tahoe Regional Planning Agency’s (TRPA) development rights system, 
developers of residential redevelopment projects must acquire a residential 
development right (RDR) for each proposed residential unit. In this case, Wood Vista 
Lodge needs to obtain two additional RDRs, in addition to the five RDRs it already 
owns, to develop its Project as permitted. 
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Wood Vista Lodge proposes to redevelop an existing, closed motel into seven 
residential condominium units. The proposed redevelopment plan includes converting 
one detached single-family manager’s unit, constructing a two-story triplex residential 
structure, and demolishing an existing abandoned motel building at the rear of the lot 
and replacing it with a triplex two-story residential building for a total of seven planned 
residential condominium units within three buildings. 
 
If approved by the Board, Conservancy staff will work with Placer County and TRPA to 
complete the RDRs Purchase and Sale Agreement, Notice of Transfer, TRPA Deed 
Restriction and Conditional Permit, and record all necessary documents with the Placer 
County Recorder’s Office.  
 
History 
Since 1987, the Conservancy has assisted over 7,000 landowners in meeting TRPA’s 
permit requirements for land coverage or other development rights. Through its 
acquisitions of developed property, the Conservancy has acquired a wide range of 
development rights, including tourist accommodation units, RDRs, and commercial 
floor area. TRPA code requires development rights to build projects in the Basin under 
the Regional Plan. Through a memorandum of understanding with TRPA, the 
Conservancy Land Bank holds, sells, and transfers these rights, with the review and 
approval of TRPA on each transaction.  
 
As a part of the Tahoe Livable Communities Program and consistent with strategic plan 
goals, the Conservancy has reserved most Land Bank development rights for use in 
town centers. Providing RDRs for the Project, one of the first under the new Placer 
County Tahoe Basin Area Plan, is consistent with these priorities. 
 
To encourage compact, sustainable community development, TRPA code encourages 
movement of development rights to town centers with bonus RDRs. TRPA provides 
bonus units for a project when the sending parcel containing the RDRs is a mile and a 
half away from town centers and the RDR will be transferred to a receiving parcel in a 
town center. With the bonus for town center development, one RDR from a sending 
parcel at least a mile and a half away from outside a town center becomes two usable 
residential development rights inside a town center.  
 
Since the new Project is within a town center, the Conservancy will receive a bonus unit 
to provide to the developer if TRPA verifies that the sending parcel is at least a mile and 
a half outside the town center. Depending upon whether TRPA makes this finding, the 
Conservancy may sell one or two residential development rights to Wood Vista Lodge, 
LLC. If TRPA makes this finding and awards the bonus unit to the developer, the 
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Conservancy must record a document against the sending parcel permanently 
restricting its use to open space. 
 
Financing 
The recommended action will authorize a sale and transfer of up to two RDRs resulting 
in up to $10,000 in revenue (based on two usable RDRs at $5,000 each). Conservancy 
staff has performed an analysis to determine the asking price is at fair market value. 
Consistent with the Conservancy’s Land Bank Guidelines, these revenues will be 
deposited into the Tahoe Conservancy Fund. 

 
 

Authority  
 

Consistency with the Conservancy’s Enabling Legislation 
The recommended action is consistent with the Conservancy’s enabling legislation. 
Government Code section 66907.8 authorizes the Conservancy to sell interests in real 
property to fulfill its mission and to promote the State’s planning priorities. 
 
Consistency with the Conservancy’s Strategic Plan 
The recommended action is consistent with Strategic Plan Strategy I.B. (“Align State 
Agency Activities and Policies in the Basin to Support Sustainability and Climate 
Change Initiatives”) because it will utilize the Conservancy’s banked development 
rights in a town center. 

Consistency with the Conservancy’s Program Guidelines 
The recommended action is consistent with the Conservancy’s Land Bank Program 
Guidelines because it will help facilitate the implementation of a Project that meets 
planning and resource management objectives, especially in community plan areas and 
area plans. 
 
Consistency with External Authorities 
The recommended action is consistent with TRPA Code sections 50.10, 51.3, and 51.5 
and helps implement the Regional Plan and the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan, 
specifically by facilitating a redevelopment project in a town center. 

 
 

Compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
 

Placer County, acting as the lead agency, prepared an Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for this Project to comply with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Attachment 3). Placer County adopted the MND 
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and mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) on October 12, 2017 and 
filed a notice of determination (NOD) on the same day with the Placer County Clerk 
and the State Clearinghouse. TRPA prepared an environmental checklist using Placer 
County’s IS/MND and acknowledged the permit on May 10, 2018. 

In order to comply with CEQA, the Conservancy, acting as a responsible agency, 
prepared an addendum (Attachment 4) to the IS/MND identifying the Conservancy as a 
CEQA responsible agency and clarifying the need for the sale and transfer of up to two 
RDRs for the Project. 

A copy of Placer County’s IS/MND and MMRP are provided to the Board on an 
attached CD (Attachment 3). The IS/MND, addendum, and MMRP are available for 
public review at the California Tahoe Conservancy office, 1061 Third Street, South Lake 
Tahoe, California, 96150. The IS/MND is also available for public review at the Placer 
County office, 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190, Auburn, California. 

Staff has reviewed the MND and, with the addendum, believes that the Project has been 
adequately analyzed in the documents. Staff has determined that the Project, as 
mitigated, will not cause a significant effect on the environment. 
 
Staff recommends that the Board review and consider Placer County’s MND and the 
Conservancy’s addendum, together with any comments received during the public 
review process; certify that it has independently considered and reached its own 
conclusions regarding the potential environmental effects of the Project; make the 
findings as set forth in the attached resolution; adopt the MMRP; and authorize the sale 
and transfer of RDRs. If the Board considers and concurs with the MND and 
addendum, staff will file an NOD with the State Clearinghouse pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines, section 15096 (Attachment 5). 
 
 

List of Attachments 
 
Attachment 1 – Resolution 18-06-04 

• Exhibit A – MMRP  
Attachment 2 – Project Map 
Attachment 3 – Placer County CEQA Documents 

• IS/MND for the Woodvista Redevelopment Project 
• NOD 
• MMRP 

Attachment 4 – Addendum 
Attachment 5 – NOD 
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Conservancy Staff Contacts 
 
Aimee Rutledge              aimee.rutledge@tahoe.ca.gov 
Kevin Prior                      kevin.prior@tahoe.ca.gov 
Amy Cecchettini             amy.cecchettini@tahoe.ca.gov 
 



ATTACHMENT 1 
California Tahoe Conservancy 

Resolution 
18-06-04 

Adopted:  June 21, 2018 
 

KINGS BEACH TOWN CENTER RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS SALE 
 
 

Staff recommends that the California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy) make the 
following findings based on the accompanying staff report pursuant to Public 
Resources Code section 21000 et seq.: 

  
“The Conservancy, in its role as a responsible agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), has reviewed and considered the 
Woodvista Redevelopment Project (Project) Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) adopted by Placer County on October 12, 
2017. The Conservancy drafted an addendum, resulting in only minor 
technical changes, to the IS/MND identifying the Conservancy as a 
responsible agency and clarifying the need for the sale and transfer of up 
to two residential development rights (RDRs) for the Project.  
 
The Conservancy certifies that it has independently considered and 
reached its own conclusions regarding the environmental effects of the 
proposed project and finds, on the basis of the whole record before it, that 
there is no substantial evidence that the Project, as mitigated, will have a 
significant effect on the environment.  
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15097, the Conservancy adopts a 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) (Exhibit A), which 
ensures that required mitigation is implemented for the Project. The 
Conservancy incorporates the mitigation measures described in the 
MMRP as a condition for approval of the Project.  
 
The Conservancy hereby directs staff to file a notice of determination with 
the State Clearinghouse for this Project.” 

 
Staff recommends that the Conservancy adopt the following resolution pursuant to 
Government Code sections 66907.8: 
 

“The Conservancy hereby authorizes staff to take all actions necessary including 
the sale and transfer of up to two RDRs to Wood Vista Lodge, LLC for use on 



Placer County Assessor’s Parcel Number 117-150-040, to facilitate the Woodvista 
Redevelopment Project.” 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the resolution duly and 
regularly adopted by the Conservancy at a meeting thereof held on the 21st day of June, 
2018. 

In WITNESS THEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 21st day of June, 2018 
 
 
____________________________________________ 
Patrick Wright  
Executive Director 
 
 

Exhibit A – MMRP  
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Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Mitigated Negative Declaration PLN17-00147 

Woodvista Redevelopment 
 

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires all public agencies to establish 
monitoring or reporting procedures for mitigation measures adopted as a condition of 
project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.  
Monitoring of such mitigation measures may extend through project permitting, 
construction, and project operations, as necessary. 
 
Said monitoring shall be accomplished by the county’s standard mitigation monitoring 
program and/or a project specific mitigation reporting program as defined in Placer 
County Code Chapter 18.28, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
 
Standard Mitigation Monitoring Program (pre project implementation): 
The following mitigation monitoring program (and following project specific reporting plan, 
when required) shall be utilized by Placer County to implement Public Resources Code 
Section 21081.6. Mitigation measures adopted for discretionary projects must be included 
as conditions of approval for that project.  Compliance with conditions of approval is 
monitored by the county through a variety of permit processes as described below.  The 
issuance of any of these permits or county actions which must be preceded by a 
verification that certain conditions of approval/mitigation measures have been met, shall 
serve as the required monitoring of those condition of approval/mitigation measures.  
These actions include design review approval, improvement plan approval, improvement 
construction inspection, encroachment permit, recordation of a final map, acceptance of 
subdivision improvements as complete, building permit approval, and/or certification of 
occupancy. 
 
The following mitigation measures, identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, have 
been adopted as conditions of approval on the project’s discretionary permit and will be 
monitored according to the above Standard Mitigation Monitoring Program verification 
process:  
 
Mitigation Measures #’s: IV.1, VI.1, VI.2, VI.3, V1-4, VI.5, VI.6, VI.7, IX.1, IX.2, IX.3, IX.4, 
XII.3, XV.1, XV.2, XV.3, XV.4, XV.5, XV.6, XV.7, and XV.8 
  
Project Specific Reporting Plan (post project implementation): 
The reporting plan component is intended to provide for on-going monitoring after project 
construction to ensure mitigation measures remain effective for a designated period of 
time. Said reporting plans shall contain all components identified in Chapter 18.28.050 of 
the County code, Environmental Review Ordinance- “Contents of project specific 
reporting plan.” 
 
The following reporting plan has been adopted for this project and is included as 
conditions of approval on the discretionary permit: Conditional Use Permit, Planned 
Residential Development, and Variance for “Woodvista Project” (PLN17-00147) 
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KINGS BEACH TOWN CENTER RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS SALE 
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Placer County’s Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Woodvista 
Redevelopment Project 

Placer County’s Notice of Determination 
Placer County’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 
 

On CD 
 



 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT/RESOURCE AGENCY 

ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATION SERVICES 
County of Placer 

  
  

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190  /  Auburn, California 95603  /  (530) 745-3132  / Fax (530) 745-3080  /  email: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov 
 

 
NOTICE OF INTENT 

TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
 
The project listed below was reviewed for environmental impact by the Placer County 
Environmental Review Committee and was determined to have no significant effect upon 
the environment. A proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared for this 
project and has been filed with the County Clerk's office. 
 
PROJECT:  Woodvista Redevelopment (PLN17-00147) 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Subdivision in order to develop seven residential 
condominium units and associated common space. Site redevelopment will include 
converting one detached single-family manager’s unit, constructing a two-story triplex 
residential structure, and demolishing an existing abandoned motel building at the rear of 
the lot and replacing it with a triplex two-story residential building for a total of seven 
Planned Residential condominium units within three buildings onsite. 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 265 Beach Street on the northwest corner of Beach Street and  
North Lake Boulevard, Tahoe Vista , Placer County. 
 
APPLICANT:  PR Design & Engineering, Inc., Andrew Ryan 
 
The comment period for this document closes on October 2, 2017.  A copy of the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration is available for public review at the County’s web site 
http://www.placer.ca.gov/Departments/CommunityDevelopment/EnvCoordSvcs/NegDec.aspx 
Community Development Resource Agency public counter, and at the Kings Beach Public 
Library. Property owners within 300 feet of the subject site shall be notified by mail of the 
upcoming hearing before the Planning Commission. Additional information may be 
obtained by contacting the Environmental Coordination Services, at (530)745-3132, 
between the hours of 8:00 am and 5:00 pm. Comments may be sent to 
cdraecs@placer.ca.gov or 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190, Auburn, CA 95603. 
 
 

Published in Sierra Sun, September 6, 2017 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/Departments/CommunityDevelopment/EnvCoordSvcs/NegDec.aspx
mailto:cdraecs@placer.ca.gov
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT/RESOURCE AGENCY 
Environmental Coordination Services 

County of Placer 
 

 

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
 
 
In accordance with Placer County ordinances regarding implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, Placer County has 
conducted an Initial Study to determine whether the following project may have a significant adverse effect on the environment, and on the 
basis of that study hereby finds: 

 The proposed project will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment; therefore, it does not require the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report and this Negative Declaration has been prepared. 

 Although the proposed project could have a significant adverse effect on the environment, there will not be a significant adverse effect 
in this case because the project has incorporated specific provisions to reduce impacts to a less than significant level and/or the 
mitigation measures described herein have been added to the project.  A Mitigated Negative Declaration has thus been prepared. 

The environmental documents, which constitute the Initial Study and provide the basis and reasons for this determination are attached 
and/or referenced herein and are hereby made a part of this document. 
 
PROJECT INFORMATION 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
 
The comment period for this document closes on October 2, 2017.  A copy of the Mitigated Negative Declaration is available for public 
review at the County’s web site (http://www.placer.ca.gov/Departments/CommunityDevelopment/EnvCoordSvcs/NegDec.aspx), 
Community Development Resource Agency public counter, and at the Kings Beach Public Library.  Property owners within 300 feet of the 
subject site shall be notified by mail of the upcoming hearing before the Planning Commission.  Additional information may be obtained 
by contacting the Environmental Coordination Services, at (530)745-3132 between the hours of 8:00 am and 5:00 pm at 3091 County 
Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603. For Tahoe projects, please visit our Tahoe Office, 775 North Lake Blvd., Tahoe City, CA 96146. 
 
If you wish to appeal the appropriateness or adequacy of this document, address your written comments to our finding that the project will 
not have a significant adverse effect on the environment: (1) identify the environmental effect(s), why they would occur, and why they 
would be significant, and (2) suggest any mitigation measures which you believe would eliminate or reduce the effect to an acceptable 
level.  Regarding item (1) above, explain the basis for your comments and submit any supporting data or references.  Refer to Section 
18.32 of the Placer County Code for important information regarding the timely filing of appeals. 
 
 

Title:  Woodvista Redevelopment Project Project #  PLN17-00147 

Description:   Subdivision in order to develop seven residential condominium units and associated common space.  Site redevelopment 
will include converting one detached single-family manager’s unit facing State Highway 28 (Building A), constructing a two-story triplex 
residential structure backing to Beach Street (Building B), and demolishing an existing abandoned motel building at the rear of the lot and 
replacing it with a triplex two-story residential building (Building C) for a total of seven Planned Residential condominium units within three 
buildings on-site. 
Location:  265 Beach Street on the northwest corner of Beach Street and  North Lake Boulevard (State Highway 28) Tahoe Vista , 
Placer County  
Project Owner:  Charles Patrick and Pamela Pinjuv 
Project Applicant: Andrew Ryan, PR Design & Engineering, Inc. 
County Contact Person: Shirlee I. Herrington 530-745-3132 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/Departments/CommunityDevelopment/EnvCoordSvcs/NegDec.aspx
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT/RESOURCE AGENCY 

Environmental Coordination Services 
County of Placer 

 
 
 
 

 

INITIAL STUDY & CHECKLIST 
 

 
This Initial Study has been prepared to identify and assess the anticipated environmental impacts of the following 
described project application. The document may rely on previous environmental documents (see Section D) and 
site-specific studies (see Section J) prepared to address in detail the effects or impacts associated with the project. 
  
This document has been prepared to satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources 
Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). CEQA requires that all state 
and local government agencies consider the environmental consequences of projects over which they have 
discretionary authority before acting on those projects. 
  
The Initial Study is a public document used by the decision-making lead agency to determine whether a project 
may have a significant effect on the environment. If the lead agency finds substantial evidence that any aspect of 
the project, either individually or cumulatively, may have a significant effect on the environment, regardless of 
whether the overall effect of the project is adverse or beneficial, the lead agency is required to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), use a previously-prepared EIR and supplement that EIR, or prepare a 
Subsequent EIR to analyze the project at hand. If the agency finds no substantial evidence that the project or any 
of its aspects may cause a significant effect on the environment, a Negative Declaration shall be prepared. If in the 
course of analysis, the agency recognizes that the project may have a significant impact on the environment, but 
that by incorporating specific mitigation measures the impact will be reduced to a less than significant effect, a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration shall be prepared. 

 
A. BACKGROUND: 
 
Project Description:  
The applicant requests approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for redevelopment of a built-out parcel on 
Beach Street and North Lake Boulevard. The CUP will address a Planned Residential Development and 
Subdivision in order to develop up to seven residential condominium units and associated common space.  Site 
redevelopment will include converting one detached single-family manager’s unit facing State Highway 28 (Building 
A), constructing a two-story triplex residential structure backing to Beach Street (Building B), and demolishing an 
existing abandoned motel building at the rear of the lot and replacing it with a triplex two-story residential building 
(Building C) for a total of seven Planned Residential condominium units within three buildings on-site.  The 
applicant is proposing a Variance to a parking space (Parking space #22) adjacent to Beach Street of the required 
10 feet from curb of the street to allow six-feet, and a Variance for a six-foot tall stone and wrought iron fence with 
vehicle gate on State Highway 28 at zero-feet from front property line where 20 feet is required. Other 
improvements include new infrastructure, permanent water quality Best Management Practices (BMPs), and 
various Community Plan Improvements (undergrounding overhead utilities, curb, gutter, and sidewalk) along State 
Highway 28 right-of-way.     
 
As part of the project approval, the applicant is phasing the project to first construct a multi-family development 
before creating the seven condominium units through recordation of a Final Map.   
 

Project Title: Woodvista Redevelopment Project # PLN17-00147 
Entitlement(s):  Conditional Use Permit, Subdivision, Planned Residential Development, and Variances 
Site Area: 0.96 acre / 41,871 square feet APN: 117-150-040-000 
Location: 265 Beach Street on the northwest corner of Beach Street and  North Lake Boulevard (State Highway 28) 
Tahoe Vista, Placer County 
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The project area includes one parcel, APN 117-150-040-000 comprising 41,871 square feet (0.96 acre) and 
includes Lots 17, 18, 19, 43, 44, 45 and 46 that were recorded in February 17, 1926, as part of the “Woodvista 
Subdivision”, Book D of Maps at Page 12 Block “Q”.   
 
The CUP will specify the front easterly property line setback along Beach Street from 20-foot to four-foot in order to 
allow the construction of Building B and recognizing Building A with an existing setback of five feet and building C 
with a five-foot setback from the rear of the project property line. Two Variances are also proposed which include 
the first parking space adjacent to Beach Street to allow a six-foot setback between edge of travel lane of the 
adjacent street (Beach street) and the first parking space (parking space number 22) where a 10 feet setback shall 
apply to an exit only driveway and to allow a six-foot stone and wrought iron fence zero feet from property line 
(State Highway 28) where 20 feet is required.   
 
Project Site (Background/Existing Setting): 
The project site is approximately 0.96 acre in area and is located on the northwest corner of North Lake Boulevard 
(State Highway 28) and Beach Street within the western gateway to the North Tahoe East District of the Tahoe 
Basin Area Plan. There is one parcel (seven lots) where the 16-unit Woodvista hotel with manager’s unit and 
swimming pool with gazebo was constructed between the early to mid-1950. Beach Street which faces to the east 
of the project site has recently had new improvements including fire hydrants and paving along the right-of-way.  
The project site is relatively flat sloping gently north away from the highway and Lake Tahoe. The site has minimal 
vegetation consisting of scattered pines and fir trees. 
 
The applicant proposed a redevelopment of the site in 2010 to replace a 10-unit motel structure (Building B) with a 
three-unit building and remodel the other hotel and manager’s units. A building permit was issued (T33297.09) and 
Building B was demolished and a new foundation was completed before work stopped as a result of the economic 
downturn. The building permit has since expired with only the building foundation being completed.  No further work 
has occurred on the property since 2010. 
 
B. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 
 

Location Zoning General Plan/Community Plan 
Designations 

Existing Conditions and 
Improvements 

Site Mixed-Use Mountainside Town 
Center (MU-MTC) 

Tahoe Basin Area Plan  
 North Tahoe East: Mixed Use 
Districts 

Woodvista motel previously 
consisting of 16 Tourist 
Accommodation Units (TAU’s), 
one Residential Unit of Use and 
paved parking 

North Woodvista Residential Tahoe Basin Area Plan 
Subdistrict-Residential 

A mixture of residential uses 
including single-family and 
multi-family 

South Mixed-Use Residential 
(MU-R) 

Tahoe Basin Area Plan 
North Tahoe East: Mixed Use 

Districts 

A mix of Hotel Motel units, 
Condominium units and  Lake 
Tahoe 

East Mixed-Use Mountainside Town 
Center (MU-MTC) 

Tahoe Basin Area Plan 
North Tahoe East: Mixed Use 

Districts 

Commercial and residential 
uses 

West Woodvista Residential Tahoe Basin Area Plan 
Subdistrict-Residential Vacant residential lots 

 
C. NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES: Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with 
the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, has 
consultation begun?   
 

Offers to consult were sent to the six Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the 
project area. No requests to consult have been received as of the posting of the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. 

 
NOTE: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project 
proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal 
cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public 
Resources Code section 21083.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American 
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Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the California Historical 
Resources Information System administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that 
Public Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality. 
 
D. PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT: 
 
The County has determined that an Initial Study shall be prepared in order to determine whether the potential exists 
for unmitigable impacts resulting from the proposed project. Relevant analysis from the County-wide General Plan 
and Community Plan Certified EIRs, and other project-specific studies and reports that have been generated to 
date, were used as the database for the Initial Study. The decision to prepare the Initial Study utilizing the analysis 
contained in the General Plan and Specific Plan Certified EIRs, and project-specific analysis summarized herein, is 
sustained by Sections 15168 and 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

 
Section 15168 relating to Program EIRs indicates that where subsequent activities involve site-specific operations, 
the agency would use a written checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the activity, to 
determine whether the environmental effects of the operation were covered in the earlier Program EIR. A Program 
EIR is intended to provide the basis in an Initial Study for determining whether the later activity may have any 
significant effects. It will also be incorporated by reference to address regional influences, secondary effects, 
cumulative impacts, broad alternatives, and other factors that apply to the program as a whole. 

 
The following documents serve as Program-level EIRs from which incorporation by reference will occur: 

 Placer County General Plan EIR 
 Placer County North Shore Plan EIR 
 Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan EIR 

 
E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
  
The Initial Study checklist recommended by the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines is 
used to determine potential impacts of the proposed project on the physical environment. The checklist provides a 
list of questions concerning a comprehensive array of environmental issue areas potentially affected by the project 
(see CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). Explanations to answers are provided in a discussion for each section of 
questions as follows: 

a) A brief explanation is required for all answers including “No Impact” answers. 
 

b) “Less Than Significant Impact” applies where the project’s impacts are insubstantial and do not require any 
mitigation to reduce impacts. 
 

c) "Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures" applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has 
reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less than Significant Impact." The County, as lead 
agency, must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less-than-
significant level (mitigation measures from earlier analyses may be cross-referenced). 
 

d) "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If 
there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 
 

e) All answers must take account of the entire 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 [CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15063(a)(1)]. 
 

f) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, Program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has 
been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration [CEQA Guidelines, Section 15063(c)(3)(D)]. A 
brief discussion should be attached addressing the following: 
 
 Earlier analyses used – Identify earlier analyses and state where they are available for review. 

 
 Impacts adequately addressed – Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of, 

and adequately analyzed in, an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards. Also, state whether 
such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 
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 Mitigation measures – For effects that are checked as “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures,” 
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the 
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 
 

g) References to information sources for potential impacts (i.e. General Plans/Community Plans, zoning ordinances) 
should be incorporated into the checklist. Reference to a previously-prepared or outside document should include a 
reference to the pages or chapters where the statement is substantiated. A source list should be attached and 
other sources used, or individuals contacted, should be cited in the discussion.  
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I. AESTHETICS – Would the project: 
 

Environmental Issue 
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? (PLN)   X  

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

  X  

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

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

  X  

 
Discussion Item I-1, 2: 
The proposed project is located on State Highway 28 which is considered a scenic Highway.  There would be a 
slight change in the visual character of both the site and the surrounding area by removing a one story motel 
structure and constructing two two-story six-unit structures and converting one existing two-story care taker unit into 
Planned Residential Development structures. The project will require Design/Site Review approval through the 
Tahoe Design Site Review process which includes reviewing the form, mass, and profile of the building and 
architectural features to be designed to blend and complement the natural terrain and preserve the character and 
profile of the site as much as possible. Therefore, the Design/Site Review process will ensure that the proposed 
development of the project site will result in impacts that are considered less than significant. No mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
Discussion Item I-3: 
The project proposes construction of two new two-story 8,256-square-foot buildings each which includes six three-
bedroom residential condominium units.  The existing caretaker residential unit (2,937 square feet) shall remain, 
and parking and landscaping will be improved throughout the site. These site improvements would be consistent 
with, and complementary to, surrounding commercial development in the vicinity. The project area is included in the 
Tahoe Basin which has a separate Tahoe Design Review process for new multi-family residential projects. Prior to 
approval of the improvement plans, the project design elements will be subject to review and approval by the 
Design/Site Review Committee to address the physical conversion of the site. Design/Site Review will include, but 
not be limited to, a review of onsite landscaping, exterior lighting, parking, circulation and signage. 
 
The Design/Site Review process will ensure that the proposed development of the project site will result in a less 
than significant impact to the visual character of the site and its surroundings. No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Discussion Item I-4: 
Exterior lighting is proposed and designed for the site and the residential building. As with all new residential 
projects in the Tahoe Basin, the exterior lighting sources will be screened and directed downward, not outward or 
upward. Additionally, the Design/Site Review process will ensure that there will be no rooftop lighting that could 
result in substantial sources of light or glare that could affect views in the area. Therefore, project impacts are 
considered to be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 
 
II. AGRICULTURAL & FOREST RESOURCES – Would the project: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide or Local Importance (Farmland), as shown on the    X 
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maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to 
non-agricultural use? (PLN) 
2. Conflict with General Plan or other policies regarding land 
use buffers for agricultural operations? (PLN)    X 

3. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, a Williamson 
Act contract or a Right-to-Farm Policy? (PLN)    X 

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

   X 

5. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due 
to their location or nature, could result in the loss or conversion 
of Farmland (including livestock grazing) or forest land to non-
agricultural or non-forest use? (PLN) 

   X 

 
Discussion Item II-1: 
The project site is not designated as Other Land as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program and would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide or Local Importance to non-agricultural use.  Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
Discussion Item II-2, 3: 
The project site does not include any current agricultural uses nor is it subject to a Williamson Act Contract and 
there are no agricultural uses immediately abutting the project site. Construction and operation of this 
communications facility would not conflict with General Plan policies or other policies regarding land use buffers for 
agricultural operations nor with the County’s Right-to-Farm policy. Therefore, there is no impact.  
 
Discussion Item II-4, 5:  
Construction of a Planned Residential Development is an allowed use in the Tahoe Basin Area Plan located within 
the Lake Tahoe Basin and the project would not rezone forest land nor would the project involve other changes in 
the existing environment that could result in the loss or conversion of Farmland or forest land to non-agricultural or 
non-forest use. Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
III. AIR QUALITY – Would the project: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? (PLN, Air Quality)   X  

2. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation? (PLN, Air Quality)   X  

3. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria for which the project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? (PLN, Air Quality) 

  X  

4. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? (PLN, Air Quality)   X  

5. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people? (PLN, Air Quality)   X  
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Discussion Item III-1, 2: 
The project is located within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin (LTAB) portion of Placer County and is under the jurisdiction 
of the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). The LTAB is designated non-attainment for the state 
ozone (ROG and NOx) and particulate matter (PM10) standards, and unclassified for the federal ozone standards. 
The applicant proposes to redevelop the existing property and reduce the number of units on site from 16 
hotel/motel units with one care taker unit to seven condominium units.  A project would not conflict with or obstruct 
the implementation of the regional air quality plan, if the project emissions were anticipated within the  emission 
inventory contained in the regional air quality plan, referred to as the State Implementation Plan (SIP), and would 
not exceed the PCAPCD CEQA thresholds adopted October 13, 2016 as follows: 
 
PCAPCD CEQA THRESHOLDS FOR CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 
 

1. Construction Threshold of 82 pounds per day for Reactive Organic Gases (ROG), Oxides of Nitrogen 
(NOx), and particulate matter smaller than 10 microns (PM10); 
 

2. Operational Threshold of 55 pounds per day for ROG, NOx and 82 pounds per day for PM10; and 
 

3. Cumulative Threshold of 55 pounds per day for ROG, NOx and 82 pounds per day for PM10. 
 
During construction of the project, various types of equipment and vehicles would temporarily operate. Construction 
exhaust emissions would be generated from construction equipment, demolition, vegetation clearing and earth 
movement activities, construction workers’ commute, and construction material hauling. Project construction 
activities would generate air pollutant emissions of criteria pollutants, including ROG, NOx, PM10 and Diesel 
Particulate Matter (DPM).  
 
The project will result in an increase in regional and local emissions from construction of the project, but would be 
below the PCAPCD’s thresholds. In order to reduce construction related emissions, the project will be conditioned 
to list the PCAPCD’s Rules and Regulations associated grading/improvement plans. A Dust Control Plan must also 
be submitted to the PCACPD prior to the start of earth-disturbing activities. With compliance of fugitive dust within 
the Lake Tahoe Basin (Rule 228), and with submittal of a dust control plan, impacts related to short-term 
construction-related emissions would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Discussion Item III-3: 
For the operational phase, the project related long-term operational emissions would result from vehicle exhaust, 
utility usage, and water/wastewater conveyance. The anticipated daily maximum emissions resulting from the 
proposed seven units would be reduced below the existing 17 units.   Impacts are considered less than significant. 
No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Discussion Item III-4: 
Certain air pollutants are classified by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) as toxic air contaminants, or TACs, 
which are known to increase the risk of cancer and/or other serious health effects. Localized concentrations of 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) can be a TAC and are typically generated by traffic congestion at intersections. The 
anticipated reduction of traffic from the original Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) verified 16 hotel/motel 
units and one care taker unit to the proposed seven residential units would not impact the nearby intersection’s 
ability to operate acceptably and would therefore not result in substantial concentration of CO emissions at any 
intersection. 
 
The construction of the project would result in short-term DPM emissions from heavy-duty onsite equipment and 
off-road diesel equipment. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has identified DPM from diesel exhaust as a 
toxic air contaminant, with both chronic and carcinogenic public health risks.  
 
The ARB, PCAPCD, and Placer County recognize the public health risk reductions that can be realized by idling 
limitations for on-road and off-road equipment. The project is required to comply with the following idling restriction 
(5 minute limitation) requirements from ARB and Placer County Code during construction activity, including the use 
of both on-road and off-road equipment: 
 

• California Air Resources Board (ARB) Section 2449(d)(3) of the ARB’s In-use Off-road Diesel regulation: 
Off-road diesel equipment shall comply with the five minute idling restriction. Available via the web: 
www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2007/ordiesl07/frooal.pdf  
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• Placer County, Code Section 10.14. Available via the web: http://qcode.us/codes/placercounty/  
 
Portable equipment and engines (i.e., back-up generators) 50 horsepower or greater, used during construction 
activities and operation require either a registration certificate issued by ARB, based on the California Statewide 
Portable Equipment Registration Program (PERP) or a District permit to operate. The proposed project will be 
conditioned to obtain all necessary permits from ARB and PCAPCD prior to construction. Due to the short-term 
nature of the construction, and with compliance with State and Local regulations, potential public health impacts 
would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Discussion Item III-5: 
The project would result in additional air pollutant emissions generated by diesel-powered construction equipment, 
as well as long-term operational emissions from residents’ vehicle exhaust that could create odors.  However, 
residential uses are not typically associated with the creation of objectionable odors.  Therefore, potential impacts 
from odors will be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 
 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. 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 
& Game, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service or National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration Fisheries? (PLN) 

 X   

2. Substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number of restrict the range of an 
endangered, rare, or threatened species? (PLN) 

 X   

3. Have a substantial adverse effect on the environment by 
converting oak woodlands? (PLN)    X 

4. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community, including oak woodlands, 
identified in local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish & Game, U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries? (PLN) 

   X 

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

   X 

6. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nesting or breeding sites? (PLN) 

 X   

7. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances that protect 
biological resources, including oak woodland resources? (PLN)    X 

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

   X 
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Discussion Item IV-1, 2, 6: 
The project site is approximately 2,500 feet from snow creek which could contain suitable habitat to support 
sensitive or special status animal species. However, the project construction would be short duration and would not 
result in substantial physical alteration to the project site. Due to the project site already nearly 100 percent 
disturbed and a lack of rare or sensitive plant or animal communities on the project site, the project would not result 
in adverse effects on special status species or reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially 
reduce the number of restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species or with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory wildlife species or interfere with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or substantially impede the use of native wildlife nesting or breeding sites.    
 
If the project is constructed during the active breeding period for nesting birds (February 1 through September 1) it 
could result in disruption of brood nests for breeding birds, which would conflict with the provisions of the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act. This potentially significant impact to nesting song birds, raptors and other nesting birds, their eggs, 
and their nests can be reduced to a less than significant level through conduction of pre-construction surveys for 
ground and tree nesting raptors, birds, and their nest sites as described in mitigation measure IV.1 below. 
 
Mitigation Measures Item IV-1, 2, 6: 
MMIV-1 
Prior to any grading or construction activities during the bird nesting and raptor nesting season (February 1 - 
September 1), a focused survey for bird nests and raptor nests shall be conducted by a qualified biologist.  A report 
summarizing the survey shall be provided to Placer County and the California Department of Fish & Wildlife 
(CDFW) within 10 days of the completed survey. If an active bird nest or raptor nest is identified appropriate 
mitigation measures shall be developed and implemented in consultation with CDFW.  If construction is proposed 
to take place between February 1st and September 1st, no construction activity or tree removal shall occur within 
500 feet of an active nest (or greater distance, as determined by the CDFW). Construction activities may only 
resume after a follow up survey has been conducted and a report prepared by a qualified biologist indicating that 
the nest (or nests) is no longer active, and that no new nests have been identified. A follow up survey shall be 
conducted 2 months following the initial survey, if the initial survey occurs between February 1st  and July 1st. 
Additional follow up surveys may be required by the DRC, based on the recommendations in the study and/or as 
recommended by the CDFW. Temporary construction fencing and signage as described herein shall be installed at 
a minimum 500 foot radius around trees containing active nests.  If all project construction occurs between 
September 1st  and February 1st  no surveys will be required. Trees previously approved for removal by Placer 
County, which contain stick nests, may only be removed between September 1st and February 1st. 
 
Discussion Item IV-3: 
The project site does not support oak woodland habitat. Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
Discussion Item IV-4, 5: 
The project site does not contain any riparian, stream zones or wetlands. Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
Discussion Item IV-7: 
Approximately 23 pines and firs ranging in size between 11 inches to 51 inches in diameter are existing on the 
Woodvista property. The applicant is proposing to design around all the trees and incorporate temporary and 
permanent BMP’s around the tree drip lines.  Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
Discussion Item IV-8: 
Placer County does not have an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan or 
other such approval plans. Therefore, there is no impact.   
 
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Substantially cause adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15064.5? (PLN) 

   X 
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2. Substantially cause adverse change in the significance of a 
unique archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15064.5? (PLN) 

   X 

3. Have the potential to cause a physical change, which would 
affect unique ethnic cultural values? (PLN)    X 

4. Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential 
impact area? (PLN)    X 

5. Disturb any human remains, including these interred outside 
of dedicated cemeteries? (PLN)    X 

 
Discussion Item V-1, 2, 3, 4, 5: 
A Native American Heritage Commission letter dated May 15, 2017 showed a records search of the Native 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) was completed for the project area with negative results. Therefore there is no 
known unique ethnic value or archeological resource on site. 
     
The subject property was developed and constructed from 1953 through 1959 as a hotel/motel project that 
contained 16 hotel units with one residential managers unit, pool, and paved parking. The managers unit has 
recently been remodeled and one of the four unit hotel/motel buildings has recently been demolished.  The project 
proposes development on the parcel by converting the existing manager’s structure use, completing the 
construction of Building B with three residential units, and removing building (Building C) and constructing three 
units in the same building footprint in conjunction with paved parking, fencing and landscaping. The existing pool 
will remain. There will be some trenching and Community Plan Improvements along the State Highway right-of-way 
for undergrounding overhead utilities. As stated earlier, the one remaining substandard building (Building C) will be 
demolished and has no historic significance and no effect on a cultural resource. 
 
However, there may be resources that are buried on the site that could be unearthed during development activities. 
The following standard condition of approval will be included for the project and included as a condition on the 
Improvement Plans. 
 
“If any archeological artifacts, exotic rock (on-native) or unusual amounts of shell or bone are uncovered during any 
on-site construction activities, all work must stop immediately in the area and a certified archeologist retained to 
evaluate the deposit in consultation with the Washoe Tribe. The Placer County Planning Department and 
Department of Museums must also be contacted for review of the archeological find(s). 
 
If the discovery consists of human remains, the Placer County Coroner, Native American Heritage Commission and 
the Washoe Tribe must also be contacted. Work in the area may only proceed after authorization is granted by the 
Placer County Planning Services Division. A note to this effect shall be provided on the Improvement Plans for the 
project. 
 
Following a review of the new find and consultation with appropriate experts, if necessary, the authority to proceed 
may be accompanied by the addition of development requirements, which provide protection of the site, and/or 
additional mitigation measures necessary to address the unique or sensitive nature of the site.” 
 
With the inclusion of this Condition of Approval, the proposed project will have no effect on cultural resources. 
Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
VI. GEOLOGY & SOILS – Would the project: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Expose people or structures to unstable earth conditions or 
changes in geologic substructures? (ESD)   X  

2. Result in significant disruptions, displacements, compaction 
or overcrowding of the soil? (ESD)  X   
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3. Result in substantial change in topography or ground surface 
relief features? (ESD)   X  

4. Result in the destruction, covering or modification of any 
unique geologic or physical features? (ESD)   X  

5. Result in any significant increase in wind or water erosion of 
soils, either on or off the site? (ESD)  X   

6. Result in changes in deposition or erosion or changes in 
siltation which may modify the channel of a river, stream, or 
lake? (ESD) 

 X   

7. Result in exposure of people or property to geologic and 
geomorphological (i.e. Avalanches) hazards such as 
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar 
hazards? (PLN, ESD) 

  X  

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

  X  

9. Be located on expansive soils, as defined in Chapter 18 of 
the California Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or 
property? (ESD) 

   X 

 
Discussion Item VI-1, 3, 4: 
The project proposes to redevelop an existing motel property into a new multi-family residential property containing 
up to seven condominium units. The existing developed property is approximately 0.96 acre and located adjacent to 
Caltrans’ State Highway 28 and Beach Street, a County maintained road. The existing motel building, parking lot, 
and associated improvements will be demolished with excavation of approximately four feet in depth. The pool and 
existing single family residence will remain. The site will be graded with the addition of up to three feet of fill. The 
project will import approximately 615 cubic yards of material during site demolition/preparation and move 
approximately 630 cubic yards of material within the property. All materials will be purchased or disposed of at 
Teichert Materials in Truckee. The site topography will remain consistent with existing conditions and will continue to 
slope gradually from north to south. 
 
A Preliminary Geotechnical Assessment was prepared by Nortech Geotechnical/Civil Consultants, dated March 15, 
2017, which identified the soils in the area as medium dense, silty and/or clean sands with gravels. This native silty 
sand excavation material can be used as fill. The Assessment concluded that, from a geotechnical engineering 
standpoint, the site development can be completed as planned. In general, conventional site grading techniques and 
building foundation, slab and exterior flatwork construction can be used for the development, though deeper 
excavation difficulty may be encountered in some areas due to the existing large boulder or bedrock mantle. The 
Assessment does not identify any unique geologic or physical features for the soil that would be destroyed or 
modified. The Assessment does not identify the site as located on a geological unit or soil that is unstable or that will 
become unstable as a result of the project.  Construction of the proposed buildings and associated circulation 
improvements will not create any significant unstable earth conditions or change any geologic substructure resulting 
in unstable earth.   
 
The proposed project’s impacts associated with exposing people or structures to unstable earth conditions or 
changes in geologic substructures; change in topography; and destruction or modification of unique geologic or 
physical features are less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Discussion Item VI-2: 
To construct the improvements proposed, potentially significant disruption of soils on-site will occur, including 
excavation/compaction for the circulation improvements, foundations, and various utilities. Approximately 0.6 acre of 
the 0.96-acre site will be disturbed by grading activities.  The earthwork is proposed to include approximately 630 
cubic yards of material onsite with approximately 615 cubic yards of soil import and no soil is proposed to be 
exported. The project proposes maximum soil cuts of up to approximately four feet and maximum fill of up to 
approximately three feet as shown on the preliminary grading plan and described in project information.  
 
The proposed project’s impacts associated with; disruptions, displacements, and compaction of soil will be mitigated 
to a less than significant level by implementing the following mitigation measures: 
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Mitigation Measures Item VI-2:  
MM VI.1  
The applicant shall prepare and submit Improvement Plans, specifications and cost estimates (per the requirements 
of Section II of the Land Development Manual [LDM] that are in effect at the time of submittal) to the Engineering and 
Surveying Division (ESD) for review and approval of each project phase. The plans shall show all physical 
improvements as required by the conditions for the project as well as pertinent topographical features both on and off 
site.  All existing and proposed utilities and easements, on site and adjacent to the project, which may be affected by 
planned construction, shall be shown on the plans. All landscaping and irrigation facilities within the public right-of-
way (or public easements), or landscaping within sight distance areas at intersections, shall be included in the 
Improvement Plans. The applicant shall pay plan check and inspection fees with the 1st Improvement Plan submittal.  
(NOTE: Prior to plan approval, all applicable recording and reproduction costs shall be paid).  The cost of the above-
noted landscape and irrigation facilities shall be included in the estimates used to determine these fees.  It is the 
applicant's responsibility to obtain all required agency signatures on the plans and to secure department approvals.  
If the Design/Site Review process and/or Development Review Committee (DRC) review is required as a condition of 
approval for the project, said review process shall be completed prior to submittal of Improvement Plans.  Record 
drawings shall be prepared and signed by a California Registered Civil Engineer at the applicant's expense and shall 
be submitted to the ESD in both hard copy and electronic versions in a format to be approved by the ESD prior to 
acceptance by the County of site improvements.   
  
Conceptual landscape plans submitted prior to project approval may require modification during the Improvement 
Plan process to resolve issues of drainage and traffic safety.     
 
MM VI.2  
The Improvement Plans for each project phase shall show all proposed grading, drainage improvements, vegetation 
and tree removal and all work shall conform to provisions of the County Grading Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.48, Placer 
County Code) and Stormwater Quality Ordinance (Ref. Article 8.28, Placer County Code)  that are in effect at the time 
of submittal.  No grading, clearing, or tree disturbance shall occur until the Improvement Plans are approved and all 
temporary construction fencing has been installed and inspected by a member of the Development Review Committee 
(DRC).  All cut/fill slopes shall be at a maximum of 2:1 (horizontal: vertical) unless a soils report supports a steeper 
slope and the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD) concurs with said recommendation.   
  
The applicant shall revegetate all disturbed areas.  Revegetation, undertaken from April 1 to October 1, shall include 
regular watering to ensure adequate growth.  A winterization plan shall be provided with project Improvement Plans.  It 
is the applicant's responsibility to ensure proper installation and maintenance of erosion control/winterization before, 
during, and after project construction.  Soil stockpiling or borrow areas, shall have proper erosion control measures 
applied for the duration of the construction as specified in the Improvement Plans.  Provide for erosion control where 
roadside drainage is off of the pavement, to the satisfaction of the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD). 
  
The applicant shall submit to the ESD a letter of credit or cash deposit in the amount of 110 percent of an approved 
engineer's estimate for winterization and permanent erosion control work prior to Improvement Plan approval to 
guarantee protection against erosion and improper grading practices.  Upon the County's acceptance of improvements, 
and satisfactory completion of a one-year maintenance period, unused portions of said deposit shall be refunded to the 
project applicant or authorized agent. 
  
If, at any time during construction, a field review by County personnel indicates a significant deviation from the 
proposed grading shown on the Improvement Plans, specifically with regard to slope heights, slope ratios, erosion 
control, winterization, tree disturbance, and/or pad elevations and configurations, the plans shall be reviewed by the 
DRC/ESD for a determination of substantial conformance to the project approvals prior to any further work proceeding.  
Failure of the DRC/ESD to make a determination of substantial conformance may serve as grounds for the 
revocation/modification of the project approval by the appropriate hearing body. 
 
MM VI.3  
The Improvement Plan submittal shall include a final geotechnical engineering report produced by a California 
Registered Civil Engineer or Geotechnical Engineer for Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD) review and 
approval.  The report shall address and make recommendations on the following: 
 A) Road, pavement, and parking area design; 
 B) Structural foundations, including retaining wall design; 
 C) Grading practices; 
 D) Erosion/winterization; 



Initial Study & Checklist continued 

PLN=Planning Services Division, ESD=Engineering & Surveying Division, EHS=Environmental Health Services          13 of 32 

 E) Special problems discovered on-site, (i.e., groundwater, liquefiable soils, etc.) 
 F) Slope stability 
  
Once approved by the ESD, two copies of the final report shall be provided to the ESD and one copy to the Building 
Services Division for its use. It is the responsibility of the developer to provide for engineering inspection and 
certification that earthwork has been performed in conformity with recommendations contained in the report.  
 
Discussion Item VI-5, 6:  
The project proposes demolition of the existing motel building and pavement followed by construction of two multi-
family condominium units and associated improvements, including circulation paving, foundations, and various 
utilities. Grading activities on this property increases the risk of erosion and creates a potential for contamination of 
stormwater runoff with disturbed soils or other pollutants introduced through typical grading practices.  
 
The project is approximately 500 feet north of Lake Tahoe, which is especially sensitive to the addition of sediment 
or dust from nearby development activities. The construction phase will create significant potential for erosion as 
disturbed soil may come in contact with wind or precipitation that could transport sediment to the air and/or directly 
to Lake Tahoe. Erosion and water quality impacts from site grading activities have the potential to cause a direct 
negative influence on local waterways such as Lake Tahoe. Discharge of concentrated runoff in the post-
development condition could also contribute to the erosion potential impact in the long-term. Erosion and water 
quality impacts can occur when protective site cover is removed and soils are disturbed.  This disruption of soils on 
the site has the potential to result in significant increases in erosion of soils both on- and off-site.  The proposed 
project’s impacts associated with soil erosion will be mitigated to a less than significant level by implementing the 
following mitigation measures: 
 
Mitigation Measures  Item VI-5, 6:  
MM VI.1, MM VI.2, MM VI.3, as well as the following: 
 
MM VI.4  
Staging Areas:  The Improvement Plans shall identify the stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas with locations as far 
as practical from existing dwellings and protected resources in the area. 
 
MM VI.5  
The Improvement Plans shall show that water quality treatment facilities/Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall 
be designed according to the guidance of the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best 
Management Practice Handbooks for Construction, for New Development  and Redevelopment, and for Industrial 
and Commercial (or other similar source as approved by the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD)) such as 
the Erosion & Sediment Control Guidelines for Developing Areas of the Sierra Foothills and Mountains).  
   
Construction (temporary) BMPs for the project include, but are not limited to: Fiber Rolls (Plate 205), Stabilized 
Construction Entrance (Plate 203), Silt Fence (Plate 204), revegetation techniques, dust control measures, 
concrete truck washout areas, securing import loads with tarps to prevent offsite airborne contaminants, weekly 
street sweeping, and limiting the soil disturbance. (ESD) 
 
MM VI.6  
Prior to construction commencing, the applicant shall provide evidence to the Engineering and Surveying Division 
of project-specific issuance of a Waste Discharge ID (WDID) number generated by the State Water Resources 
Control Board’s Stormwater Multiple Application & Reports Tracking System (SMARTS). This serves as the State 
Board’s approval or permit under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction 
general permit.  (ESD) 
 
MM VI.7  
Project-related stormwater discharges are subject to Placer County’s Stormwater Quality Ordinance (Placer County 
Code, Article 8.28). This project shall reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the maximum extent 
practicable and prevent nonstormwater discharges from leaving the site, both during and after construction. 
 
The project shall implement permanent and operational source control measures as applicable.  Source control 
measures shall be designed for pollutant generating activities or sources consistent with recommendations from the 
California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) Stormwater BMP Handbook for New Development and 
Redevelopment, or equivalent manual, and shall be shown on the Improvement Plans.   
 (ESD) 
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Discussion Item VI-7, 8:  
The site is located within an area susceptible to seismic shaking during and shortly after a seismic event in northern 
California and western Nevada. The site may experience moderate ground shaking caused by earthquakes 
occurring along offsite faults. The Preliminary Geotechnical Assessment was prepared by Nortech 
Geotechnical/Civil Consultants, dated March 15, 2017, states that no mapped active or potentially active faults 
transect the site. The faults in the vicinity are in bedrock and are inactive. Additionally, the Assessment concluded 
that there is little to no possibility of liquefaction to occur onsite or in the vicinity. 
 
The structures will be constructed according to the current edition of the California Building Code, which includes 
seismic design criteria, and with professional geotechnical engineer oversight, so the likelihood of severe damage 
due to ground shaking is minimal. The project’s impacts related to geologic and geomorphological hazards such as 
earthquakes, ground failure, or similar hazards, as well as the project’s impacts related to soil instability and 
potential off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, and liquefaction are less than significant. No mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
Discussion Item VI-9:  
The Preliminary Geotechnical Assessment was prepared by Nortech Geotechnical/Civil Consultants, dated March 
15, 2017, concludes that no highly compressible or potentially expansive soil conditions are expected at the site.   
Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant and/or cumulative impact 
on the environment? (PLN, Air Quality) 

  X  

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases? (PLN, Air Quality) 

  X  

 
Discussion Item VII-1, 2: 
The California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB32) signed into law in September 2006, required statewide GHG 
emissions to be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. AB32 established regulatory, reporting, and market mechanisms 
to achieve this goal and provides guidance to help attain quantifiable reductions in emissions efficiently, without 
limiting population and economic growth. In September of 2016, Senate Bill (SB) 32 was signed by the Governor, to 
establish a California GHG reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.  
 
Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of primary concern from land use projects include carbon dioxide (CO2), 
methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O). Construction related activities resulting in exhaust emissions may come 
from fuel combustion for heavy-duty diesel and gasoline-powered equipment, portable auxiliary equipment, material 
delivery trucks, and worker commuter trips. Operational GHG emissions would result from motor vehicle trips 
generated by the residents and visitors, as well as on-site fuel combustion for landscape maintenance equipment.  
The project would result in demolition, grading, subsequent paving and the construction of seven units, along with 
the construction of associated utilities and roadways.   
 
On October 13, 2016, the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) adopted CEQA significance 
thresholds for GHG emissions as shown below. The Brightline Threshold of 10,000 metric tons (MT) CO2e/yr 
threshold for construction and operational phases, and the De Minimis level of 1,100 MT CO2e/yr for operational, 
were used to determine significance. GHG emissions from projects that exceed 10,000 MT CO2e/yr would be 
deemed to have a cumulatively considerable contribution to global climate change. For a land use project, this level 
of emissions is equivalent to a project size of approximately 646 single‐family dwelling units, or a 323,955 square 
feet commercial building. 
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PCAPCD CEQA THRESHOLDS FOR GHG EMISSIONS 
 

1. Brightline Threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e/yr for the construction and operational phases of land use 
projects as well as the stationary source projects, 
 

2. Efficiency Matrix for the operational phase of land use development projects when emissions exceed the 
De Minimis Level, and 
 

3. De Minimis Level for the operational phases of 1,100 MT CO2e/yr. 
 
Construction related GHG emissions would be generated by construction equipment, demolition, vegetation 
clearing and earth movement activities, construction workers’ commute, and construction material hauling. The 
construction activity is not anticipated to exceed the PCAPCD Brightline threshold. For the operational phase, the 
proposed project is considerably smaller than the project screening sizes provided in the PCAPCD’s screening 
tables and therefore would be below the PCACPD’s CEQA thresholds. The project therefore would not substantially 
hinder the State’s ability to attain the goals identified in SB 32. Thus, the construction and operation of the project 
would not generate substantial greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, which may be considered to 
have a significant impact on the environment, nor conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases and is therefore considered to have a less than 
significant impact. No mitigation measures are required. 
 
VIII. HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the project: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine handling, transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials? (EHS) 

  X  

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

  X  

3. Emit hazardous emissions, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? (PLN, Air 
Quality) 

  X  

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

   X 

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

   X 

6. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing in the 
project area? (PLN) 

   X 

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

  X  

8. Create any health hazard or potential health hazard? (EHS)    X 
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9. Expose people to existing sources of potential health 
hazards? (EHS)    X 

  
Discussion Item VIII-1, 2: 
The use of hazardous substances during normal construction and residential activities is expected to be limited in 
nature, and will be subject to standard handling and storage requirements. Accordingly, impacts related to the 
release of hazardous substances are considered less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Discussion Item VIII-3: 
The project includes grading operations which would result in short-term diesel exhaust emissions from on-site 
heavy-duty equipment and would generate DPM emissions from the use of off-road diesel equipment required for 
site grading. However, because of the dispersive properties of DPM, and the distance from any sensitive receptors 
to the project site, the impacts on those receptors would be less than significant.  Further, operation of the project 
does not propose a use that involves activities that would emit hazardous substances or waste that would affect a 
substantial number of people and is therefore considered to have a less than significant impact. No mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
Discussion Item VIII-4, 9: 
The project is not located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and will not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
Discussion Item VIII-5, 6: 
The closest airport or airstrip to the project site is the Truckee Tahoe Airport, approximately 10 miles north of the 
project site and no safety hazard will occur as a result of the proposed project. Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
Discussion Item VIII-7: 
The proposed project will develop a seven-unit condominium project in an urban area of Kings Beach/Tahoe Vista 
area that contains the potential for wildfire danger. The California Department of Fire and Forestry Protection 
(2007) designates the project site as being located in the High Fire Hazard Severity Zone of the State 
Responsibility Area (SRA). The project will be required to conform to the current fire safe building codes, including 
the Placer County Fire Safe ordinance and section 4290 of the California Public Resource Code and a “will serve” 
letter from the North Tahoe Fire Protection District will be required. As the new structures will be constructed to be 
consistent with Fire and Building Code, the potential risk from wild land fires will be reduced to less than significant 
levels. No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Discussion Item VIII-8:  
The project will not create a health hazard or potential health hazard. Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
IX. HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY – Would the project: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Violate any federal, state or county potable water quality 
standards? (EHS)    X 

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

   X 

3. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area? (ESD)  X   

4. Increase the rate or amount of surface runoff? (ESD)  X   
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5. Create or contribute runoff water which would include 
substantial additional sources of polluted water? (ESD)  X   

6. Otherwise substantially degrade surface water quality?(ESD)  X   

7. Otherwise substantially degrade ground water quality? (EHS)   X  

8. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped 
on a federal Flood Hazard boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
Map or other flood hazard delineation map? (ESD) 

   X 

9. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area improvements 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? (ESD)    X 

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

   X 

11. Alter the direction or rate of flow of groundwater? (EHS)    X 

12. Impact the watershed of important surface water resources, 
including but not limited to Lake Tahoe, Folsom Lake, Hell Hole 
Reservoir, Rock Creek Reservoir, Sugar Pine Reservoir, 
French Meadows Reservoir, Combie Lake, and Rollins Lake? 
(EHS, ESD) 

 X   

 
Discussion Item IX-1: 
The proposed project will not rely on groundwater wells as a potable water source.  Potable water for this project 
will be treated water from the North Tahoe Public Utility District. The project will not violate water quality standards 
with respect to potable water. Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
Discussion Item IX-2: 
The proposed project will not utilize groundwater, and is not located in an area where soils are conducive to 
groundwater recharge. As a result, project will not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater 
recharge. Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
Discussion Item IX-3, 4: 
The existing 0.96-acre site is developed with a hotel building, foundation, and main house, paved driveway, 
concrete patio, swimming pool and several incidental areas of impervious coverage. A preliminary Drainage 
Narrative was prepared for the project by PR Design & Engineering Inc., dated May 12, 2017.  According to this 
Narrative, improvements to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-way have elevated the 
frontage, inhibiting proper drainage from the parcel. As such, the parcel currently experiences frequent ponding of 
runoff at the southerly end of the property where historic runoff would have continued southward.  
 
The proposed project includes demolition of the existing hotel building, construction of two multi-family 
condominium buildings, each with three units. The existing residence is to remain. A new paved circulation drive 
aisle, parking areas, sidewalks and miscellaneous hardscapes are proposed, however the proposed coverage of 
the site will decrease from approximately 27,300 square feet (65.2 percent) to 24,600 square feet (58.7 percent). 
The overall site drainage patterns will remain consistent with existing development on the parcel, draining from 
north to south. On-site improvements are proposed to alleviate ponding induced by recent changes to the Caltrans 
right-of-way. 
 
The proposed project has the potential to increase the peak stormwater runoff amount and volume. The 10 and 100 
year post-development peak flows downstream of the site were shown to remain the same as pre-development 
peak flows. The project is proposing to mitigate any increases in peak stormwater flows with the construction of 
onsite stormwater facilities that will reduce the post-development runoff to pre-development levels or less. The 
post-development volume of runoff is also proposed to be reduced to the Placer County and TRPA standards. 
 
The proposed project may also have impacts on drainage facilities within the Caltrans right-of-way. The project will 
be required to obtain an Encroachment Permit for the construction of the proposed driveway road encroachment 
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and six foot sidewalk. Any improvements within the Caltrans right-of-way impacting the existing drainage facilities 
will be constructed to Caltrans standards. 
 
A final drainage report will be prepared and submitted with the site improvement plans for County review and 
approval in order to monitor the preliminary drainage calculations and results. The proposed project’s impacts 
associated with altering the existing drainage patterns of the site as well as increases in peak flow and volumetric 
runoff can be mitigated to a less than significant level by implementing the following mitigation measures: 
 
Mitigation Measures Item IX-3, 4:  
MM VI.1, MM VI.2, as well as the following: 
 
MM IX.1  
As part of the Improvement Plan submittal process, the preliminary Drainage Narrative provided during 
environmental review shall be submitted in final format. The final Drainage Report may require more detail than that 
provided in the preliminary report, and will be reviewed in concert with the Improvement Plans to confirm conformity 
between the two. The report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall, at a minimum, include:  A 
written text addressing existing conditions, the effects of the proposed improvements, all appropriate calculations, 
watershed maps, changes in flows and patterns, and proposed on- and off-site improvements and drainage 
easements to accommodate flows from this project. The report shall identify water quality protection features and 
methods to be used during construction, as well as long-term post-construction water quality measures. The final 
Drainage Report shall be prepared in conformance with the requirements of Section 5 of the Land Development 
Manual and the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual that are in effect at the time of improvement plan 
submittal.  (ESD) 
 
MM IX.2  
The Improvement Plan submittal and Drainage Report shall provide details showing that storm water run-off shall 
be reduced to pre-project conditions (i.e. detention facilities, pervious pavement, storm water routing methods, 
etc.).  Detention facilities shall be designed in accordance with the requirements of the Placer County Storm Water 
Management Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal, and to the satisfaction of the County and shall be 
shown on the Improvement Plans. No detention facility construction shall be permitted within any identified 
wetlands area, floodplain, or right-of-way, except as authorized by project approvals.  (ESD) 
 
Discussion Item IX-5, 6: 
The project will construct 24,629 square feet of impervious surfaces for the buildings, hardscapes, paved parking areas, 
and concrete walkways. This is a reduction of 9 percent of impervious surface area from the previous motel use, which 
did not have any water quality BMPs installed to treat the runoff from impervious surfaces. The multi-family residential 
project proposes fill and grading in order to drain the new impervious surfaces towards underground infiltration galleries 
to treat the runoff from the 20-year 1-hour storm event as required by Placer County and TRPA.  In the post-
development condition, the project could potentially introduce contaminants such as oil and grease, sediment, 
nutrients, metals, organics, surfactants from vehicle washing activities, pesticides, and trash from activities such as 
pavement runoff, outdoor storage, and refuse collection. However, the project proposes permanent BMPs designed 
in accordance with TRPA requirements including rock armor at roof driplines, vegetated infiltration areas, and 
subsurface infiltration galleries where surface treatment is infeasible. Stormwater runoff is collected by drainage 
swales, channel drains and storm drain inlets. A final drainage report will be required with submittal of the 
improvement plans for County review and approval to substantiate the preliminary report drainage and BMP sizing 
calculations. The proposed project’s impacts associated with water quality degradation will be mitigated to a less 
than significant level by implementing the following mitigation measures: 
 
Mitigation Measures Item IX-5, 6:  
MM VI.1, MM VI.2, MM VI.3, MM VI.4, MM VI.5, MM VI.6, MM VI.7, and MM IX.1, as well as the following: 
 
MM IX.3  
The Improvement Plans shall show that water quality treatment facilities/Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall 
be designed according to the guidance of the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best 
Management Practice Handbooks for Construction, for New Development / Redevelopment, and for Industrial and 
Commercial (or other similar source as approved by the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD)) such as the 
Erosion & Sediment Control Guidelines for Developing Areas of the Sierra Foothills and Mountains). 
   
Storm drainage from on- and off-site impervious surfaces (including roads) shall be collected and routed through 
specially designed catch basins, vegetated swales, vaults, infiltration basins, water quality basins, filters, etc. for 
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entrapment of sediment, debris and oils/greases or other identified pollutants, as approved by the Engineering and 
Surveying Division (ESD).  BMPs shall be designed at a minimum in accordance with the Placer County Guidance 
Document for Volume and Flow-Based Sizing of Permanent Post-Construction Best Management Practices for 
Stormwater Quality Protection.  Post-development (permanent) BMPs for the project include, but are not limited to: 
rock armor at roof driplines, vegetated infiltration areas, and subsurface infiltration galleries. No water quality facility 
construction shall be permitted within any identified wetlands area, floodplain, or right-of-way, except as authorized 
by project approvals. 
   
All BMPs shall be maintained as required to ensure effectiveness. The applicant shall provide for the establishment 
of vegetation, where specified, by means of proper irrigation.  Proof of on-going maintenance, such as contractual 
evidence, shall be provided to ESD upon request.  Maintenance of these facilities shall be provided by the project 
owners/permittees unless, and until, a County Service Area is created and said facilities are accepted by the 
County for maintenance.  Contractual evidence of a monthly parking lot sweeping and vacuuming, and catch basin 
cleaning program shall be provided to the ESD upon request.  Failure to do so will be grounds for discretionary 
permit revocation.  Prior to Improvement Plan or Final Subdivision Map approval, easements shall be created and 
offered for dedication to the County for maintenance and access to these facilities in anticipation of possible County 
maintenance.  (ESD) 
 
MM IX.4  
The Improvement Plans shall include the message details, placement, and locations showing that all storm drain 
inlets and catch basins within the project area shall be permanently marked/embossed with prohibitive language 
such as “No Dumping! Flows to Lake.” or other language /graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping as 
approved by the Engineering and Surveying Department (ESD). The Property Owners and/or Property Owners’ 
association are responsible for maintaining the legibility of stamped messages and signs.  (ESD) 
 
Discussion Item IX-7: 
The proposed project could result in urban stormwater runoff.  Standard Best Management Practices (BMPs) will 
be used and as such, the potential for this project to violate any water quality standards is considered to be less 
than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Discussion Item IX-8, 9, 10: 
The project development area is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area as defined and mapped by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and no housing is proposed to be placed within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map. Improvements will not be placed within a 100-year flood hazard area which would impede or redirect 
flood flows. People or structures will not be exposed to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. Therefore, there is no impact.  
 
Discussion Item IX-11: 
The proposed project will not alter the direction or rate of flow of groundwater as the project does not use a 
groundwater source for drinking water. It is anticipated that there will be no impact to the direction or rate of flow of 
groundwater. Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
Discussion Items IX-12: 
The project has the potential to increase water quality impacts to local drainageways, and therefore, local 
watersheds, including Lake Tahoe. The proposed project’s impacts associated with impacts to surface water quality 
within this watershed can be mitigated to a less than significant level by implementing the following mitigation 
measures: 
 
Mitigation Measures Item IX-12:  
MM VI.1, MM VI.2, MM VI.3 MM VI.4, MM VI.5, MM VI.6, MM VI.7, MM IX.1, MM IX.3, MM IX.4 
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X. LAND USE & PLANNING – Would the project: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Physically divide an established community? (PLN)    X 

2. Conflict with General Plan/Community Plan/Specific Plan 
designations or zoning, or Plan policies adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 
(EHS, ESD, PLN) 

  X  

3. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan or other County policies, 
plans, or regulations adopted for purposes of avoiding or 
mitigating environmental effects? (PLN) 

   X 

4. Result in the development of incompatible uses and/or the 
creation of land use conflicts? (PLN)    X 

5. Affect agricultural and timber resources or operations (i.e. 
impacts to soils or farmlands and timber harvest plans, or 
impacts from incompatible land uses)? (PLN) 

   X 

6. Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established 
community (including a low-income or minority community)? 
(PLN) 

   X 

7. Result in a substantial alteration of the present or planned 
land use of an area? (PLN)   X  

8. Cause economic or social changes that would result in 
significant adverse physical changes to the environment such 
as urban decay or deterioration? (PLN) 

   X 

 
Discussion Items X-1, 6, 8:  
The project site is within the Tahoe Basin Area Plan, North Tahoe East Zoning District, subdistrict Mixed-Use 
Mountainside Town Center (MU-MTC) Transition Area. The MU-MTC subdistrict allows residential development 
and the proposed project is consistent with surrounding land uses and designations and will not disrupt or divide a 
community or cause an economic or social change that would result in significant adverse physical changes to the 
environment such as urban decay. This is an infill project that will improve and provide the residential needs for the 
North Tahoe East area. Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
Discussion Items X-2, 7: 
The Community Plan and Land Use Ordinance Land Use Designation for the project site is “North Tahoe East 
Zoning District, subdistrict Mixed-Use Mountainside Town Center (MU-MTC) Transition Area.” The proposed 
construction of a Planned Residential Development of up to seven units with common open space is consistent with 
the North Tahoe East land use designation identified in the Tahoe Basin Area Plan. As described, the project 
requests a Conditional Use Permit, Major Subdivision, Planned Residential Development, and Variances to allow a  
six-foot setback between edge of travel lane of the adjacent street (Beach street) and the first parking space where 
a 10-foot setback shall apply to an exit-only driveway, and to allow a six-foot stone and wrought iron fence zero feet 
from property line (State Highway 28) where 20 feet is required. These entitlements will be considered by the 
Planning Commission. The development of the site as proposed does not conflict with the land use policies or 
designations of the Tahoe Basin Area Plan, and Land Use Ordinance and does not represent an alteration of the 
present or planned land use of the area. The project is located on State Highway 28 and within the North Tahoe 
East Community Plan area.  Community Plan Improvements (undergrounding overhead utilities, curb, gutter, and 
sidewalk) along State Highway 28 right-of-way are required. Impacts are considered less than significant. No 
mitigations measures are required. 
 
Discussion Item X-3: 
The project site is not located within any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Communities Conservation 
Plan, or other approved conservation plan area. Therefore, there is no impact. 
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Discussion Item X-4: 
As described, the proposed project is an infill project that proposes to improve the area by providing seven 
residential units for sale and installation of permanent water quality measures. The project will not result in the 
development of incompatible uses and/or the creation of land use conflicts. The proposed residential buildings are 
consistent with surrounding land uses and with the Plan Area. Therefore, there is no impact.  
 
Discussion Item X-5: 
There are no agricultural or lumber resources on the project site and the project does not propose any such 
activities. Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
XI. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project result in: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. The loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 
(PLN) 

   X 

2. The loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or 
other land use plan? (PLN) 

   X 

 
Discussion Item XI-1, 2: 
There are no known mineral resources of state or local significance at this site. Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
XII. NOISE – Would the project result in: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local General Plan, 
Community Plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? (PLN) 

  X  

2. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
(PLN) 

  X  

3. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? (PLN) 

 X   

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

   X 

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

   X 

 
Discussion Item XII-1, 2: 
The proposed project would result in the addition of a new residential use of seven residential units on a site that is 
currently surrounded by commercial, hotel/motels, institutional, and residential uses. The applicant provided a noise 
analysis showing the only sensitive receptors (i.e. residences.) that exist in the vicinity are the residents that are 
found intermediately on North Lake Boulevard. The site is designed to have the parking area in the center of the 
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project with three buildings facing the northern and eastern perimeter of the property. Additionally, the residential 
project would not generate noise during normal business hours and would not generate noise that could exceed 
any County standards after hours, when the sound thresholds are lower. Therefore, the project does not have the 
potential to expose people to noise levels in excess of standards contained in the Tahoe Basin Area Plan.  
 
At present, the most significant contributor to ambient noise in the vicinity is the highway traffic on North Lake 
Boulevard. The development of seven residential units with associated traffic will have a negligible effect on 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity. Future residences at the project site shall be required to adhere to the County 
noise ordinance standards for land uses.  
 
The proposed residences, through the building permit phase, will be designed with sound buffering windows and 
insulation to make any existing noise less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Discussion Item XII-3: 
The noise generated by construction activities associated with the proposed project may result in a temporary 
increase in ambient noise levels in the area. The movement of construction equipment, site excavation, concrete 
work, wood framing and other normal building construction activities will create noise levels that may exceed the 
Placer County Noise Ordinance standards. Although these activities will be temporary in nature, they represent a 
potentially significant impact on the surrounding area.   
 
The following mitigation measures will be incorporated into the project in order to reduce these impacts to less than 
significant: 
 
Mitigation Measures Item XII-3: 
MM XII.1 In order to mitigate the impacts of construction noise noted above, construction noise emanating from any 
construction activities for which a building permit or grading permit is required is prohibited on Sundays and Federal 
Holiday and shall only occur: 

1. Monday through Friday, 6:00 am to 8:00 pm (during daylight savings) 
2. Monday through Friday, 7:00 am to 8:00 pm (during standard time) 
3. Saturdays, 8:00 am to 6:00 pm 

 
Essentially, quiet activities which do not involve heavy equipment or machinery, or interior work on an enclosed 
structure (i.e., roof and siding completed) may occur at other times beyond those noted above.      
 
Discussion Item XII-4, 5: 
The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of a public or private airport. Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
XIII. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? (PLN)    X 

 
Discussion Item XIII-1: 
No paleontological resources are known or suspected and no unique geological features exist on the project site.  
There will be minimal trenching required for project construction.  If subsurface or buried materials are found during 
construction, the Contractor will cease all construction and contact Placer County Immediately and engage the 
services of a qualified archeologist/paleontologist to assess the potential paleontological resource and make 
recommendations for mitigation.  Therefore, there is no impact. 
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XIV. POPULATION & HOUSING – Would the project: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  X  

2. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? (PLN) 

   X 

 
Discussion Item XIV-1:  
Since the proposed project includes the development of seven residential units, it will result in a slight increase in 
population. However, the development is consistent with the development anticipated in the Tahoe Basin Area Plan 
since the proposed dwellings are an allowed use. This impact is less than significant. No mitigation measures are 
required.   
 
Discussion Item XIV-2:  
The proposed project site is an existing abandoned hotel/motel parcel with one care taker unit that is currently 
occupied by the property owners on a temporary basis. There are no existing residences on the project site, 
therefore, neither housing units nor people would be displaced, and no replacement housing would be required.  
Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES – Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental services and/or facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services? 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Fire protection? (ESD, PLN)    X 

2. Sheriff protection? (ESD, PLN)    X 

3. Schools? (ESD, PLN)    X 

4. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? (ESD, PLN)   X  

5. Other governmental services? (ESD, PLN)    X 

 
Discussion Item XV-1, 2, 3, 5:   
The proposed project would result in the development of a Planned Residential Development with seven residential 
units and is located within several established services districts include the North Tahoe Fire Protection District and 
North Tahoe Public Service District, Placer County Sheriff Office, Tahoe-Truckee School District as well as other 
governmental services that currently serve the project site and surrounding area. As a condition of approval for the 
project, “Will-serve” letters will be required from the appropriate public services providers indicating they have the 
services needed to construct the project. Therefore, there is no impact. 
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Discussion Item XV-4:  
The project site originally had 16 motel units with one manager’s unit.  The project would remove the remaining four 
motel units in one building (Building C) and convert the existing care taker unit to a residential unit while removing 
parking and associated infrastructure. The seven-unit residential project does not generate the need for more 
maintenance of public facilities that what was anticipated with the build out of the Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Land 
Use Ordinance. The project proposes two driveways, one on State Highway 28 in the Caltrans right-of-way and one 
on Beach Street, a County maintained road. These driveways are located in approximately the same location as 
two existing driveways. There are no new impacts related to maintenance of public facilities, including roads. No 
mitigation measures are required. 
 
XVI. RECREATION – Would the project result in: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated? (PLN) 

   X 

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

   X 

 
Discussion Item XVI-1, 2: 
The proposed project would result in the development of three buildings with up to seven residential units on one 
parcel and common open space. Since the project is proposing to provide on-site housing near Lake Tahoe with 
existing recreational amenities, there will be no significant increase in demand on neighborhood or regional parks 
or other recreational facilities. Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
XVII. TRANSPORTATION & TRAFFIC – Would the project result in: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. An increase in traffic which may be substantial in relation to 
the existing and/or planned future year traffic load and capacity 
of the roadway system (i.e. result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio 
on roads, or congestion at intersections)? (ESD) 

  X  

2. Exceeding, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 
service standard established by the County General Plan 
and/or Community Plan for roads affected by project traffic? 
(ESD) 

  X  

3. Increased impacts to vehicle safety due to roadway design 
features (i.e. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (ESD) 

 X   

4. Inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses? 
(ESD)    X 

5. Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site? (ESD, PLN)  X   

6. Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? (ESD)  X   
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7. Conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (i.e. bus turnouts, bicycle 
lanes, bicycle racks, public transit, pedestrian facilities, etc.) or 
otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities? (ESD) 

 X   

8. Change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial 
safety risks? (PLN) 

   X 

 
Discussion Item XVII-1, 2:   
The proposed project is located on the corner of State Highway 28 and Beach Street. The project proposes multi-
family residential buildings that will contain up to seven airspace condominium units. The proposed project creates 
site-specific impacts on local transportation systems that are considered less than significant when analyzed 
against the existing baseline traffic conditions and does not result in the operation of a roadway or intersection at a 
Level of Service that exceeds the minimum established by the General Plan or Area Plan.  Traffic mitigation fee(s) 
will not be required for the project based on credits applied from previous use.  There is no significant impact to the 
capacity of the local and regional roadway system. The project will not exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a 
level of service standard established by the County for roads affected by project traffic. No mitigation measures are 
required. 
 
Discussion Item XVII-3, 6:   
The project proposes a new entrance-only encroachment on State Highway 28 in approximately the same location as 
an existing encroachment. Caltrans in currently reviewing the submitted design. The project will be required to obtain an 
Encroachment Permit from Caltrans for the construction of the proposed encroachment.  The proposed improvements 
will be designed to meet the vehicle safety standards of Caltrans, as well as the Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TBAP) 
requirements, including 6-foot sidewalks for pedestrian safety. A gate is proposed at this entrance-only location. Both 
the TBAP (Implementing Regulations (IR), 3.07.A.9.i) and County Code (17.54-B) require projects to enable 
maneuvering onsite so that vehicles may exit onto County roads in a forward facing direction. Backing onto a street 
is not allowed, and the Plate 115 Land Development Manual (LDM) Private Gated Entrance standard applies for a 
turnaround in front of the gate. A gate has the potential to stop vehicles in a location that impacts safety and 
adequate sight distance for pedestrian and bicycle routes along the State Highway 28 frontage.   
 
The project also proposes a new encroachment onto Beach Street, a County maintained road. The proposed 
encroachment is proposed as exit only, and is approximately 32 feet wide, with striping and signage to reduce the 
effective width. The Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TBAP) Access requirements (IR 3.07.D.2.e) call for one-way driveway 
widths of a minimum of 10 feet wide and a maximum of 12 feet wide while Placer County Code (section: 17.54.070) 
calls for a minimum of 12 feet wide and a maximum of 16 feet wide. As currently designed there is the possibility 
that vehicles parking boat trailers will have to pull out into Beach Street and back into the site to maneuver into the 
boat trailer storage spaces. This creates the potential for conflicts with vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists in the 
County right-of-way. Therefore the project is required to demonstrate that the final parking configuration can be 
accomplished without entering into any public right-of-way and backing onto the site. 
 
Per the TBAP (IR 3.07.A.9.i), if parcel configuration allows, access and parking circulation should be designed for 
ingress from a County Road  and egress onto the State highway. The project as proposed does not meet this 
requirement. However, this redevelopment project circulation is consistent with the existing site circulation and 
significant constraints exist, including drainage, trees, foundations to remain, and coverage requirements. 
Therefore the circulation direction can remain as proposed, though the applicant may choose to voluntarily reverse 
the proposed one-way direction during the County Improvement Plan review process. 
 
The proposed project’s impacts associated with vehicle safety due to roadway design features and hazards/barriers to 
pedestrians and bicyclists will be mitigated to a less than significant level by implementing the following mitigation 
measures: 
 
Mitigation Measures Item XVII-3, 6:  
MM VI.1, MM VI.2, as well as the following:  
 
MM XVII.1   
Prior to Improvement Plan approval, obtain an Encroachment Permit from Caltrans for any work proposed within 
the State Highway 28 right-of-way. The scope of this work shall include 6-foot sidewalks to promote use of non-auto 
modes of transportation as required in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan. A copy of said Permit shall be 
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provided to the Engineering and Surveying Division prior to the approval of the Improvement Plans. Right-of-way 
dedication to the State, as required, shall be provided to accommodate the existing and future highway 
improvements. 
 
Caltrans will not issue an Encroachment Permit for work within their right-of-way for improvements (other than 
signals, road widening, striping and signing) without first entering into a Landscape Maintenance Agreement with 
the County.  This agreement allows for private installation and maintenance of concrete curb/gutters, sidewalks, 
trails, landscaping and irrigation within Caltrans’ right-of-way. A similar agreement between the County and the 
applicant is required prior to the County entering into the agreement with Caltrans. If applicable, both of these 
maintenance agreements shall be executed prior to approval of the Improvement Plans. 
 
MM XVII.2   
The Improvement Plans shall show the construction of a public road entrance/driveway onto Beach Street to a 
Plate 116 Major Land Development Manual (LDM) standard. The one-way driveway width shall be of twelve (12) 
feet wide, consistent with the Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TBAP) Access requirements (IR 3.07.D.2.e) and Placer 
County Code. The design speed of Beach Street shall be 25 miles per hour (mph), unless an alternate design 
speed is approved by the Department of Public Works & Facilities (DPWF).  
 
The project shall demonstrate that on-site parking can be accomplished without entering into any public right-of-
way and backing onto the site.  
 
The improvements shall begin at the outside edge of any future lane(s) as directed by the DPWF and the 
Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD). An Encroachment Permit shall be obtained by the applicant or 
authorized agent from ESD. The Plate 116 structural section within the main roadway right-of-way shall be 
designed for a Traffic Index of 6.0, but said section shall not be less than 3 inches Asphalt Concrete (AC)/8 inches 
Class 2 Aggregate Base (AB) unless otherwise approved by the ESD.   
 
The applicant may request a Design Exception to deviate slightly (the minimum amount) from the driveway width 
and Plate 116 Major standard radius and tapers of the driveway encroachment with DPWF approval of a formalized 
Design Exception Request to be processed during Improvement Plan check. Approval is not guaranteed; the 
County reserves the right to deny requests where such requests are deemed to adversely impact public safety. 
 
MM XVII.3   
The Improvement Plans shall show that any entry gate into the project provides a turnaround per the Plate 115 
Land Development Manual (LDM) standard unless otherwise approved by the ESD, Caltrans, and the servicing fire 
district. Alternatively, if the circulation is reversed so that the gate onto State Highway 28 is exit only, then a 
turnaround at this location is not required by Placer County. 
 
MM XVII.4  
Prior to Improvement Plan approval, demonstrate that existing and/or proposed vehicle access points serving the 
project site provide maximized safety and adequate sight distance for pedestrian and bicycle facilities, both existing 
and future. The Improvement Plans shall show details for safety signage as required by the County. 
 
MM XVII.5     
Prior to acceptance of site improvement as complete, the applicant shall demonstrate to Placer County compliance 
with any adopted TRPA and Placer County mobility improvement, traffic monitoring, and Congestion Management 
programs/plans in effect.    
 
Discussion Item XVII-4:   
The North Tahoe Fire Protection District (NTFPD) has reviewed access and egress for the proposed project and has 
given a preliminary approval. NTFPD stated that the gate shall be set back 30 feet from the State Highway 28 travelled 
way.  A fire district representative’s signature will be required on the project Improvement Plans.  Therefore, there is no 
impact. 
 
Discussion Item XVII-5:   
The project proposes 23 parking spaces. As proposed, 10 of the spaces are stacked spaces, with provisions for 
boat trailers (i.e. five parking spaces with five boat trailer storage spaces behind them). The Tahoe Basin Area Plan 
(TBAP) required parking for this project is 18 parking spaces, so parking in excess of this could be designate for 
boat trailers. The TBAP Parking Facility Design Guidelines (IR, 3.07.B.1.c) states that “stacked parking is only 
recommended when vehicles are directed or parked by parking attendants.”  
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The TBAP Parking Facility Design Standards (IR, 3.07.A.9.i) requires a minimum setback of 20 feet between the 
edge of travel lane of the adjacent highway or street, or 10 feet for the “exit only” condition, within Town Centers. As 
currently shown, one of the stacked parking stalls is less than 10 feet from Beach Street.  
 
The proposed project’s impacts associated with insufficient parking setbacks will be mitigated to a less than significant 
level by implementing the following mitigation measures: 
 
Mitigation Measures Item XVII-5:  
MM VI.1, MM VI.2, as well as the following:  
 
MM XVII.6   
Prior to acceptance of site improvement as complete, the applicant shall comply with adopted parking management 
and/or way finding signage program(s) to the satisfaction of the County.   
 
Discussion  Item XVII-7:   
In order to comply with adopted Transportation Policies, specifically Transit, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Policy T-P-31 
the project must contribute to fair share funding for implementation of transit services to meet future demand. The 
project’s impacts associated with any adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (i.e. 
bus turnouts, bicycle lanes, bicycle racks, public transit, pedestrian facilities, etc.) or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities will be mitigated to a less than significant level by implementing the following 
mitigation measure: 
 
Mitigation Measures Item XVII-7:  
MM XVII.7    
Unless the applicant can demonstrate that this project does not increase transit ridership, by providing 
documentation from a Traffic Engineer or Licensed Civil Engineer for review and approval by DPWF, the project 
shall contribute fair share funding towards transit services to meet future demands within the Tahoe Basin Area. 
Prior to Final Map recordation or acceptance of site improvements as complete for projects that do not require a 
Final Map, the applicant shall establish a new Zone of Benefit (ZOB) within an existing County Service Area (CSA) 
or annex into a pre-existing ZOB to provide adequate funding of capital and on-going operational transit 
services/requirements through payment of annual transit fees to Placer County Department of Public Works and 
Facilities.  
  
The applicant shall submit to the County for review and approval a complete and adequate engineer’s report 
supporting the level of assessments necessary for the establishment of the ZOB.  The report shall be prepared by a 
registered engineer in consultation with a qualified financial consultant and shall establish the basis for the special 
benefit appurtenant to the project. 
 
MM XVII.8    
The Improvement Plans shall show the construction of  pedestrian facilities/sidewalks to promote use of non-auto 
modes of transportation as required in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and in compliance with applicable 
TRPA Congestion Management Process (CMP) programs.   
 
This project is within a Town Center and therefore, shall construct on-site sidewalks where planned in the Tahoe 
Basin Area Plan as follows: 6-foot sidewalk along the project’s State Highway 28 frontage. These pedestrian 
improvements shall include landscaping, street furniture, and lighting in accordance with the Area Plan 
Implementing Regulations and shall be shown on the Improvement Plans for County review and approval. 
 
Discussion Item XVII-8: 
The project construction and related site improvements will not change air traffic patterns or increase traffic levels 
that result in substantial safety risks. Therefore, there is no impact. 
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, 
place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred 
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k), or 

   X 

2. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion 
and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set 
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the 
resource to a California Native American tribe. 

  X  

 
Discussion Item XVIII-1, 2: 
There is no known substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as a result of the 
redevelopment project. However, an offer to consult under AB 52 regarding tribal cultural resources has been 
forwarded to the tribes which have identified themselves as being traditionally and culturally affiliated with the area.  
This offer of consultation may result in a request for consultation by the tribes and/or their identification of on-site 
tribal cultural resources.  If consultation is requested within the timeframe defined by AB 52, Placer County staff will 
consult with the tribe to determine whether tribal cultural resources are present and can be avoided or impacts can 
be appropriately mitigated.   
 
If subsurface or buried materials are found during construction, the Contractor will cease all construction and 
contact Placer County Immediately and engage the services of a qualified archeologist to assess the potential 
cultural resource and make recommendations for mitigation. 
 
As stated previously, a Native American Heritage Commission letter dated May 15, 2017 showed a records search 
of the Native Heritage Commission (NAHC) was completed for the project area with negative results. Therefore, 
there is no known unique local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Codes. Impacts are 
considered less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 
 
XIX. UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project: 
 

Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board? (ESD)    X 

2. Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater delivery, collection or treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? (EHS, ESD) 

  X  

3. Require or result in the construction of new on-site sewage 
systems? (EHS)    X 

4. Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 

  X  
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effects? (ESD) 

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

   X 

6. Require sewer service that may not be available by the 
area’s waste water treatment provider? (EHS, ESD)    X 

7. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs in 
compliance with all applicable laws? (EHS) 

   X 

 
Discussion Item XIX-1, 6:  
The type of wastewater to be produced by new seven unit multi-family residential condominium project is typical of 
wastewater already collected and treated by North Tahoe Public Utility District (NTPUD).  A public gravity sewer 
system is proposed to be constructed with the project to connect to NTPUD’s existing sewer main line located in 
Beach Street along the property’s frontage. The treatment facility is capable of handling and treating this type of 
wastewater to the treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. A will-serve letter for sewer 
and water services will be required from NTPUD prior to Improvement Plan approval.  Therefore, there is no 
impact. 
 
Discussion Item XIX-2:  
The proposed project will require and result in the construction of new water and wastewater delivery systems.  
This project will connect to the North Tahoe Public Utility District sewer.  Also, the project will connect to the Placer 
County Water Agency for treated water service. This project will not create significant environmental effects and will 
not result in the construction of treatment facilities or create an expansion of an existing facility. Thus, it will not 
cause significant effects to the environment and the construction and connection of this minor land division to the 
existing sewer and public water service is less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Discussion Item XIX-3:  
The proposed project will not result in the construction of new on-site sewage systems and it is anticipated that the 
project will have no impact regarding sewage disposal. 
 
Discussion Item XIX-4: The existing site has no stormwater treatment or BMPs. As proposed, the project storm 
water runoff will be collected in the proposed on-site drainage facilities and conveyed via swales and channel 
drains to vegetated infiltration areas and underground infiltration galleries. The project will collect and treat the 
runoff from all impervious areas from the 20-year 1-hour storm event in accordance with Placer County and TRPA 
requirements. The treated runoff will either infiltrate onsite or flow south towards State Highway 28 and Beach 
Street and ultimately into Lake Tahoe. The construction of these on-site drainage facilities, including permanent 
BMPs, will not cause significant environmental effects. No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Discussion Item XIX-5: 
The agencies charged with providing treated water, sewer services, and refuse disposal have indicated their 
requirements to serve the project.  These requirements are routine in nature and do not represent significant 
impacts. The project will not result in the construction of new treatment facilities or create an expansion of an 
existing facility.  Typical project conditions of approval require submission of “will-serve” letters from each agency.  
Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
Discussion Item XIX-7: 
The proposed project will be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs. Therefore, there is no impact. 
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F. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 
 

Environmental Issue Yes No 

1. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially impact biological resources, or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 

 X 

2. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects 
of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects.) 

 X 

3. Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?  X 

 
G. OTHER RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES whose approval is required: 
 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife  Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)  
 California Department of Forestry  National Marine Fisheries Service 
 California Department of Health Services  Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
 California Department of Toxic Substances  U.S. Army Corp of Engineers 
 California Department of Transportation  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 California Integrated Waste Management Board  North Tahoe Public Service District 
 California Regional Water Quality Control Board  North Tahoe Fire Protection District  

        
H. DETERMINATION – The Environmental Review Committee finds that: 

 

 
Although the proposed project COULD have a significant effect on the environment, there WILL NOT be a 
significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described herein have been added to the 
project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
I. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE (Persons/Departments consulted): 

 
Planning Services Division, Allen Breuch, Chairperson 
Planning Services Division-Air Quality, Angel Green 
Engineering and Surveying Division, Sarah Gillmore 
Department of Public Works and Facilities-Transportation, Rebeca Solomon 
DPWF-Environmental Engineering Division, Huey Nham 
DPWF-Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Brad Brewer 
DPWF-Facility Services-Parks Division, Ted Rel 
HHS-Environmental Health Services, Joey Scarbrough 
Placer County Fire Planning/CDF, Ryan Woessner 
 
Signature  Date      
        Leigh Chavez, Environmental Coordinator 
 
 
 
 

August 31, 2017
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J. SUPPORTING INFORMATION SOURCES: The following public documents were utilized and site-specific 
studies prepared to evaluate in detail the effects or impacts associated with the project. This information is available 
for public review, Monday through Friday, 8am to 5pm, at the Placer County Community Development Resource 
Agency, Environmental Coordination Services, 3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603. For Tahoe projects, 
the document will also be available in our Tahoe Division office, 775 North Lake Blvd., Tahoe City, CA 96145. 
 

County 
Documents 

 Air Pollution Control District Rules & Regulations 
 Community Plan 
 Environmental Review Ordinance 
 General Plan 
 Grading Ordinance 
 Land Development Manual 
 Land Division Ordinance 
 Stormwater Management Manual 
 Tree Ordinance 
     

Trustee Agency 
Documents 

 Department of Toxic Substances Control 
     

 
Site-Specific 

Studies 

 
Planning 
Services 
Division 

 Biological Study 
 Cultural Resources Pedestrian Survey 
 Cultural Resources Records Search Native American Heritage 

Commission letter dated May 15, 2017 
 Lighting & Photometric Plan 
 Paleontological Survey 
 Tree Survey & Arborist Report 
 Visual Impact Analysis 
 Wetland Delineation 
 Acoustical Analysis 
 Kings Beach Core project PEIR 20060810   

Engineering & 
Surveying 
Division,  

Flood Control 
District 

 Phasing Plan 
 Preliminary Grading Plan 
 Preliminary Geotechnical Report 
 Preliminary Drainage Report 
 Stormwater & Surface Water Quality BMP Plan 
 Traffic Study 
 Sewer Pipeline Capacity Analysis 
 Placer County Commercial/Industrial Waste Survey (where public sewer 

is available) 
 Sewer Master Plan 
 Utility Plan 
 Tentative Map  

Environmental 
Health 

Services 

 Groundwater Contamination Report 
 Hydro-Geological Study 
 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
 Soils Screening 
 Preliminary Endangerment Assessment 
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Planning 
Services 

Division, Air 
Quality 

 CALINE4 Carbon Monoxide Analysis 
 Construction Emission & Dust Control Plan 
 Geotechnical Report (for naturally occurring asbestos) 
 Health Risk Assessment 
 CalEEMod Model Output 
    

Fire 
Department 

 Emergency Response and/or Evacuation Plan 
 Traffic & Circulation Plan 
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Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Mitigated Negative Declaration PLN17-00147 

Woodvista Redevelopment 
 

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires all public agencies to establish 
monitoring or reporting procedures for mitigation measures adopted as a condition of 
project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.  
Monitoring of such mitigation measures may extend through project permitting, 
construction, and project operations, as necessary. 
 
Said monitoring shall be accomplished by the county’s standard mitigation monitoring 
program and/or a project specific mitigation reporting program as defined in Placer 
County Code Chapter 18.28, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
 
Standard Mitigation Monitoring Program (pre project implementation): 
The following mitigation monitoring program (and following project specific reporting plan, 
when required) shall be utilized by Placer County to implement Public Resources Code 
Section 21081.6. Mitigation measures adopted for discretionary projects must be included 
as conditions of approval for that project.  Compliance with conditions of approval is 
monitored by the county through a variety of permit processes as described below.  The 
issuance of any of these permits or county actions which must be preceded by a 
verification that certain conditions of approval/mitigation measures have been met, shall 
serve as the required monitoring of those condition of approval/mitigation measures.  
These actions include design review approval, improvement plan approval, improvement 
construction inspection, encroachment permit, recordation of a final map, acceptance of 
subdivision improvements as complete, building permit approval, and/or certification of 
occupancy. 
 
The following mitigation measures, identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, have 
been adopted as conditions of approval on the project’s discretionary permit and will be 
monitored according to the above Standard Mitigation Monitoring Program verification 
process:  
 
Mitigation Measures #’s: IV.1, VI.1, VI.2, VI.3, V1-4, VI.5, VI.6, VI.7, IX.1, IX.2, IX.3, IX.4, 
XII.3, XV.1, XV.2, XV.3, XV.4, XV.5, XV.6, XV.7, and XV.8 
  
Project Specific Reporting Plan (post project implementation): 
The reporting plan component is intended to provide for on-going monitoring after project 
construction to ensure mitigation measures remain effective for a designated period of 
time. Said reporting plans shall contain all components identified in Chapter 18.28.050 of 
the County code, Environmental Review Ordinance- “Contents of project specific 
reporting plan.” 
 
The following reporting plan has been adopted for this project and is included as 
conditions of approval on the discretionary permit: Conditional Use Permit, Planned 
Residential Development, and Variance for “Woodvista Project” (PLN17-00147) 
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ATTACHMENT 4 
 
 

Addendum to 
Woodvista Redevelopment Project Mitigated Negative Declaration 

June 21, 2018 
 
 
Placer County Planning Department 
State Clearinghouse # 2017092002 
Prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, 
section 15164 of the CEQA guidelines. 
 
Placer County, acting as the lead agency, prepared an Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) to comply with CEQA. Placer County adopted 
the MND on October 12, 2017, and filed a notice of determination on the same 
day. 
 
Project Description:  The Woodvista Redevelopment Project (Project) 
proponents propose to develop seven residential condominium units. Site 
redevelopment will include converting one detached single-family manager’s 
unit, constructing a two-story triplex residential structure, and demolishing an 
existing abandoned motel building at the rear of the lot and replacing it with a 
triplex two-story residential building for a total of seven planned residential 
condominium units within three buildings onsite. 
 
Description of Project Changes:  Since adoption of the IS/MND, two minor 
technical changes/additions have arisen for which preparation of an addendum 
to the MND, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, is appropriate. 
Specifically, the modifications/clarifications include:  
 

1. Inclusion of the California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy) as a 
responsible agency; and  

2. Addition of the sale and transfer of up to two residential development 
rights (RDRs) to the Project.  

 
Wood Vista Lodge, LLC applied to the Conservancy Land Bank to purchase RDRs 
to facilitate the Project, which makes the Conservancy a responsible agency under 
CEQA for the Project. 
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Transfer of Residential Development Rights 

Preparation of Addendum:  The Conservancy has prepared this addendum to 
the MND to address the addition of the sale and transfer of up to two RDRs for 
the Project, which makes the Conservancy a responsible agency. 
 
Based on the following facts, the Conservancy finds that the proposed changes to 
the Project are not substantial and do not involve any new significant 
environmental effects: 
 

1. The land coverage already exists. 
 
2. The sale and transfer of up to two RDRs will facilitate the Project and 

does not change the size or impact of the Project. 
 

3. Less land coverage will be created for the Project. The proposed 
coverage of the site will decrease from approximately 27,300 square 
feet to 24,600 square feet. 

 
4. Adding the Conservancy as a CEQA responsible agency is not a 

substantial change, and no new information of substantial importance 
relating to this change was identified. The Project as clarified is within 
the scope of the environmental analysis and effects found in the MND. 
No findings or mitigation found in the MND requires modification 
because of this clarification. 

 
Conclusion:  Based on the above findings, the Conservancy has concluded that 
preparation of a subsequent MND for these minor changes and clarifications to 
the MND is unnecessary and that preparation of an addendum is consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines section 15164. The Conservancy has determined, based on 
substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, that the proposed changes 
listed in this addendum are not substantial. None of the conditions described 
under CEQA Guidelines section 15162 requiring preparation of a subsequent 
document have occurred. The modifications do not involve any new significant 
environmental effects, nor is a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects expected to result. In addition, no substantial 
changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project 
will be undertaken. Finally, the changes do not involve new information of 
substantial importance. 



ATTACHMENT 5 
 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION 
 

TO: Office of Planning and Research FROM: California Tahoe Conservancy  
 1400 10th Street, Room 121 1061 Third Street 
 Sacramento, CA 95814 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 
 

Subject: 
The filing of a notice of determination (NOD) in compliance with Public Resources Code section 21108. 
 
Project Title:  
Woodvista Redevelopment Project 
 
State Clearinghouse Number: Contact Person: Telephone Number: 
2017092002 Aimee Rutledge (530) 307-3380 
 
Project Location: 
265 Beach Street on the northwest corner of Beach Street and North Lake Boulevard (State Highway 28) 
Tahoe Vista, California in Placer County (Placer County Assessor’s Parcel Number:  117-150-040). 
 
Project Description: 
Subdivision in order to develop seven residential condominium units and associated common space. Site 
redevelopment will include converting one detached single-family manager’s unit, constructing a two-
story triplex residential structure, and demolishing an existing abandoned motel building at the rear of 
the lot and replacing it with a triplex two-story residential building for a total of seven 
planned residential condominium units within three buildings onsite.  
This is to advise that the California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy), acting as a responsible agency, 
has approved the above described project on June 21, 2018 [Agenda Item 6.b.] and has made the 
following determinations regarding the above described project: 
 
1. The project will not have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
2. A mitigated negative declaration (MND) for the project was prepared and approved by the lead 

agency, Placer County, on October 12, 2017 and a NOD was filed on October 12, 2017. 
 

3. Mitigation measures were made a condition of project approval by Placer County and the 
Conservancy. 
 

4. A mitigation monitoring and reporting program was adopted for this project. 
 
A copy of the MND and record of project approval is available to the general public at:  Placer County, 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190, Auburn, California 95603. 
 
Fish and Game Fees:  A California Department of Fish and Wildlife Environmental Filing Fee was paid 
for this project by the lead agency. A copy of the receipt will be filed with this notice. 
 
Date Received for Filing: 
 ________________________________________ 
 Patrick Wright 
 Executive Director 
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California Tahoe Conservancy 
Agenda Item 6.c. 

June 21, 2018 
 
 

FISCAL YEAR 2018/19 ANNUAL PROGRAM BUDGET AUTHORIZATION 
 
 

Recommended Action:  Adopt Resolution 18-06-05 (Attachment 1) 
authorizing the expenditure of up to $985,000 in Fiscal Year (FY) 2018/19 for 
purposes that include feasibility analysis, project planning and monitoring, 
land management, and land bank activities. 
 
Location:  Program and project activities throughout the California side of 
the Lake Tahoe Basin (Basin). 

 
Fiscal Summary:  The proposed FY 2018/19 budget includes: 
• $15,444,000 in capital outlay and local assistance funding for the California 

Tahoe Conservancy’s various programmatic priorities and support of the 
Environmental Improvement Program for the Basin.  

• $7,929,000 and 37 personnel years for ongoing support. 
• $985,000, as proposed in the recommended action, from State operational 

and capital fund program expenditures sources (Propositions 1, 12, 40, 50, 
84, and Lake Tahoe Conservancy Account). 

____________________________________________ 
 

Overview 
 

Description of Recommended Action 
Staff recommends the Board authorize up to $985,000 in State operational and 
capital fund program expenditures. The recommended authorization encompasses 
program expenditures during Fiscal Year (FY) 2018/19 to implement the California 
Tahoe Conservancy’s (Conservancy) work program. This is an annual authorization 
for expenditures to secure consultant and contract services and resources and for 
land bank operations. The authorization is broken down into three main categories:  
 
Feasibility, Planning, and Monitoring: 
 

• Initial project feasibility and conceptual development, such as technical 
expertise, environmental document preparation, monitoring, and other 
activities necessary for project development and review. 
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• Regional planning efforts related to the Environmental Improvement 
Program (EIP), climate change, sustainability, and other emerging topics. 

• Conservancy staff planning and monitoring efforts consistent with the 
Proposition 1 ten percent allocation (Water Code, § 79704). The efforts relate 
to planning and monitoring for grant projects such as aquatic invasive species 
(AIS), storm water resource plan performance metrics, and the Lake Tahoe 
West Restoration Partnership (LTW). 

• Outreach and marketing efforts for the Conservancy’s Lake Tahoe license 
plate. 

 
Land Management: 
 

• Restoration plans and contracts for seasonal restoration crews and 
independent contractors to implement restoration projects. 

• Restoration project activities implemented through other Conservancy 
programs. 

• Upper Truckee Marsh land steward(s) provided by Tahoe Resource 
Conservation District (Tahoe RCD), as well as volunteer site hosts at Van 
Sickle Bi-State Park, and interaction with local (City of South Lake Tahoe 
(City) and El Dorado County) and California Highway Patrol law 
enforcement to protect resources on all Conservancy property. 

• Conservancy’s lakefront and public access facilities maintenance through 
various interagency memoranda of understanding and agreements with other 
State departments, such as California Department of Parks and Recreation 
(DPR), and local law enforcement, such as the City; and through private 
leases and concession agreements for significant ownerships, improvements, 
and operations, such as the South Tahoe Greenway Shared Use Trail, the 
Kings Beach Plaza, and Carnelian Bay lake-front recreation areas. 

 
Land Bank: 
 

• Land Bank operations on the California side of the Lake Tahoe Basin (Basin) 
under a memorandum of understanding with the Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency (TRPA). 

 
The proposed authorization is an estimate and reflects potential expenditures within 
these categories based on prior experience. Actual expenditures will depend upon 
the enactment of the budget, actual need, and relative priorities as established 
throughout the FY, but will not exceed the total funds requested.  
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History 
Staff submitted a proposed FY 2018/19 budget and related materials to the California 
Natural Resources Agency and the Department of Finance during the fall of 2017. 
These proposals were included in the January Governor’s Budget, which, at the time 
of this writing, the Legislature is reviewing. Once approved, the funding is available 
in the new FY, starting July 1, 2018 (Attachment 2).  
 
The proposed FY 2018/19 budget includes: 
 

• $15,444,000 in capital outlay and local assistance funding for the 
Conservancy’s various programmatic priorities and support of the EIP for the 
Basin. This includes:  
o $9,012,000 in bond funds available to the Conservancy; 
o $1,867,000 in special funds dedicated to the Conservancy; and 
o $4,565,000 in authority for the acceptance and use of grants through the 

Federal Trust Fund and other reimbursements. 
 
• $7,929,000 and 37 personnel years for ongoing support. This includes 

continuing "baseline" funding from various bonds, special funds, and 
revenue sources dedicated to the Conservancy, such as the Environmental 
License Plate Fund (ELPF), Propositions 1/12/40/50, Habitat Conservation 
Fund, Lake Tahoe license plate revenues, and other revenues and 
reimbursements to the Tahoe Conservancy Fund. It also includes up to 
$1,411,000 in federal and other reimbursements for staff activities directly 
related to project implementation.  
 

• Important changes to the Conservancy support budget for FY 2018/19 include 
the following items: 
o The Conservancy has established four new positions and increased the 

Federal Reimbursement Authority to support the Basin's Forest 
Management Program and increase the pace and scale of forest restoration 
work in the region to reduce the risks associated with catastrophic 
wildfires, drought, climate change, and the bark beetle epidemic. 

o The Conservancy was appropriated $50,000 from the Lake Tahoe Science 
and Lake Improvement Account to lead and provide strategic direction of 
multi-agency and stakeholder AIS groups. 

o The Conservancy was appropriated $772,000 through the planning and 
monitoring provisions of Proposition 1 to ensure grantees implement the 
projects successfully and the benefits associated with the projects are fully 
realized. 
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Work Program and Strategic Plan Goals 
 

State and regional priorities, the Conservancy’s 2012-2017 Strategic Plan, and the FY 
2018/19 work program, as described below, will guide Conservancy expenditures in 
FY 2018/19. Although not yet complete, the Conservancy’s 2018-2023 Strategic Plan 
update also helps to guide expenditures. 
 
Strategic Plan Goals: 
 
Strategy I – Lead California’s Efforts on Sustainability, Climate Change, and other Basin-
wide Initiatives 
As the only California agency focused entirely in the Basin, the Conservancy works 
with its State and local partners to coordinate and integrate public and private 
investments to improve the environmental and economic health of Lake Tahoe. The 
Conservancy plays a key role in providing strategic direction and supporting 
planning efforts to address new and emerging issues and approaches, such as 
landscape-level planning focused on climate change and sustainability. To maintain 
this role, the Conservancy has had to seek grant funds to help pay for plan 
development and help cover staff costs, since this work is not always related to 
specific project funding.   
 
FY 2018/19 Priorities: 
 

• Provide technical assistance to partners in support of Proposition 1 grant 
projects and administration. 

• Complete an Upper Truckee River (UTR) Restoration Strategy to 
communicate and coordinate watershed restoration activities, sequencing, 
and funding. 

• Collaboratively lead the Tahoe Fire and Fuels Team and hazardous fuel 
reduction grant coordination efforts. 

• Collaboratively lead landscape-level and programmatic planning efforts, 
including: 

o LTW, which has completed a landscape assessment and is developing 
a restoration strategy for 60,000 acres on the west shore. 

o Tahoe-Central Sierra Initiative, a science-based effort that aims to 
restore social and ecological resilience to a 2.4 million acre landscape 
that includes the Basin.  

o Program Timberland Environmental Impact Report (PTEIR), which 
will comprehensively analyze forest fuels and other watershed 
treatments across State and private lands on the California side of the 
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Basin, to meet California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requirements. The PTEIR will accelerate and underwrite landscape-
level implementation of fuels treatments and related projects. 

o Community Forestry and Fire Protection, which will enable 
consolidated management of neighborhood forests including federal, 
State, local government, and privately owned vacant parcels. The work 
will be supported by Good Neighbor Authority agreements (linked to 
Strategy 3 with the U.S. Forest Service (USFS)), and supports increased 
biomass and wood products utilization from defensible space and 
forest management activities. 

• Lead the development of an interagency Climate Change Mitigation, 
Resilience, and Adaptation Action Plan (CAAP). The CAAP will advance the 
State’s climate adaptation strategy (Safeguarding California 2018 Update), 
and support Conservancy and partner climate adaptation and restoration 
projects. 

• Support the Tahoe RCD in developing comprehensive storm water planning 
tools, in coordination with Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
and other partners, to direct storm water projects and funding. 

• Collaboratively develop a Basin-wide AIS performance and investment plan. 
Pursue associated U.S. Army Corps of Engineers funding. 

• Provide CEQA support and analysis for ongoing efforts under Strategy I. 
• Provide administrative, marketing, and other promotional activities 

associated with encouraging the sale of Lake Tahoe license plates.  
 
Budget Authorization: 
 
As described above, staff has identified feasibility, planning, and monitoring 
contractual efforts needed to support the above strategic initiatives in FY 2018/19, 
which are part of this Board authorization. 
 
Feasibility, Planning, and Monitoring FY 2018/19 Funding 

LTW Monitoring Plan $100,000 
Climate Adaptation $100,000 

Nearshore Monitoring $100,000 
Storm Water Planning and Monitoring $50,000 

CEQA Support and Analysis $60,000 
License Plate Marketing $120,000 

Total $ 530,000 
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Strategy II – Invest in High Priority Conservation and Recreation EIP Projects and 
Programs 
The Conservancy will continue to work with its federal, State, and local partners to 
invest in, and help complete, high priority EIP projects and programs.  

 
FY 2018/19 Priorities: 
 
Implement direct projects, including: 

• UTR and Marsh Restoration: 
o Pursue and secure additional external project funding to support 

restoration implementation efforts. 
o Prepare working drawings and advertise for construction bids. 
o Seek oversight agency approvals to proceed with working drawings. 
o Complete project monitoring plan. 

• South Tahoe Greenway Shared Use Trail, Phase 1b/2: 
o Provide El Dorado County with access rights for construction. 
o Execute a grant agreement with the Lake Tahoe Community College 

District to receive funding. 
• Tahoe Pines Restoration Project: 

o Seek oversight agency approvals to proceed with construction.  
o Work with California Department of General Services to put the project 

out to bid and award construction contract. 
• Lakeview Lookout/Connelly Beach: 

o Complete conceptual development, environmental documentation, and 
acquire easements for public access to Connelly Beach and improvements 
to Conservancy properties in the vicinity. 

o Work with partners to explore options for additional large-scale recreation 
and storm water improvements. 

 
Coordination on Partner Projects 

• Participate on and lead interagency and stakeholder EIP committees to 
coordinate and facilitate EIP implementation. 

• Administer 16 Proposition 1 grants for planning, implementation, and 
acquisition projects. 

• Kings Beach State Recreation Area General Plan and Pier Rebuild Project:  
o Continue partnering with DPR and others on the development of 

environmental documents. 
• UTR, Reach 5 Restoration Project: 

o Coordinate with USFS and other partners on final monitoring, 
construction, and rehabilitation work. 
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• North Tahoe Fire Protection District Hazardous Fuels Reduction Project: 
o Partner with North Tahoe Fire Protection District to implement fuels 

treatments on 881 Conservancy parcels on the north and west sides of the 
Basin. 
 

Land Acquisitions/Land Bank 
• Pursue key acquisitions, including Tahoe Livable Communities (TLC) 

program parcels. 
• Continue to transfer coverage and marketable rights pursuant to TRPA, local, 

community, and State planning goals. 
• Partner with TRPA to enhance the role of the Lank Bank in implementing the 

Lake Tahoe Regional Plan. 
• Continue pre-sale activities on Asset Lands. 
• Participate in implementing changes to TRPA development rights and 

threshold environmental carrying capacities. 
 

Budget Authorization: 
 
Staff has identified the need for a study with TRPA to evaluate the benefits of 
expansion of the TLC program, which is part of this Board authorization. 
 
Land Bank FY 2018/19 Funding 

Transfer of Development Rights 
Feasibility Study  

$80,000 

Total $80,000 
 

Strategy III – Effectively Manage Land and Assets 
The Conservancy owns over 6,500 acres of land, mostly comprised of smaller urban 
lots. The primary focus of on-going land management activities includes inspecting 
parcels; installing signage; surveying and resolving high priority encroachments; 
responding to citizen complaints; removing hazard trees; issuing leases, licenses, 
and special use permits; and other activities related to managing and restoring 
parcels for conservation and recreation purposes.  

 
FY 2018/19 Priorities: 
 

• Continue developing a land management strategy to more effectively and 
efficiently manage Conservancy land, consistent with the new Strategic Plan.  

• Establish a Good Neighbor Authority agreement with the USFS to manage 
USFS urban parcels (linked to Strategy I). 
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• Continue to use Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act Round 16 
funding to plan and implement high priority Community Wildfire Protection 
Plan projects (linked to Strategy I). 

• Complete the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) transition plan and 
continue to implement upgrades. 

• Plant over 250 pine trees in the Angora Fire burn area. 
• Restore a section of former U.S. Highway 50 alignment on Conservancy land 

near Meyers.   
• Coordinate with El Dorado County and the City to address erosion and 

runoff issues. 
• Continue to work towards Lake Tahoe Restoration Act (LTRA) land transfers 

between USFS, the Conservancy, and DPR. 
• Use Conservancy upland roads inventory to prioritize and plan resource 

projects that advance Total Maximum Daily Load requirements.   
 
Budget Authorization: 
 
Staff has identified activities to support the land management program, which are 
part of this Board authorization. 
 
Land Management FY 2018/19 Funding 

Maintenance on Conservancy Parcels $130,000 
Equipment $70,000 

Restoration Projects on Conservancy Parcels $175,000 
Total $ 375,000 

 
Strategy IV – Strengthening Conservancy Operations 
The work program and budget includes investments in personnel and technology to 
improve the performance and accountability of Conservancy operations. 
 
FY 2018/19 Major Priorities: 
 

• Improve federal grant billing and reporting to support Conservancy 
expansion of grant-funded projects and programs. 

• Continue enhancement of Fi$cal, the state accounting and budget software. 
• Develop internal policies and procedures manuals for contracts and grants. 
• Continue data collection, reconciliation, and updates in programmatic 

databases, including Property Data Management System, Land Bank 
program data, and EIP reporting. 
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• Provide training to develop staff skills and expertise needed to implement the 
above programs that involves more complex contracting, program tracking, 
interagency agreements, etc. 

 
Financing 
Staff requests up to $985,000 from State sources, including $810,000 in State 
operational funds and $175,000 in capital outlay funds. These items include funding 
from Propositions 1, 12, 40, 50, and 84.  
 
Additionally, the Lake Tahoe Conservancy Account will provide up to $120,000 for 
license plate marketing. Vehicle Code section 5060 provides that up to 25 percent of 
the Lake Tahoe license plate revenues may be used for administrative, marketing, 
and other promotional activities associated with encouraging the sale of plates. The 
recommended authorization falls within this threshold. 
 
Budget Authorization FY 2018/19 Funding 
Feasibility, Planning, and Monitoring  

LTW Monitoring Plan $100,000 
Climate Adaptation $100,000 

Nearshore Monitoring $100,000 
Storm Water Planning and Monitoring $50,000 

CEQA Support and Analysis $60,000 
License Plate Marketing $120,000 

Land Bank  
Transfer of Development Rights Feasibility  $80,000 

Land Management  
Maintenance on Conservancy Parcels $130,000 

Equipment $70,000 
Restoration Projects on Conservancy Parcels $175,000 

  
Total $ 985,000 

 
Conservancy Budget Analysis 

 
As the Conservancy begins implementation of its FY 2018/19 budget, and as it enters 
the FY 2019/20 budget cycle, it again finds itself at a fiscal crossroad. It has broadly 
identified over $200 million in nearer-term capital outlay and local assistance needs 
and opportunities that could be addressed if funding were to be made available. 
However, the amount of assured funding for these projects (as well as funding for 
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the staff needed to support the effort) is currently limited. The Conservancy is 
navigating a set of ongoing or emerging fiscal issues and trends, including: 
 

• The Conservancy has an evolving and expanding role in EIP coordination. 
Project finance is now often the result of an interagency cooperative, 
collaborative effort where funding is packaged from among several sources. 
Expanding roles and needs for the Conservancy include: 

o Basin-wide need for more strategic direction, planning, and action for 
landscape planning activities, joint project funding and 
implementation, and TLC. 

o The Conservancy requires an additional and broader set of fiscal, staff, 
and programmatic resources for technical expertise, communications, 
and administrative support (e.g., executive support, grant writers, 
accountants).  
 

• The Conservancy has a continuing role in implementing capital projects. The 
Conservancy continues to redirect and align fiscal, staff, and other resources 
to continue ongoing projects and activities, including: 

o Two major capital outlay projects – Upper Truckee River and Marsh 
Restoration and Tahoe Pines Restoration Project. 

o Several major grant program areas – Proposition 1, forestry, AIS, and 
South Tahoe Greenway Shared Use Trail. 

o Emerging capital projects and grants – strategic acquisitions, 
conceptual and feasibility studies for additional public access 
improvements and restoration activities. 
 

• The Conservancy is a land owning agency, with over 4,700 parcels and 6,500 
acres. Management of these lands continues to be a major function for the 
Conservancy. Ongoing issues and concerns include: 

o Manage for fire and water quality purposes. 
o Resolve trespass and encroachment issues. 
o Maintain developed facilities providing public access. 
o Develop land management program strategy. 
o Near and longer-term demands associated with a land transfer with 

the USFS and DPR in the recently enacted LTRA. 
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Authority 
 
Consistency with the Conservancy’s Enabling Legislation  
The recommended management activities are consistent with the Conservancy’s 
enabling legislation. Specifically, Government Code section 66907.10 authorizes the 
Conservancy to improve and develop acquired lands for a variety of purposes, 
including protection of the natural environment; protection of public access and 
recreational facilities; preservation of wildlife habitat areas; and facilitation of access 
to and management of Conservancy-owned lands. Section 66907.9 authorizes the 
Conservancy to initiate, negotiate, and participate in agreements for the 
management of land under its ownership and control with local public agencies, 
State agencies, federal agencies, nonprofit organizations, individuals, corporate 
entities, or partnerships. Section 66906.8 authorizes the Conservancy to select and 
hire private consultants or contractors to achieve these purposes. Section 66907.8 
authorizes the Conservancy to lease, rent, or otherwise transfer, including through 
license agreements, any real property interest to fulfill the purposes of its enabling 
legislation and to promote the State’s planning priorities. 
 
Consistency with the Conservancy’s Strategic Plan  
The recommended activities are consistent with the Strategic Plan’s focus on EIP 
conservation, restoration, and recreation projects, and leadership of Basin-wide 
sustainability and climate change initiatives (Strategies I and II); efficient 
management of Conservancy-owned lands (Strategy III. A.); facilitating land 
exchanges to increase management efficiencies (Strategy III. B.); increasing public 
awareness of the value of Conservancy lands (Strategy III. D.); and strengthening 
Conservancy operations and administrative capabilities (Strategy IV).   
 
Consistency with the Conservancy’s Program Guidelines  
The recommended action is consistent with the Board’s existing policy direction, 
including the Special Use Guidelines and Forestry Guidelines. The authorization 
will result in development of conceptual project proposals considered under the 
Conservancy’s various programs.  
 
Consistency with External Authorities  
The recommended funds allow the Conservancy to conduct feasibility and 
conceptual analysis of project proposals, which can fulfill EIP, sustainability, and 
other Conservancy and statewide resource and environmental objectives.  
 
Land management is consistent with the EIP because it implements EIP project  
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# 06.01.03.0002 - California Tahoe Conservancy Land Management Program, and 
facilitates the implementation of other individual EIP projects related to forestry and 
restoration. 
 
 

Compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act  
 
The Annual Program Budget Authorization does not involve any commitment to 
any specific activity which has the potential to result in either a direct physical 
change in the environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in 
the environment, and is therefore not a “project” within the meaning of California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Staff will evaluate individual projects, 
however, prior to implementation to determine the appropriate level of CEQA 
review.  
 
 

List of Attachments 
 
Attachment 1 – Resolution 18-06-05  
Attachment 2 – Fiscal Year 2018/19 Budget 
 
 

Conservancy Staff Contacts 
 

Mabel Garcia              mabel.garcia@tahoe.ca.gov 
David Gregorich       david.gregorich@tahoe.ca.gov 
Kevin Prior                 kevin.prior@tahoe.ca.gov 
 
       



ATTACHMENT 1 
 

California Tahoe Conservancy 
Resolution 18-06-05 

Adopted:  June 21, 2018 
 
 

FISCAL YEAR 2018/19 ANNUAL PROGRAM BUDGET AUTHORIZATION  
 

 
Staff recommends that the California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy) adopt 
the following resolution pursuant to Government Code sections 66906.8, 66907.8, 
66907.9, and 66907.10: 
 

“Conditioned upon and subject to the enactment of the Budget Act of 
2018, the Conservancy hereby authorizes staff to expend up to $985,000 
for purposes that include feasibility analysis, project planning and 
monitoring, land management, and land bank activities during Fiscal Year 
2018/19 and authorizes staff to take all other necessary steps, consistent 
with the accompanying staff recommendation, to implement the 
Conservancy’s Annual Program Budget.”  
  

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the resolution duly and 
regularly adopted by the Conservancy at a meeting thereof held on the 21st day of June, 
2018. 
 
In WITNESS THEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 21st day of June, 2018. 
 
 

__________________________ 
Patrick Wright 

       Executive Director      
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ATTACHMENT 2 
 

CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY 
FISCAL YEAR 2018/19 BUDGET 

 
 

The following is a summary of the California Tahoe Conservancy’s (Conservancy) fiscal 
year (FY) 2018/19 budget, which includes capital outlay and local assistance, and 
support. Capital outlay refers to funding to support projects on Conservancy land. 
Local assistance is funding provided as grants and agreements to local and State 
agencies, research institutions, and non-profit organizations. Support refers to 
operational items such as salaries and benefits, rent and facilities costs, and costs 
associated with managing facilities and land. 

 
Capital Outlay and Local Assistance Budget 

 
The capital outlay and local assistance budget provides funding for the Conservancy to 
meet the State’s commitment and responsibilities under the Environmental 
Improvement Program (EIP), and fulfill priorities identified in the Conservancy’s 
Strategic Plan. As of July 1, 2018, the Conservancy will have a total available balance of 
$10,879,000 in State capital outlay and local assistance funding, and has secured 
authority for $4,565,000 in federal funding and reimbursements. Additional details on 
Conservancy commitments and funding authorities follow:  

 
Conservancy Funds Fiscal Year 2018-19

Lake Tahoe Acquisition Fund 111,000$                  
Tahoe Conservancy Fund 204,000                    
Lake Tahoe Conservancy Account 331,000                    
Lake Tahoe Science & Imprvmnt. (SB 630) 450,000                    
Habitat Conservation Fund 882,000                    

Conservancy Bond Allocations
Prop. 12 2,793,000                 
Prop. 40 334,000                    
Prop. 50 796,000                    
Prop. 68 3,200,000                 
Prop. 84 1,778,000                 

Other Funding Sources
Reimbursements 650,000                    
Federal Trust Fund 3,915,000                 

Total 15,444,000$              
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A brief description or summary of the Conservancy’s varied funding sources follows: 
 
Proposition 12, 40, 50, and 84 Bonds: 
During the 2000s, the voters passed a series of 
bonds that included allocations to the 
Conservancy to fund EIP implementation 
activities. This includes allocations totaling $50 
million under Proposition 12, $40 million under 
Proposition 40, $40 million under Proposition 
50, and $36 million under Proposition 84. Most 
of these bond funds were spent under prior 
appropriations. The Conservancy will receive 
appropriation of all reverted Proposition 12, 40, 
50, and 84 bond funds in FY 2018/19, 
exhausting all remaining available funds from 
the bond acts. Appropriations in FY 2018/19 
include: 

• $2,793,000 from Proposition 12 
• $334,000 from Proposition 40 
• $796,000 from Proposition 50 
• $1,778,000 from Proposition 84  

 
Proposition 68 Bond: 
On June 5, 2018, Proposition 68 was approved by voters. The Proposition provides bond 
funding for parks and other activities and includes $27 million for the Conservancy for 
projects consistent with its statutory authority. In the FY 2018/19 budget, $3,200,000 will 
be available for the Upper Truckee River (UTR) and Marsh Restoration Project. 
 
Habitat Conservation Fund (HCF):   
The Mountain Lion Initiative (Proposition 117) of 1990 established the HCF. The 
measure mandates annual appropriations totaling $30 million statewide for wildlife and 
wildlife habitat projects through FY 2019/20. The Conservancy’s annual appropriation is 
$500,000 ($481,000 for capital outlay, with the remaining $19,000 for the support 
budget). These funds are used for a variety of specified wildlife habitat-related 
purposes. An additional $401,000 in existing HCF funding is being re-appropriated and 
included in a line item for the construction phase of the Tahoe Pines Restoration Project 
and conceptual and feasibility planning. 
  
Lake Tahoe Conservancy Account (LTCA):   
Senate Bill 648 passed in 1993, establishing the Lake Tahoe license plate. Proceeds from 
the plates are used for preservation and restoration projects, and to construct trails and 

Bond Funds
$9.0 Dedicated 

Funds
$1.9 

Grants & 
Reimbursements

$4.5 

Capital Outlay and Local 
Assistance Appropriations 

(millions) FY 18/19
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other forms of non-motorized public access at Lake Tahoe. In the FY 2018/19 budget, 
$100,000 will be appropriated for local assistance purposes (an additional $1,134,000 is 
in the support budget for staff efforts for these purposes). Another $231,000 in existing 
funding is being re-appropriated in a line item for the construction phase of the Tahoe 
Pines Restoration Project. 
 
In addition, California Department of Parks and Recreation is receiving a direct 
appropriation of LTCA monies to fund management activities on Conservancy-owned 
beaches on the north shore. This arrangement will continue at $120,000 in FY 2018/19. 
 
Tahoe Conservancy Fund (TCF):   
The Conservancy’s enabling legislation establishes the TCF. Monies in the fund are 
available for the purposes of the enabling legislation when appropriated by the 
Legislature. Deposits into the fund include Land Bank proceeds, special use fees, lease 
and license revenues, Asset Land sales, donations, and other miscellaneous revenues. In 
FY 2018/19, $204,000 will be appropriated for minor capital outlay projects (an 
additional $708,000 will be included in the support budget). 
 
Lake Tahoe Science and Lake Improvement Account (SB630):   
In 2013, the Legislature and Governor approved SB630 establishing the Lake Tahoe 
Science and Lake Improvement Account. The funds deposited into the account come 
from rental income collected by the State Lands Commission for surface uses on Lake 
Tahoe. These funds are to be expended for establishing a bi-state science-based advisory 
council, near-shore aquatic invasive species (AIS) or public access projects, and near-
shore water quality monitoring. Funding for near-shore monitoring must be matched 
by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (or another public agency), and 
funding for near-shore projects must be matched by the Conservancy or another public 
entity. In the FY 2018/19 budget, $450,000 will be appropriated to the Conservancy (an 
additional $50,000 will be included in the support budget).  
 
Other Funding Sources:   
The Conservancy will receive reimbursement authority for federal funds and other 
reimbursements (e.g., State grants) of up to $4,565,000 in FY 2018/19. This 
reimbursement authority will provide an accounting mechanism to apply and receive 
federal domestic assistance monies and other reimbursements. The Conservancy also 
has an estimated $4,100,000 in previously received cash receipts available for use on 
new projects under the Federal Trust Fund. 
 
Conservancy staff will use the capital and local assistance funding sources to help 
complete the following projects and programs.  
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South Tahoe Greenway Shared Use Trail - $3,173,000: 
Staff will provide a local assistance grant to El Dorado County for the completion of 
working drawings and construction of the trail Phases 1b and 2. The Board authorized 
the grant to El Dorado County on March 1, 2018 (Resolution 18-03-03). 
 
Tahoe Pines Restoration Project (Construction Phase) - $1,216,000: 
Staff and contracted consultants will restore and protect riparian habitat, improve water 
quality, and provide Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant public access for 
river-oriented recreational day use opportunities. The project site is an eight-acre 
Conservancy property in the Meyers area, which contains over 900 feet of UTR 
frontage. The Board authorized acceptance of $300,000 in federal grant funding for the 
project on June 15, 2017 (Resolution 17-06-06). Staff will recommend additional 
spending authority at an upcoming Board meeting to cover increased project costs. 
 
UTR and Marsh Restoration Project (Construction Phase) - $9,070,000: 
Staff and contracted consultants will restore natural processes and functions of 
Conservancy-owned or controlled lands within the UTR and Marsh. The project 
improvements will enhance the area's ecological values and water filtering capacity, 
with a complimentary and appropriate level of recreation infrastructure.  
 
Minor Capital Outlay Projects - $700,000: 
Staff and contracted work crews will design and implement minor improvements 
needed for management of open space, upgrades on developed facilities, and 
improvements to water quality.  
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Conceptual and Feasibility Planning - $450,000:  
This line item appropriation will allow investigation of project opportunities for a 
number of Conservancy ownerships along the UTR, at several potential lakefront access 
points, and other sites requiring restorative treatments and improvements. Staff 
anticipates this will lead to the creation of future funding proposals for preliminary 
planning, working drawings, and construction phases of projects.  
 
Grants for AIS and Nearshore Projects - $450,000: 
Through a partnership, including State, federal, and local government agencies, as well 
as private and nonprofit sector stakeholders, staff will recommend grants for nearshore 
environmental improvement activities. 
 
Opportunity Land Acquisitions - $285,000: 
Staff will pursue pre-acquisition activities and for strategic acquisitions in roadless 
subdivisions, high priority watersheds, lakefront areas, and other environmentally 
sensitive or significant resource areas. 
 

Support Budget 
 

The Conservancy’s FY 2018/19 support budget includes a baseline budget of $7,929,000 
and 37 positions for the Conservancy’s support function (i.e., staff services, office 
operations, and management of acquired lands). This involves $6,518,000 from various 
State sources. In addition, the budget provides authority to cover up to $1,411,000 in 
staff and related support costs directly necessary for the implementation of capital 
outlay projects from federal and other reimbursements. 
 
The following is a comparison of positions, expenditures, and funding sources between 
FY 2017/18 and 2018/19. 
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2017-18 2018-19 2017-18 2018-19
Estimated Proposed Estimated Proposed

Total Positions, Wages 33.0 37.0 4,315,000$ 4,942,000$ 
Operating Expenses and Equipment 2,620,000    2,987,000    

Totals, Positions and Expenditures, All Programs 6,935,000    7,929,000    

Conservancy Funds
Environmental License Plate Fund (ELPF) 3,839,000    3,843,000    
Lake Tahoe Conservancy Account (LTCA) 1,034,000    1,034,000    
Tahoe Conservancy Fund (TCF) 708,000       708,000       
Lake Tahoe Science Improvement Account (SB630) -                50,000         
Habitat Conservation Fund (HCF) 19,000         19,000         

Conservancy Bond Allocations
Prop. 1 162,000       772,000       
Prop. 12 21,000         21,000         
Prop. 40 50,000         50,000         
Prop. 50 21,000         21,000         

Other Funding Sources
Federal Trust Fund 348,000       603,000       
Reimbursements 733,000       808,000       

Totals, Expenditures, All Funds 6,935,000$ 7,929,000$ 

ExpendituresPositions

 
 
A brief description or summary of the Conservancy’s support funding sources not 
already discussed in the Capital and Local Assistance budget follows:  
 
Environmental License Plate Fund (ELPF): 
The ELPF was established in 1979 to fund the California Environmental Protection 
Program. Funding is derived from the sale of personalized motor vehicle license plates. 
Beginning in FY 2002/03, Conservancy funding shifted from the General Fund to ELPF 
to support the Conservancy’s operations. The Conservancy will receive $3.9 million in 
FY 2018/19. 
 
Proposition 1 Bond: 
Proposition 1, approved in November 2014, provided $15 million to the Conservancy to 
fund multi-benefit water quality, water supply, and watershed protection and 
restoration projects through the award of competitive grants. After deducting statewide 
bond processing costs, program delivery costs, and ten percent to support general 
planning and monitoring activities, the Conservancy had approximately $12.6 million 
to award to high priority projects. The Board authorized the award of all of the $12.6 
million for grants in 2016-2017. The Conservancy will receive $772,000 in Proposition 1 
planning and monitoring funding in FY 2018/19 to ensure grantees implement the 
projects successfully and the benefits associated with the projects are fully realized.  
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In addition, an estimated carryover of $116,000 in funding is available for Conservancy 
expenditures from the Beverly Charter Trust Fund.  
 
The following pie charts summarize the FY 2018/219 appropriations and budgeted 
costs. 
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California Tahoe Conservancy 
Agenda Item 7.a. 

June 21, 2018 
 
 

PROPOSITION 68 UPDATE 
 
 
California voters approved Proposition 68, the Parks, Environment, and Water Bond, on 
June 5, 2018. Proposition 68 authorizes $4 billion in general obligation bonds for State 
and local parks, environmental protection and restoration projects, water infrastructure 
projects, and flood protection projects. The measure also reallocates $100 million in 
unissued bonds that voters approved through Proposition 1 (2014), Proposition 84 
(2006), and Proposition 40 (2002).     
 
The measure provides $27 million for the California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy). 
In addition, the Conservancy is eligibile to receive a portion of the $25 million allocated 
to the Sierra Nevada Conservancy for the Sierra Nevada Watershed Improvement 
Program. The measure attaches various directives to the bond funding, some of them 
mandatory. For example, the measure mandates that at least 20 percent of the funds 
allocated to the State conservancies be dedicated to projects serving communities with 
median household incomes less than 60 percent of the statewide average; that 60 
percent threshold amounted to about $39,980 in 2016.  
 
Additionally, conservancies receiving funding are required to develop and adopt a 
strategic master plan that identifies priorities and specific criteria for selecting projects 
for funding. The strategic plan must include strategies for providing public access to 
conserved lands wherever feasible and be consistent with project goals and objectives. 
The Conservancy is working to ensure that its updated 2018-2023 Strategic Plan will 
satisfy the measure’s requirements. 
 
Other directives instruct the conservancies to prioritize certain projects and 
considerations to the extent practicable. In expending funds, conservancies are 
encouraged to partner with cities, counties, nonprofit organizations, joint powers 
authorities, and nongovernmental organizations to acquire open space and create urban 
greenway corridors. The conservancies must also endeavor to allocate funds that are 
complementary, but not duplicative, of expenditures made under Proposition 1.   
 
Projects that receive funding will, to the extent practicable, provide workforce 
education and training, contractor, and job opportunities for disadvantaged 
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communities. Also to the extent practicable, public agencies that receive funds must 
consider a range of actions (i.e., potential project considerations) that include, but are 
not limited to, the following: 
 

A. Conducting active outreach to diverse populations, particularly minority, low-
income, and disabled populations and tribal communities, to increase awareness 
within those communities and the public generally about specific programs and 
opportunities.  
 

B. Mentoring new environmental, outdoor recreation, and conservation leaders to 
increase diverse representation across these areas.  

 
C. Creating new partnerships with state, local, tribal, private, and nonprofit 

organizations to expand access for diverse populations. 
  

D. Identifying and implementing improvements to existing programs to increase 
visitation and access by diverse populations, particularly minority, low-income, 
and disabled populations and tribal communities.  

 
E. Expanding the use of multilingual and culturally appropriate materials in public 

communications and educational strategies, including through social media 
strategies, as appropriate, that target diverse populations.  

 
F. Developing or expanding coordinated efforts to promote youth engagement and 

empowerment, including fostering new partnerships with diversity-serving and 
youth-serving organizations, urban areas, and programs.  

 
G. Identifying possible staff liaisons to diverse populations. 

 
In sum, the measure provides the Conservancy with a significant new source of 
funding, and a new lens through which to evaluate and prioritize projects in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin. 
 
 

Conservancy Staff Contact 
 
Dorian Fougères             dorian.fougeres@tahoe.ca.gov 
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California Tahoe Conservancy 
Agenda Item 8.a. 

June 21, 2018 
 
 

2018-2023 STRATEGIC PLAN UPDATE 
 
 
At the March 14 Board meeting, the California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy) 
began to update its Strategic Plan (Plan). The session focused on reviewing what the 
Conservancy had achieved with regard to its 2012-2017 Plan, including  an 
accomplishments report and findings from a staff survey and from Board member 
interviews. On April 26, Board members, staff, working group members, and the public 
continued planning. The session involved identifying priority issues and trends likely 
to shape the Lake Tahoe Basin (Basin) and Conservancy’s work in the next decade, and 
discussing what (if any) modifications the Conservancy should make to address these 
issues within its Plan. The session materials included a workbook showing the 
Conservancy’s current activities under each strategy and a series of questions to guide 
discussion.  
 
At today’s meeting, Board, working group members, and staff will review a draft Plan 
prepared by the consultant and staff. In drafting the Plan, staff considered the value of 
the Conservancy’s role, necessary staffing and skills as well as budget, risks, and 
organizational tradeoffs. Staff will present an overview of the Plan, including 
foundational information, revisions to date, and strategic choices for the Board. The 
consultant will facilitate discussion, including opportunities for the Board and working 
group members, as well as the public, to ask questions, make suggestions, and provide 
direction. 
 
Following the meeting, the consultant and staff will revise the draft Plan. Staff will 
present the revised draft Plan to the Board on August 9 for review and approval, or 
further refinement. 
 
As a point of reference, the revised process timeline presented to the Board in April 
follows below. 
 

Date Action 
12/18/2017 Consultant hired 
3/14/2018 Board meeting and launch discussion with working group and 

the public 
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• Included revised proposed process and timeline; 
introduction of the consultant; review of the 2012-2017 
Plan’s mission, vision, guiding principles, and strategies; 
review of employee survey highlights; review of an 
accomplishments report; and discussion of progress toward 
implementing the 2012-2017 Plan, including potential work 
to carry forward 

• Included sessions dedicated to working group discussion, 
and public input 

3/15/2018-4/06/2018 Staff/consultant initial research 
4/26/2018 Board meeting and discussion with staff, working group, and 

public input throughout the day 
• Included review of external and internal trends; discussion 

of the Conservancy’s role, potential strategies to pursue in a 
revised Plan, and how the Conservancy’s organizational 
structure and culture can support a revised Plan 

4/27/2018-6/01/2018 Staff/consultant drafted Plan 
6/21/2018 Board meeting including review of draft Plan and time for 

further working group and/or public discussion 
6/22/2018-7/17/2018 Staff/consultant revisions to draft Plan 
8/09/2018 Board meeting with presentation of final Plan to Board for 

review and approval 
8/10/2018-9/21/2018 Staff/consultant revisions to Plan (if needed) 
10/11/2018 Board meeting to include Board review and approval of 

revised final Plan (if needed) 
 
 

Conservancy Staff Contacts 
 
Dorian Fougères             dorian.fougeres@tahoe.ca.gov 
Jane Freeman                  jane.freeman@tahoe.ca.gov 



TAHOE CONSERVANCY DRAFT STRATEGIC PLAN 
2018‐2023 

 
 
Reviewer’s Guide 
 
Recommendations for what to focus on during your review include:  
 

1. Completeness of information: In general, does the text say all it should say? Is all 
information present that an average reader might need — and presented appropriately?   
 

2. Organization of information: Thinking about readability, is any portion of the text 
presented in a confusing sequence? Do sections and subsections relate to one another?  
 

3. Factual accuracy: Is anything in the text incorrect? Does any information need additional 
attribution to a specific source? 
  

4. Primary messages:  The Update includes several added and/or new concepts and themes 
not in the 2012‐2017 Plan. These include Conservancy roles, financial sustainability 
principles, specific strategies and actions, and risk and risk mitigation.  

 To what extent do the messages align with your / your organization’s thinking? 

 What, if anything, can be added or changed to make the messages more compelling?  

 

5. Relevance to you / your organization: Thinking about your planning and decision‐making 

processes, what, if anything, would you add, remove, or change in to make Update 

2018‐2023 more useful to you / your organization? 

 

6. Statewide Alignment: The Plan intends to highlight and support the Conservancy’s role 

as a State Agency and advancing critical state initiatives.  To what extent does the text 

advance this concept?  
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I. Introduction and Purpose 

The California Tahoe Conservancy’s distinctive land base, visionary and collaborative leadership, 
and nimbleness in filling institutional and financial gaps in the Lake Tahoe Basin (Basin), have 
established it as a leading agency for implementing the Basin’s Regional Plan and 
Environmental Improvement Program (EIP). Over the second half of its 34 years, the 
Conservancy has grown to also play a leading role in implementing State of California legislative 
mandates and policy initiatives (see, for example, Table 1, page 3). The Conservancy’s parallel 
responsibilities to the Basin and the State have stretched its resources and staff, and forced it 
to think hard about how to use its unique assets and strengths to create consistent value. This 
strategic plan sets forth the Conservancy’s conclusions about how to best manage the 
productive tension between its Basin and State responsibilities over at least the next five years. 
 
Against this backdrop, the Conservancy also faces hard decisions about how to finance its 
diverse work in ways that provide long‐term certainty and stability. This involves how to take 
care of the public lands it stewards in perpetuity, and the array of Conservancy facilities that 
allow the public to experience and recreate in the Basin’s azure waters and jade forests. It also 
involves, second, how to put public monies to the best uses. The Basin’s local agencies have 
used decades of Conservancy grants to build extensive expertise in managing storm water, 
restoring watersheds, providing recreation, and treating forest fuels. To continue adding value, 
future Conservancy grants, land transactions, and technical expertise will need to incentivize 
more ambitious, leading‐edge, multiple‐benefit projects. Third, it involves how to meet 
increasing State requirements for climate change adaptation and forest resilience. The 
Conservancy will need to continue to convene and collaboratively lead the landscape‐scale 
partnerships that can influence statewide trends. These initiatives not only create efficiencies, 
but increase the competitiveness of the Conservancy and its partners when seeking grant 
funding for novel multiple‐benefit projects that fulfill State objectives.  
 
Taken together, the Conservancy’s financial tools – direct technical expertise in planning and 
implementation, local assistance grants, asset lands, partnerships – have the potential to 
complement and amplify one another. But without clear strategic direction, the Conservancy 
can scatter the tools’ power. This strategic plan therefore also sets forth the financial 
sustainability principles that the Conservancy will use to structure its work. 
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Table 1: Current State and Regional Mandates and Plans sorted by Strategy 
Strategy  1 ‐ Steward 

Our Lands and 

Protect Our 

Communities 

from Wildfire 

2 ‐ Restore the 

Resilience of 

Our Forests 

and 

Watersheds 

3 ‐ Promote 

Access to 

Outdoor 

Recreation for 

All 

Communities 

4 ‐ Advance 

Basin‐Wide 

Climate 

Change 

Adaptation & 

Sustainable 

Communities 

5 ‐ Strive for 

Organizational 

Learning and 

Excellence 

Mandates and Plans           

State           

Safeguarding CA (Climate 

Adaptation Strategy) 
X  X    X 

Integral to all 

Conservancy 

work 

Global Warming Solutions 

Act and emissions limit 
X  X    X 

Sustainable Communities 

and Climate Protection Act 
    X  X 

Executive Order B‐52‐18  X  X    X 

Forest Carbon Plan  X  X    X 

CAL FIRE Strategic Fire Plan  X  X    X 

CA Water Action Plan    X  X  X 

State Wildlife Action Plan    X    X 

Natural & Working Lands 

Implementation Plan 
X  X    X 

Proposition 68 Outdoor 

Access for All 
X  X  X  X 

Health in All Policies  X  X  X  X 

Regional           

Regional Plan Update, 

including 
X  X  X  X 

Integral to all 

Conservancy 

work 

1. Environmental 

Improvement Program 
X  X  X  X 

2. Reg. Transportation Plan 

& Sust. Comms. Strategy 
    X  X 

3. Local Area Plans  X  X  X  X 

Total Maximum Daily Load    X    X 

Multi‐Jurisdictional Fuels 

Strategy and Community 

Wildfire Protection Plans 

X  X    X 

Lake Tahoe Basin Mgmt. 

Unit Forest Plan 
X  X  X  X 
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II. Conservancy Structure and Historical Evolution 

Established in 1984, the Conservancy’s enabling legislation charges it with protecting and 
restoring the Basin’s environment, including water and air quality, wildlife and their habitat, 
and scenic beauty; and providing public access and recreational opportunities on its lands. As a 
primary mechanism for fulfilling its mandate, the legislation grants the Conservancy the power 
to acquire, manage, and sell land. 
 
The Conservancy’s jurisdiction spans the California side of the Basin, and covers approximately 
236 square miles. This includes portions of Placer and El Dorado Counties, and the City of South 
Lake Tahoe. An eight‐member Board of Directors governs the Conservancy, including: 
 

• the State Secretary for Natural Resources (or designee); 
• the State Director of Finance (or designee); 
• one appointed representative each from El Dorado County, Placer County, and the City 

of South Lake Tahoe; 
• two appointed members of the public; and 
• one ex officio, non‐voting member representing the United States Secretary of 

Agriculture. 
 
During its first fifteen years, or Acquisitions Era, the Conservancy devoted extraordinary energy 
and resources to acquiring environmentally sensitive lands to protect water quality (see figure 
1). These included thousands of vacant, quarter‐acre urban lots, and eventually amounted to 
over 6,500 acres. Early on the Conservancy also established a land management program, 
began awarding millions of dollars in erosion control grants, and expanded its initiatives to 
include wildlife protection, recreation and public access, and watershed restoration.  
 
Figure 1 
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The Conservancy’s EIP Project and Program Era began with the inaugural Lake Tahoe Summit 
convened by President Clinton in 1997. The Basin’s resulting, landmark EIP amplified the 
Conservancy’s focus on grant‐making and direct capital investment in restoration and 
recreation projects. The Conservancy drew on Propositions 121 (2000), 40 (2002, Resources 
Bond) and 50 (2002), and 842 (2006) to contribute $20 to $30 million annually to the EIP 
through multiple‐benefit projects. As well as paying for its own direct projects, the Conservancy 
fairly distributed the windfall grant funding among its three local jurisdictions. Acquisitions 
continued steadily, too, although the Conservancy typically completed fewer than 50 per year 
(which also reflected their declining availability), and its land management priorities began 
shifting from parcel restoration to perpetual stewardship activities, like inspections, routine 
maintenance, and forest fuel treatments.  
 
The EIP’s ten‐year update in 2007‐8 responded to emerging threats – namely wildfire, aquatic 
invasive species (AIS), and climate change – by consolidating its projects into six programs, 
including watersheds, forestry, and recreation. Planning occurred during the height of the 
State’s budget surplus. The Conservancy continued to invest in the EIP through a combination 
of grant‐making; focusing its acquisition power on promoting sustainable (i.e., low greenhouse 
gas emission) communities3; and directly planning and implementing signature projects on its 
own lands. 
 
The hangover from the Great Recession that persisted until 2014 dramatically altered how the 
Conservancy conducted business, and characterizes its Post‐Great Recession Era. The 
Conservancy lost dependable General Fund support for its land management and State 
initiatives, and began to rely considerably on episodic bond funding and sales of its asset lands 
for this baseline work. Even so, while Proposition 1 (2014, Water Quality, Supply, and 
Infrastructure Improvement Act) allocated $15 million of bond money to the Conservancy, it 
limited disbursement to competitive grants for ecosystem and watershed protection and 
restoration projects. The Conservancy lost considerable ability to fund its own direct projects, 
particularly those benefitting recreation and access. Out of necessity, it began to cut program, 
staff, and operational costs; regularly pursue its own grant funding; leverage partnerships to 
apply for and cobble together different funding streams; and search for new revenue sources. 
The Conservancy also curtailed its annual lot inspections, which corresponded with a 50 
percent rise in unresolved encroachments to nearly 400. 
 

   

                                                       
1 Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air, and Coastal Protection Bond Act. 
2 Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality and Supply, Flood Control, River and Coastal Protection Bond Act. 
3 Per California’s 2008 Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act. 
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III. Previous Plan Accomplishments 

Despite these countervailing forces, the Conservancy nonetheless substantially implemented its 
2012‐2017 Strategic Plan. Highlights included the following: 

 Land acquisition and transfer: Awarding grants to acquire parcels with high ecological 
and social value, including Johnson Meadow (Tahoe Resource Conservation District), 
Bijou Park Creek Watershed (City of South Lake Tahoe, CSLT), and Kings Beach Gateway 
(Placer County); completing land exchanges with California Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) and the City, and securing Congressional authorization for a U.S. Forest 
Service land exchange. 

 Land banking: Generating more than $1.4 million from sales of coverage and other 
marketable rights; completing ten transactions to launch the new Tahoe Livable 
Communities (TLC) program; and participating in and helping to fund Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency (TRPA) work groups to refine the development rights system and 
excess coverage mitigation fee program. 

 Land management: Approving land management classifications as the basis for an 
Americans with Disabilities Act transition plan and long‐term management strategy; 
posting new signs on nearly all of the Conservancy’s 4,700 parcels; developing multiple 
co‐management agreements; implementing a Property Data Management System 
(PDMS), as well as mobile inspection data collection and parcel monitoring, to 
dramatically increase efficiency. 

 The EIP as a whole: Providing over $30 million in funding; participating and 
collaboratively leading fire and fuels, storm water, watershed restoration, aquatic 
invasive species, and other work groups; and raising private funding through 
partnerships with the League to Save Lake Tahoe and the Tahoe Fund. 

 Watersheds: Completing restoration projects on Blackwood and Ward Creeks and the 
Upper Truckee River (UTR); completing a restoration plan for the Basin’s largest wetland 
– the UTR Marsh; assisting and making grants to local governments to meet new State 
mandates for multiple‐benefit storm water projects; and securing sustainable funding 
for the Basin’s AIS prevention, control, and monitoring programs. 

 Landscape resilience: Helping to convene and collaboratively leading the Lake Tahoe 
West Restoration Partnership, including scientific advancements, streamlined 
environmental review, and interagency budgeting and grant applications, as well as the 
Tahoe‐Central Sierra Initiative.  

 Recreation and access: Joining with Nevada State Parks and other partners to open Van 
Sickle Bi‐State Park; funding planning grants for numerous high‐profile bike trails, and 
completing the first phase of the backbone South Tahoe Greenway Shared Use Trail; 
partnering with DPR on a new vision for Kings Beach State Recreation Area. 

 Climate change adaptation: Helping to secure funding for and participating in several 
Basin‐wide Sustainable Communities initiatives; launching the associated Tahoe Livable 
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Communities program; and funding and convening the interagency Climate Adaptation 
Action Plan for the Basin.  

 Operations: Implementing new timekeeping systems and statewide accounting and 
budgeting systems to enhance cost recovery and create efficiencies; securing multiple 
State and federal grants; expand human resources services and training opportunities; 
augmenting communications through monthly newsletters, annual reports, a new 
website, and regular tours.  
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IV. The Process for Developing This Plan 

To update its plan, the Conservancy worked with a professional, non‐partisan facilitator to 
evaluate the performance of the past plan; conduct an internal and external organizational 
assessment; and develop corresponding strategies. The Conservancy and facilitator solicited 
input, insights, and suggestions through multiple methods. These included individual Board 
member interviews, a staff survey, a stakeholder working group including peer agencies, and 
public workshops conducted in conjunction with regularly scheduled Board meetings.  
 
Working group members represented a variety of resource management, recreation, utility, 
government, planning, and research interests and including: 
 

1. California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection  

2. Desert Research Institute 
3. Environmental Incentives 
4. Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 

Board 
5. League to Save Lake Tahoe 
6. North Lake Tahoe Resort Association 
7. Placer County 
8. Sierra Nevada Conservancy 

9. State of Nevada  
10. Tahoe City Public Utility District 
11. Tahoe Fund 
12. Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
13. Tahoe Resource Conservation 

District 
14. Tahoe Transportation District 
15. University of California, Davis 
16. University of Nevada, Reno 
17. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 

 
The Conservancy also invited staff from the California State Assembly (Committee on Water, 
Parks, and Wildlife) and the California State Senate (Senate Natural Resources and Water 
Committee, and Office of Senator Ted Gaines) to participate in and monitor the process. 
 
The internal and external assessment identified the trends likely to influence the Conservancy’s 
success in achieving its mission between 2018 and 2023, as well as areas of uncertainty. The 
next section provides additional information on the highly productive and engaging 
participatory process. 
 
Preparing a first draft also involved intensive staff work organized around nine teams that met 
three to five times to review materials and prepare initial analyses. An executive and budget 
team also met weekly during this period. Internal staff and executive teams continued to meet 
regularly to revise the draft thereafter. The Conservancy Board authorized the final Plan.  
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V. Internal and External Assessment 

1. Past Performance 

The review of past performance was organized around the 2012‐2017 plan four pillars of 
strategic actions: 1) State mandates/Basin‐wide initiatives; 2) EIP investments; 3) Land 
Management; and 4) Internal Operations.  Three methods, a Staff Survey, Board Interviews and 
a public input process were used to gather information.   
 

Strengths, Successes 
Multiple, significant accomplishments were achieved in the previous planning cycle.  A sample 
list includes Signature Projects, the urban land program, signage, vehicle barriers, fuel (fire) 
reduction, resilient forest efforts, license agreements, a property management system, and 
special use, among many more. 
 

Shortfalls, Weaknesses 
Shortfalls and weaknesses fell into several general categories: 
 

1. Internal processes. As described in interviews and surveys, existing requirements can 

sometimes create inefficiencies and barriers.  An additional concern was the inadequacy 

of some the Conservancy’s technology. 

2. Resources. In some cases, funding and or staff were not sufficient to achieve desired 

outcomes. 

3. Metrics. Interestingly, some deficiencies related to the way actions were measured.  

Some concepts were not articulated in a way to make measurement useful.  As an 

example just participating in a collaborative process may not result in a desired 

outcome.  Thus a measurement of how many collaborative processes the Conservancy 

engaged with may not be as meaningful as some other measure.  Related, when work is 

conducted in a collaborative setting, it may difficult to ascribe a success to the 

Conservancy. 

4. Timeframes. In many cases the work conducted to improve natural resources in a 5‐

year time frame may not show results until a decade or more later.  Discerning success 

is difficult in this context.  

5. Communications ‐ External. It was noted that many in the Basin and certainly statewide 

had little understanding of the Conservancy, its role, importance and achievements.  It 

was felt that the Conservancy may receive sufficient support without this 

understanding.   

6. Communications – Internal. As describe in the employee survey, there is much going on 

in the Conservancy, with a fast pace, and this can result in the staff not receiving 

sufficient information.  A need for more internal communication was expressed. 
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Performance Themes 
A series of cohesive themes emerged in reflecting on past performance.   
 

1. Additive Value – A general consensus emerged about the additive value the 

Conservancy played in achieving Basin and statewide goals.  It was noted this might 

demonstrated through multiple roles, ranging from providing direct land management 

services to providing funding to others, to engaging in collaborative efforts, to serving as 

a convener or broker of activities. The role of the Conservancy might be situation and 

fluid; however, in all cases it should be additive. 

2. Land at the Center – At its heart the Conservancy is a land management agency with a 

significant portfolio that through its management can achieve larger Basin goals.  In the 

beginning this role was primarily fulfilled through acquisition and protection, and now it 

can serve an even larger role in supporting land management and forest health. 

3. Signature Projects – A key finding of the assessment was that Conservancy’s had and 

should continue to utilize its collaborative skill sets to tackle the region’s complex, multi‐

disciplinary projects, and high‐return projects.  This included Lakeview Commons, the 

North Shore beaches, Van Sickle Bi‐State Park, the South Tahoe Greenway, the Upper 

Truckee Marsh, and the Lake Tahoe West Restoration Partnership. This approach can be 

leveraged to achieve even more of the other needs identified. 

4. Operational Excellence – Another consistent theme was the importance of staff training 

and development, continued operational improvements and utilization of technology to 

enhance operations.  It was also noted that operational excellence included 

performance management both at the staff and organizational level. 

5. Funding – The role of funding and the need for more sustainable funding was an 

additional cross‐cutting theme.   

 

2. Trends and Issues 
In preparing a Strategic Plan Update, it was important to understand changing conditions (for 
example is a trend or issue increasing or decreasing). Such changes may indicate a need to 
revisit approaches for the 2018 Update. At a Conservancy Board workshop on April 26, 2018, 
Board members, the Working Group and members of the public were invited to more fully 
explore Basin trends and issues and describe how they should be addressed in the Update.   
Participants articulated nearly 20 significant trends and issues and over 50 related sub‐issues 
likely to impact the Basin in the next five years.  Participants were then asked to consider the 
various trends and issues that had been identified and prioritize what they felt would be the 
most important to consider in preparing the Conservancy’s Strategic Plan Update.  After voting 
the following emerged as priorities: 
 

• Tree Mortality  

• Climate Change 

• Redevelopment  

• Recreation 

• Lake Health 

• Infrastructure 
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These topics were then sorted by the 2012‐2017 Strategic Plan focus areas for the purpose of 

considering what should be updated in the next plan.  During discussion participants made 

numerous, specific suggestions related to elements of strategy areas.  That said there was 

significant overlap and cross‐cutting topics that emerged.  Cross‐cutting topics included the 

following: 

 

1. Redefining the Conservancy Role – The Conservancy has skillfully evolved its role over 

time.  In this current era it is important to emphasize and focus on partnerships, getting 

things done, and evaluate what’s possible through partnership space. Related was the 

importance of ensuring that the Conservancy focus on where it adds value, and making 

clear its role.  

2. Better Alignment Around Funding Streams – The Conservancy should be responsive to 

available funding streams.  A number of options were identified and it was suggested 

the plan Update should reflect a goal to increase diversity of funding sources. 

3. Land Acquisition and Management Roles – A key change for consideration is what the 

Conservancy’s land acquisition and management roles should be moving into the next 

decade.  Among topics to be considered were the importance of the urban footprint and 

the interrelationship of Conservancy lands in the larger Basin context.  Related is the 

role of the Conservancy in supporting ecosystem services and the development of land 

management and environmental performance metrics.   

4. Linkage of Staffing, Funding, Skills and Education – New roles, requirements, and 

funding will require augmenting staff capacity to achieve desired outcomes.  It will also 

be important for staff to have a sense of the big picture, especially on financial literacy 

and options for how strategic initiatives might move forward.  

5. Education and the Next Generation –Education was broadly defined as including public 

relations and communications as well as increasing environmental literacy among the 

broader population. This included the concept of preparing the next generation for 

stewardship of the Basin. In terms of the Conservancy, while this has always been role, a 

suggestion was made that the role should be even more prominent.   
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VI. Foundations for the 2018‐2023 Strategic Plan 

This Strategic Plan builds on the following foundations. 
 

1. Mission 

As adopted in 2012, the mission of the Tahoe Conservancy is to lead California’s efforts to 
restore and enhance the extraordinary natural and recreational resources of the Basin. 
 

2. Vision 
Accordingly, the Conservancy envisions a Basin where: 
 

 the Lake has clear waters, healthy watersheds, and resilient forests 

 outdoor recreation and eco‐tourism support a robust economy 

 all communities have equitable access to the Lake 

 communities minimize their carbon footprints by walking, biking, and using public 
transit, and 

 Basin projects and programs provide national models for sustainability, stewardship, 
resilience, and climate change adaptation. 

 

3. The Conservancy’s Roles 
The Conservancy’s broad mission provides it with exceptional operational, programmatic, and 
financial flexibility. At the same time, numerous agencies and organizations share responsibility 
for different resources in the Basin. These two conditions make it imperative for the 
Conservancy to clarify its role(s) in every endeavor. Such clarity avoids confusion and ensures 
that the Conservancy’s activities add value. When specifying its role(s), the Conservancy 
assumes that it may play more than one role, and that roles may change over time. Recognizing 
the Basin’s shared leadership, any of these could be “co” roles such as co‐convener or co‐
funder.  
 
This list characterizes six common Conservancy roles based on the functions involved. 
 
1. Convener – announce initiative, conduct agency/stakeholder assessment, invite 

agency/stakeholder representatives, establish governance structure and process. Applies 

primarily but not exclusively to interagency/stakeholder processes. 

2. Funder – provide funds through operating budget, grant making, grant utilization, and/or 

securing investment and philanthropy. 

3. Direct leader – singularly establish goals and provide direction and guidance for how to 

achieve the goals. 

4. Collaborative leader ‐ agencies/organizations establish common goals and provide non‐

hierarchical (i.e., peer‐to‐peer) direction and guidance for how to achieve the goals. 
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5. Technical expert – contribute technical expertise to analyses, modeling, monitoring, GIS, 

and so forth. 

6. Implementer ‐ conduct or manage on‐the‐ground work to implement project plans. 

 

4. Guiding Principles 
The Conservancy uses the following principles to guide all of its work: 
 

1. Put the Conservancy’s lands at the center of its work. 
2. Clearly link daily land management responsibilities with strategic initiatives and 

enhanced grant seeking. 
3. Integrate multiple resources and produce multiple benefits through systems thinking. 
4. Inform decision‐making with the best available science. 
5. Collaboratively identify and implement the Basin’s highest priority projects, regardless 

of land ownership. 
6. Monitor and adaptively manage projects to increase scientific knowledge, improve 

project outcomes, and provide the greatest possible value. 
7. Cultivate public‐private partnerships, including foundations and impact investors, to 

create efficiencies and secure the funding necessary for transformative projects and 
initiatives. 

8. Recognize the integral role of administrative and executive functions to the success of 
all the Conservancy’s work. 

9. Maintain the organizational flexibility necessary to fill institutional gaps, implement 
projects through pioneering agreements, and utilize diverse funding opportunities. 

10. Utilize all available financial tools and labor resources to accomplish work. 
11. Put the professional expertise of all staff to the highest value use. 

 

5. Financial Sustainability Principles 

Historically, economic fluctuations have strongly influenced the Conservancy’s ability to 
conduct necessary work and to lead (see Section II). To provide greater certainty and stability in 
the future, the Conservancy uses the following financial sustainability principles to budget all of 
its work: 
 

1. Pay for essential baseline land management services and baseline strategic initiatives 
with State operational funding, rather than bond funding or asset land sales. 

2. Maintain sufficient contingency funds to respond to extreme events, such as storms, 
flooding, and drought. 

3. Dedicate the majority of Lake Tahoe License Plate revenues to preservation, restoration, 
and trails projects, rather than operations. 

4. Recognizing the significant capacity of local partners, focus Conservancy planning and 
implementation on projects that have statewide significance. 
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5. Improve accountability by clearly linking the Conservancy’s Strategic Plan, operational 
plans, annual budget, and budget change proposals. 
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VII. Strategies for 2018 through 2023 

The Conservancy will use five strategies, in conjunction with actions and operational plans, to 
fulfill its mission and cultivate its vision from 2018 through 2023.  
 

 The strategies provide direction for Conservancy programs. They account for the Basin’s 
current institutional configuration, for trends both internal and external to the 
Conservancy, and for uncertainty about the future.  

 Multiple actions accompany each strategy. The entire Plan includes 18. Each action 
describes how the Conservancy will enact a given strategy through a focused, sustained 
effort to create certain relationships, structures, or systems. The actions provide 
direction for Conservancy programs and the basis for operational plans.  

 Produced annually, operational plans describe how Conservancy divisions and units will 
carry out the day‐to‐day tasks and project work that implement various actions. Such 
plans include timelines, steps, staffing, and budgets. 

 
Although this Plan places each action under a specific strategy, in practice the actions fit 
together and amplify one another. The reader should understand them as integrated package, 
rather than individual components.  
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1. Steward Our Lands and Protect Basin Communities from Wildfire 

The Conservancy acquires and restores land to protect the environment and provide ways for 
people to enjoy it. Each acquisition creates a long‐term stewardship obligation where the 
Conservancy then has responsibility to the people of California for these public lands in 
perpetuity.  
 
For the roughly 4,700 half or quarter‐acre urban lots that it owns, the Conservancy must ensure 
that these properties do not threaten the safety or health of the people that live all around 
them. So it must clear fuels that may contribute to fire and remove trees that may fall. This in 
turn requires the Conservancy to inspect its lots annually to see what damage storms, flooding, 
drought, or other disturbances may have wrought over the last four seasons. During its Post‐
Great Recession Era, however, the Conservancy’s capacity to inspect its lands dropped by 50 
percent. Today, neighbors typically only see a Conservancy inspector once every two years. 
 
The Conservancy also must guard against trespassing and encroachments that degrade the land 
and water. The longer an encroachment sits on the land, the more the Conservancy must 
expend to resolve it and restore any degradation. With nearly 400 unresolved encroachments 
and the total climbing each year, the Conservancy is losing hard‐earned water quality, wildlife, 
and recreation benefits. Yet resolving encroachments first requires having thorough property 
surveys. Given the extraordinary rate of purchases during the Conservancy’s Acquisitions Era – 
3,343 parcels in the program’s first five years – hundreds of properties lack this fundamental 
information. Figure five shows projected future costs for resolving encroachments. 
 
Responding to citizen concerns is a 365‐day priority. The Conservancy fields around 150 citizen 
reports annually. Common topics include precariously‐perched trees, wildlife protection, and 
excessive revelry. The Conservancy regularly requests patrols and law enforcement through a 
contract with the California Highway Patrol. However, the Conservancy has little control over 
when peace officers can actually arrive on‐site, and may find itself a low priority during busy 
weekends.  
 
In places where the Conservancy provides public facilities to improve outdoor and recreational 
access on its lands, it must safely operate and maintain these facilities to ensure public safety 
and health. Typically capital investments in these properties, such as drinking fountains and 
restrooms and parking lots, have 30‐year lifespans. With the Conservancy having started to 
acquire lands in 1986, a steadily rising tide of facility repair or replacement costs looms on the 
horizon. As figure 6 suggests, the Conservancy needs to plan and budget accordingly.  
 
The 2007 Angora Fire crystallized attention, political will, and funding around the prevention of 
wildfire in the Basin. Alongside numerous partners, the Conservancy helped to create the Tahoe 
Fire and Fuels Team, and pledged to redouble its forest stewardship efforts in both urban and 
upland areas. The Basin’s subsequent Multi‐Jurisdictional Fuel Reduction and Wildfire 
Prevention Strategy, and accompanying Community Wildfire Protection Plans, set the direction 
for ten years of unprecedented investment in protecting life and property. 
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This early work in the Basin presaged a larger trend in State policy toward linking climate 
change to the occurrence of uncharacteristically large high‐severity fires. Today the 
Conservancy implements and advocates for, among other things, the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection’s (CAL FIRE) Strategic Fire Plan; the State’s Forest Carbon Plan, 
Natural and Working Lands Implementation Plan, and Climate Adaptation Strategy 
(Safeguarding California); and the provisions of Governor Jerry Brown’s Executive Order (B‐52‐
18) to improve forest and community resilience to wildfire and other climate impacts. Having 
recently successfully obtained several large federal grants to treat forest fuels on its urban lots, 
the Conservancy must use this window of opportunity to build the institutional knowledge and 
capacity necessary to steward its forests indefinitely.   
 
To enact its first strategy for 2018‐2023 – Steward Our Lands and Protect Our Communities 
from Wildfire – the Conservancy will implement the following four actions.  
 

A. Develop land and forest stewardship standards and guidelines, protocols, technology 
services, and/or regulations that safeguard people and the environment, create 
operational efficiencies, and secure financial sustainability. 
 

B. Increase the Conservancy’s presence on its lands through educational outreach, art 
installations, co‐management, and law enforcement. 

 
C. Implement and develop innovative financial partnerships and interagency agreements 

that increase the Conservancy and the Basin’s ability and capacity to manage lands, 
maintain recreational facilities, treat forest fuels, suppress wildfire, and beneficially use 
prescribed fire. 

 
D. Communicate the value of Conservancy lands, services, and initiatives to demonstrate 

accomplishments, sustain staff commitments, encourage citizen stewardship, garner 
political goodwill, educate younger generations, and promote civic pride. 
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2. Restore the Resilience of Basin Forests and Watersheds 

The Conservancy plans to continue working with a wide variety of partners to restore the 
Basin’s forests and encompassing watersheds. This includes modifying forest structure, 
protecting wildlife, applying beneficial fire, clearing meadows of encroaching trees, reducing 
streambank erosion, reconnecting floodplains, and treating storm water. This work typically 
includes and frequently extends beyond Conservancy lands.  
 
Ideally, the Conservancy seeks to do this at a geographic scale – somewhere around 35,000 
acres or larger – equivalent to the ecological processes and disturbances that shape entire 
watersheds and landscapes. (These processes and disturbances include, for example, soil 
formation and erosion, water capture and release, fire, forest insects and disease, air pollution, 
land management, and climate change.) These processes lend the landscape its resilience; 
when degraded, the landscape becomes more vulnerable to disturbance.  
 
Working at a landscape‐scale makes it easier for the Conservancy and its peer agencies and 
stakeholders to integrate planning for and management of multiple values and resources, 
across jurisdictions. By contributing individual resources to common priorities, the agencies and 
stakeholders can also create operational, infrastructure, and economic efficiencies. This 
evolution in the Conservancy’s approach to planning aligns it with national and statewide 
trends toward restoring landscape resilience. This includes the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s 
Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program (initiated in 2009), the National Cohesive 
Wildland Fire Management Strategy (2009‐2014), and the U.S. Department of Fish and 
Wildlife’s Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (created in 2009). 
 
The Conservancy contributes value to the Basin and its institutional network by playing a 
variety of roles. These include directly leading, providing technical expertise, and implementing 
landscape restoration, as in the Upper Truckee River and Marsh. And they include co‐convening 
and collaboratively leading landscape restoration processes like the Lake Tahoe West 
Restoration Partnership. Leadership and implementation roles in particular draw enormous 
staff and financial resources, and involve uncommon skillsets like interagency project 
management, facilitation, stakeholder process design, strategizing, and mediation. The 
Conservancy necessarily focuses on a limited number of such strategic initiatives, to avoid 
spreading itself so thinly that its contributions lose effectiveness. 
 
Another primary, sometimes prominent Conservancy role includes providing grants to a wide 
range of Basin partners.4 The Conservancy deliberately awards grants to incentivize landscape‐
scale, multiple‐benefit restoration. Conversely, the Conservancy actively pursues grants – 
typically with partners. Showcasing landscape planning often improves a proposal’s 
competitiveness, and has contributed to several multi‐million dollar State and federal grants for 

                                                       
4 These span the City of South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado and Placer Counties, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, the 
League to Save Lake Tahoe, the Tahoe Fund, and Tahoe Resources Conservation District. The Conservancy also 
works frequently with university and scientific research partners, including the University of California at Davis and 
University of Nevada at Reno, and the U.S. Forest Service’s Pacific Southwest Research Station. 
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restoring the resilience of the Basin’s watersheds and forests. In this way, the Conservancy 
purposefully uses its nimble grant writing and award abilities and its planning and 
implementation abilities to amplify each other, and catalyze larger, more integrative, more 
ambitious, transformative restoration in the Basin. 
 
Notably, writing leading‐edge, integrative grants, and administering State grants programs like 
Proposition 1 also require significant staff time, albeit typically less than a leadership or 
implementation role. 
 
To enact its second strategy for 2018‐2023 – Restore the Resilience of Basin Forests and 
Watersheds – the Conservancy will implement the following four actions.  
 

E. Advance multiple‐benefit projects that creatively combine restoring and building the 
resilience of forests and watersheds with water quality protection, recreation, and 
climate change mitigation and adaptation. 
 

F. Convene and collaboratively lead a select number of landscape‐wide partnerships that 
create efficiencies of scope, scale, and cost. 
 

G. Use the Lake Tahoe West and Upper Truckee River Restoration Partnerships, in 
particular, to pilot scientific advancements and innovative approaches to landscape 
restoration, and then showcase these exemplary initiatives to other parts of the State 
and Mountain West.  
 

H. Participate in regional initiatives focused on creating the industrial forest product 
facilities and markets necessary for forest restoration and stewardship to pay for itself in 
perpetuity.  
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3. Promote Access to Outdoor Recreation for All Communities 

California’s Drought, Water, Parks, Climate, Coastal Protection, and Outdoor Access For All Act, 
approved by the voters as Proposition 68 (Parks, Water, and Environment Bond) in 2018, starts 
from the premise that inactivity and obesity cost California over forty billion dollars annually, 
and that even modest increases in physical activity would reduce health care costs and increase 
productivity. Prior to this, generations of visitors to the Basin have intuitively known that 
spending time outside improves their physical and mental health. For this reason, in 1984 the 
California Legislature charged the Conservancy with preserving the Basin’s scenic beauty and 
recreational opportunities, and providing corresponding public access to and recreational 
facilities on its lands. Today the Basin’s 300,000 and xxx,000 daily summertime and wintertime 
visitors generate a six billion dollar recreation‐based economy.  
 
For decades the Conservancy has added value to the Basin by using its lands to enhance public 
access to the Lake, its beaches, and the surrounding forests and watersheds. Recreational 
opportunities span beach strolling, viewing wildlife, paddling, and hiking and biking. As with 
stewardship and restoration, partnerships constitute the Conservancy’s hallmark approach. 
Furthermore, the Conservancy has long advocated for planning for environmental and 
recreational resources together. When installing storm water filtration and drainage facilities 
along highways, for example, the Conservancy has sought to simultaneously install safe bike 
trails that make it easy for people to move between neighborhoods. And the Conservancy has 
provided grants to enhance Basin‐wide recreational planning, like the Lake Tahoe Water Trail. 
As with restoring resilience, planning and implementing multiple‐benefit recreational work, 
whether directly or collaboratively, typically involves large staff outlays.  
 
The coming decades will stress the Conservancy’s recreational portfolio in numerous ways. 
Climate change will drive much of this. Declining snowpacks will disrupt skiing, snowboarding, 
and other winter sports. Ever more visitors from throughout the State will seek cool, high 
altitude refuge during peak summer months. Wildfire will threaten people and $15.5 billion in 
property for most of the year. For the Conservancy’s recreational facilities, aging infrastructure 
will also take its toll. Extreme winter flooding events and increased tourism will only compound 
this wear and tear. Revitalized partnerships with peer agencies, concessionaires, non‐profit 
organizations, and foundations would help to sustain current levels of service. 
 
California’s emphasis on the links between climate change, public health, and equitable access 
to outdoor recreation, provides an opportunity for the Conservancy to refocus on a core part of 
its mission where attention has languished in recent years. In Kings Beach and the City of South 
Lake Tahoe specifically, the Conservancy now has special responsibility for enhancing 
disadvantaged community access to outdoor recreation. Over the next five years, the 
Conservancy can provide exemplary state leadership by adjusting its land and facility 
management to climate stresses, diversifying its outdoor access and recreational opportunities, 
and preparing to sustainably finance expected increases in facility renovation.  
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To enact its third strategy for 2018‐2023 – Promote Access to Outdoor Recreation For All 
Communities – the Conservancy will implement the following two actions.  
 

I. Use Conservancy properties to provide signature opportunities for all people to 
experience and enjoy Lake Tahoe’s beaches, rivers, wildlife, and mountains.  
 

J. Foster multiple‐benefit projects that link people’s health and well‐being, equitable 
community access, and the Conservancy’s unique array of protected lands. 
 

Enacting this strategy also draws heavily on action C, above. (Implement and develop 
innovative financial partnerships and interagency agreements that increase the Conservancy 
and the Basin’s ability and capacity to manage lands, maintain recreational facilities, treat 
forest fuels, suppress wildfire, and beneficially use prescribed fire.) It also draws on action K, 
below. (Ensure that all Conservancy program divisions integrate climate change science, 
mitigation, and adaptation in their work.) 
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4. Advance Basin‐Wide Climate Change Adaptation and Sustainable Communities 

Climate change has started touching everything in the Basin, from snow droughts (when April 
snowpacks measure less than 25 percent of normal, like 2014) through atmospheric rivers 
(flowing corridors of tropical water vapor in the atmosphere capable of producing extreme 
rainfall, snow, and flooding). During the winter of 2016‐17, four years of extreme drought 
flipped dramatically to the wettest year on record in the Sierra Nevada. With expected warming 
conditions and greater precipitation variability, climate change will amplify these and other 
ecological disturbance processes, from insects and disease through wildfire and air pollution. 
The Basin can anticipate corresponding impacts to water quality and lake clarity, air quality, 
public health and safety, wildlife, forest vegetation, highways and facilities, and the ski industry.  
 
Since the passage of California’s Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32, 2007), the Conservancy 
has joined arms with its peer State agencies to implement a wide variety of innovative policies 
and programs designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and adapt to the future climate. At 
the time of writing this Plan, vanguard directives include the State’s adaptation strategy, Forest 
Carbon Plan, and (forthcoming) Natural and Working Lands Implementation Plan. Within the 
Basin, the Conservancy works closely with TRPA and other partners to implement numerous 
plans and actions aimed at reducing carbon emissions, including the Regional Plan, the Regional 
Transportation Plan and its Sustainable Communities Strategy, and the Sustainability Action 
Plan.  
 
In addition to working on emission reductions, in 2017 the Conservancy initiated interagency, 
collaborative planning for a new, basin‐wide Climate Adaptation Action Plan (CAAP). Upon 
completion in 2019, the CAAP will tailor State guidance to the Basin and identify the actions 
that State partners will take to adapt to climate change. These will likely include enhancing 
wildlife corridors; restoring mountain meadows and riparian areas; protecting soil carbon; 
applying prescribed fire to reduce forest fuels and avoid black carbon emissions from wildfire; 
expanding urban forestry; converting to renewable energies; and redesigning water 
infrastructure and highways. Some of these same actions provide the added mitigation benefit 
of sequestering carbon and ensuring the Basin as a whole acts as a net carbon sink. 
 
A signature Basin effort to mitigate and adapt to climate change stems from a Conservancy land 
banking partnership with the TRPA. By way of brief background, in 1987 each agency created a 
land bank to mitigate property developments that covered excessive amounts of land. On the 
Basin’s California side, the Conservancy could acquire property, protect it from development, 
and transfer its land coverage and/or marketable rights when needed elsewhere. As described 
earlier, over subsequent decades the Conservancy regularly used its lands to incentivize 
complex, cutting edge projects that otherwise might not occur. By 2015 the Conservancy had 
completed more than 7,000 such market‐based transactions. 
 
In 2014 the Conservancy launched the Tahoe Livable Communities (TLC) program. The program 
stemmed from California’s 2008 Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act. This 
legislation required the Basin to identify and meet regional greenhouse gas emission reduction 
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targets for passenger vehicles, measured in vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Subsequently, the 
2012 Regional Plan Update included a Sustainable Communities Strategy designed to meet this 
goal by making the Basin’s town centers more compact, mixed‐use, walkable, and bikeable, and 
providing high quality public transportation within a half‐mile distance. Two years later, the 
Conservancy created the TLC program to put new emphasis on acquiring and restoring not only 
sensitive, but developed lands, as a way of transferring development rights from outlying areas 
to town centers. By 2018, the Conservancy had completed ten such transactions on the Basin’s 
California side. 
 
While laudable, to more rapidly reduce Basin emissions the TLC program needs to increase in 
scale. It could do this by more rapidly identifying, brokering, and processing transactions. In 
turn, however, TLC needs a denser network of master planners, housing and other developers, 
capital investors, matching funders, and land trusts who share a commitment to sustainable 
communities. Building this network merits sustained investment in the years ahead. 
 
Looking back upon the period since the mid‐2000s, when California established its landmark 
climate change mitigation and adaptation laws and policies, the Conservancy has added value 
to the Basin’s institutional network by playing several roles. Looking ahead, the Conservancy 
plans to continue providing funding for research and analyses, contributing its own technical 
expertise, banking asset lands, implementing projects, leading collaboratively, and pursuing 
interagency grants. As usual, leading collaborative initiatives and implementing projects – in 
this case complex land transactions designed to incentivize sustainable communities – consume 
disproportionately large amounts of staff time. 
 
To enact its fourth strategy for 2018‐2023 – Advance Basin‐Wide Climate Change Adaptation 
and Sustainable Communities – the Conservancy will implement the following three actions.  
 

K. Ensure that all Conservancy program divisions integrate climate change science, 
mitigation, and adaptation in their work. 
 

L. Strengthen coordination and collaboration among the State and other agencies 
responsible for climate change policy, science, and projects. 

 
M. Promote carbon‐neutral communities by incentivizing town center redevelopment 

through the acquisition and restoration of developed parcels elsewhere in the Basin.  
 

   



June 21 Draft 

24 
   

5. Strive for Organizational Learning and Excellence 
The Conservancy’s operations provide the organizational backbone for programmatic work. 
These include its fiscal, legal, information technology, and human resources units, as well as its 
executive unit. Conversely, as the Conservancy’s topical work, roles, and finances evolve, this 
brings corresponding changes to its operations. For the Conservancy to continue accomplishing 
innovative, ambitious programmatic work, it must ensure that its operations adapt and 
continue to run effectively and efficiently. 
 
Several of the Conservancy’s evolving roles merit ongoing attention because of their interplay 
with operational units. With regard to human resources, for example, leading collaboratively 
involves uncommon skillsets like interagency project management, facilitation, stakeholder 
process design, strategizing, and mediation. With regard to procurement, funding strategic 
initiatives increasingly through grants requires greater ability to stitch together and manage 
complex assemblages of incoming and outgoing monies. With regard to legal counsel, 
establishing novel interagency agreements requires extensive research. The Conservancy will 
need to continuously make sure it possesses the skills and personnel necessary to complete this 
new work. 
 
Looking outward, the Conservancy’s ability to add value to the Basin depends substantially on 
its relationships with peer State agencies. The common bond of a gubernatorial administration 
creates regular opportunities for State agencies to work in tandem, multiply the value that their 
individual resources provide, and better meet State objectives. It also provides perspective on 
whether the Conservancy has focused on the right topics and made the right financial choices. 
To the extent the Conservancy can better communicate, understand, and collaborate with 
these peers, it can better leverage its unique assets and strengths and fulfill its State and 
regional responsibilities. 
 
Measuring and evaluating performance provides a way to track and improve the Conservancy’s 
work. A starting point for measurement consists of the degree to which the Conservancy 
implements the strategies and actions this plan. The effectiveness of the strategies provides a 
second area for measurement, though can pose challenges. Collaboration confounds typical 
measurement because it joins multiple partners in common goals, and makes it difficult to 
attribute the outcomes to the work of any one agency. The global nature of climate change 
makes it challenging to gauge the effectiveness of climate change mitigation and adaptation 
strategies, because the combined actions of 7.6 billion people can outweigh what happens 
locally. The Conservancy will also improve itself by using annual operational plans to help staff 
practically link their annual individual development plans with this five‐year Plan. 
 
To enact its fifth strategy for 2018‐2023 – Strive for Organizational Learning and Excellence – 
the Conservancy will implement the following five actions.  
 

N. Align the Conservancy’s workforce with its strategic plan. 
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O. Further integrate fiscal and budgeting, legal, and information technology units with 
program divisions. 
 

P. Invest in professional development and workforce health to increase staff autonomy 
and leadership, improve work products and efficiency, and retain staff for the long‐
term.  
 

Q. Improve the Conservancy’s organizational effectiveness through better aligning State 
agencies to achieve State mandates. 
 

R. Pioneer performance measures for the Conservancy’s interagency initiatives and 
collaborative leadership capacity, as well as the Basin’s adaptive capacity. 
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VIII. Risks and Risk Mitigation 

This section of the Plan identifies risks associated with enacting the five strategies. Common 

types of risk include political, financial, and regulatory. It also identifies how the Conservancy 

can attempt to mitigate these risks.  

For completion after June 21: 
 

1. Steward Our Lands and Protect Basin Communities from Wildfire 
A. Risks 
B. Risk Mitigation 

 
2. Restore the Resilience of Basin Forests and Watersheds 

A. Risks 
B. Risk Mitigation 

 
3. Promote Access to Outdoor Recreation for All Communities 

A. Risks 
B. Risk Mitigation 

 
4. Advance Basin‐Wide Climate Change Adaptation and Sustainable Communities 

A. Risks 
B. Risk Mitigation 

 
5. Strive for Organizational Learning and Excellence 

A. Risks 
B. Risk Mitigation 
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IX. Measuring Strategy and Strategic Plan Performance 

The Conservancy will measure its performance under this Plan in several ways. When preparing 
its annual operational plans each spring, the Conservancy will evaluate how much it has 
implemented this Plan. It will also comprehensively review how much it has implemented this 
Plan when nearing its expiration in 2023. The Conservancy will also evaluate the effectiveness 
of the Plan’s strategies – did they yield the desired outcomes? And the Conservancy will 
evaluate how well this Plan informed and guided decision‐making.  
 
The remainder of this section focuses on a set of performance measures for each of the five 
strategies. 
 

For completion after June 21: 
 
1. Steward Our Lands and Protect Basin Communities from Wildfire 

A.  
 
2. Restore the Resilience of Basin Forests and Watersheds 

A.  
 
3. Promote Access to Outdoor Recreation for All Communities 

A.  
 
4. Advance Basin‐Wide Climate Change Adaptation and Sustainable Communities 

A.  
 
5. Strive for Organizational Learning and Excellence 

A.  
 
 
 
 



California Tahoe Conservancy 
Agenda Item 10.a. 

June 21, 2018 
 
 

POTENTIAL AGENDA ITEMS FOR THE AUGUST 9 BOARD MEETING 
 
 

Staff is seeking input from the Board regarding the agenda items for the August 9, 2018 
Board meeting. 
 
A tentative list of agenda items beyond the normal standing items include: 
 

• Board Tour: 
o Tahoe Keys Property Owners Association (TKPOA) Corporation Yard 

• TKPOA Corporation Yard Relocation Project (Resolution) 
• Lake Tahoe Restoration Act Community Forestry and Fire Protection Funding 

(Resolution) 
• 2018-2023 Strategic Plan Adoption (Resolution) 
• Tahoe Pines Campground Restoration and Access Project (Resolution) 
• Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan Update (Discussion only) 
• Kings Beach State Recreation Area General Plan Revision and Public Pier 

Rebuild Project Update (Discussion only) 
 
 

Conservancy Staff Contacts 
 
Patrick Wright               patrick.wright@tahoe.ca.gov         
Jane Freeman                  jane.freeman@tahoe.ca.gov 
 
 
 




