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1.0
1.1

INTRODUCTION
INITIAL STUDY/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

This Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist (IS/IEC) has been prepared to address the potential
environmental effects of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan in South Lake Tahoe, California. An IS is a
preliminary environmental analysis that is used by the lead agency as a basis for determining whether an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), or a Negative Declaration
is required for a project under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines. An IEC is a
preliminary environmental analysis that is used for determining whether an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), a Mitigated Finding of No Significant Effect, or a Finding of Significant Effect
(FONSE) is required for a project under TRPA guidelines. The IS and the IEC contain a project
description, description of environmental setting, identification of environmental effects by checklist or
other similar form, explanation of environmental effects, discussion of mitigation for significant
environmental effects, evaluation of the project’s consistency with existing, applicable land use controls,
and the name of persons who prepared the study.
This IS/MND has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, Cal. Pub.
Res. Code §21000 et seq. The CEQA lead agency for this project is the City of South Lake Tahoe (City).
This document also serves as an IEC/FONSE prepared pursuant to the requirements of Article VI of the
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Rules of Procedure and Chapter 3 of TRPA’s Code of
Ordinances. TRPA serves as lead agency pursuant to its own regulations.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan is being prepared by the City pursuant to Chapter 13 of the TRPA Code of
Ordinances, which allows local governments to adopt conforming Area Plans that contain policies and
development ordinances that are consistent with and further the goals and policies of the TRPA Regional
Plan. Chapter 13 established a conformity process that:


Allows local governments to adopt an Area Plan that supersedes TRPA plans and ordinances if
the plan is found to be in conformance with the Regional Plan;



Defines required content in an Area Plan that includes but is not limited to applicable policies,
maps, ordinances and development and design standards; and



Defines which development activities will not have a substantial effect on the natural resources in
the Region and allows TRPA to transfer limited development permitting authority to local
governments.

1.2

TIERING PROCESS

CEQA
The CEQA concept of "tiering" refers to the evaluation of general environmental matters in a broad
program-level EIR, with subsequent focused environmental documents for individual projects that
implement the program. This environmental document incorporates by reference the discussions in the
2010 City General Plan EIR (the Program EIR) and concentrates on issues specific to the Tahoe Valley
plan area. CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines encourage the use of tiered environmental documents to
reduce delays and excessive paperwork in the environmental review process. This is accomplished in

MARCH 16, 2015

T AHO E VALLEY AREA PL AN

PAG E 1

INITIAL STUDY/ MITIGATGED NEGATIVE DECLARATION/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST/FONSE

tiered documents by eliminating repetitive analyses of issues that were adequately addressed in the
Program EIR and by incorporating those analyses by reference.
Section 15168(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines provides for simplifying the preparation of
environmental documents on individual parts of the program by incorporating by reference analyses and
discussions that apply to the program as a whole. Where an EIR has been prepared or certified for a
program or plan, the environmental review for a later activity consistent with the program or plan should
be limited to effects that were not analyzed as significant in the prior EIR or that are susceptible to
substantial reduction or avoidance. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(d).)
This Initial Study is tiered from the City of South Lake Tahoe 2010 General Plan EIR in accordance with
Sections 15152 and 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section 21094. The 2010
General Plan EIR is a Program EIR that was prepared pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA
Guidelines. The 2011 General Plan (General Plan) is a comprehensive land use plan that guides physical
development within the City of South Lake Tahoe through 2030. The 2010 General Plan EIR analyzes
full implementation of uses and physical development proposed under the 2011 General Plan, and it
identifies measures to mitigate the significant adverse program-level and cumulative impacts associated
with that growth. The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan is an element of the changes that were
anticipated in the 2011 General Plan and evaluated in the 2010 General Plan EIR. By tiering from the
2010 General Plan EIR, this Initial Study will rely on the 2010 General Plan EIR for the following:


a discussion of general background and setting information for environmental topic areas;



overall growth-related issues;



issues that were evaluated in sufficient detail in the 2010 General Plan EIR for which there is no
significant new information or change in circumstances that would require further analysis; and



assessment of cumulative impacts.

This Initial Study will evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Tahoe Valley Area
Plan with respect to the 2010 General Plan EIR to determine what level of additional environmental
review, if any, is appropriate. As shown in the Determination in Section 6.2 of this document, and based
on the analysis contained in this Initial Study, it has been determined that the proposed Tahoe Valley Area
Plan would not have significant effects on the environment that were not adequately addressed in the
2010 General Plan EIR, or cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance, therefore, a Mitigated
Negative Declaration will be prepared.
This Initial Study concludes that the many potentially significant impacts are addressed by the measures
that have been adopted as part of the approval of the 2011 General Plan. Therefore, those 2010 General
Plan EIR mitigation measures will reduce the impacts to a less than significant level. Since these
mitigation measures are already being carried out as part of implementation of the 2011 General Plan,
they will not be readopted. The impact analysis herein assumes implementation of the 2011 General Plan
for purposes of determining the significance of any impact. The benefits of these mitigation measures will
be achieved independently of considering them as specific mitigation measures of this Tahoe Valley Area
Plan. Nothing in this Initial Study in any way alters the obligations of the City to implement the General
Plan mitigation measures. Additional environmental review may be necessary as specific development
projects and improvements are proposed for construction if potentially significant impacts associated with
the construction of those projects have not been adequately addressed in this document.
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TRPA
The TRPA concept of "tiering" refers to the coverage of general matters in broader EISs (Program EIS)
and subsequent narrow environmental documents incorporating by reference the general discussions and
concentrating solely on the issues specific to the document subsequently prepared. Therefore, when an
EIS has been certified for a project or matter, TRPA should limit the analysis on a later related or
consistent project or matter to effects which were not examined as significant effects in the prior EIS or
which are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by revisions in the project or matter through
conditions of approval or mitigation. Tiering is limited to situations where a later project or matter is
consistent with a program, plan, policy or ordinance for which an EIS was prepared, is consistent with
applicable TRPA plans, and a supplemental EIS is not required
This Initial Environmental Checklist is tiered from the TRPA 2012 Regional Plan Update (“RPU”)
Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) in accordance with Sections 6.12j of the TRPA Rules of
Procedure. The 2012 RPU EIS is a Program EIS that was prepared pursuant to Article VI of TRPA Rules
of Procedure and Chapter 3 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. The 2012 RPU is a comprehensive land
use plan that guides physical development within the Lake Tahoe Region through 2035. The 2012 RPU
EIS analyzes full implementation of uses and physical development proposed under the 2012 RPU, and it
identifies measures to mitigate the significant adverse program-level and cumulative impacts associated
with that growth. The proposed project is an element of the growth that was anticipated in the 2012 RPU
and evaluated in the 2012 RPU EIS. By tiering from the 2012 RPU EIS, this Initial Environmental
Checklist will rely on the 2012 RPU EIS for the following:


a discussion of general background and setting information for environmental topic areas;



overall growth-related issues;



issues that were evaluated in sufficient detail in the 2012 RPU EIS for which there is no
significant new information or change in circumstances that would require further analysis; and



assessment of cumulative impacts.

This Initial Environmental Checklist will evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
project with respect to the 2012 RPU EIS to determine what level of additional environmental review, if
any, is appropriate. As shown in the Determination in Section 6.3 of this document, and based on the
analysis contained in this Initial Environmental Checklist, it has been determined that the proposed
project would not have a significant effects on the environment that were not previously addressed or
adequately addressed in the 2012 RPU EIS, or that cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance,
therefore, a Mitigated Finding of No Significant Effect will be prepared.
This Initial Environmental Checklist concludes that the many potentially significant project impacts are
addressed by the measures that have been adopted as part of the approval of the 2012 RPU. Therefore,
those 2012 RPU EIS mitigation measures that may reduce the impacts of this project will be identified in
this Initial Environmental Checklist. Since these mitigation measures are already being carried out as part
of implementation of the 2012 RPU, they will not be readopted, but rather are incorporated as part of the
project and the impact analysis assumes implementation for purposes of determining the significance of
any project impact. The benefits of these mitigation measures will be achieved independently of
considering them as specific mitigation measures of this project. Nothing in this Initial Environmental
Checklist in any way alters the obligations of TRPA to implement the RPU mitigation measures.
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1.2

BACKGROUND

Chapter 13: Area Plans of the TRPA Code of Ordinances provides for the necessary implementation steps
for the development, consideration, and adoption of an area plan. As provided for in Section 13.3 of the
TRPA Code of Ordinances, an adopted area plan replaces the plan area statements for areas within the
area plan boundary. Area plans are allowed to establish applicable goals, policies, maps, standards, and
other related materials, which must demonstrate conformance with the TRPA Regional Plan (Regional
Plan).
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan is primarily contained in TRPA Plan Area Statement (PAS) 110, South Y,
which recommends that the area be established as a community plan. The Tahoe Valley area is also
designated as a Community Plan area in the City’s 2011 General Plan to establish a sense of community
along the US 50 and SR 89 corridors. The community plan preparation process for the Tahoe Valley plan
area was initiated in February 2003 jointly by the City and TRPA. As provided for in Chapter 12 of the
TRPA Code of Ordinances, the City Council and TRPA Governing Board established a 15-member
Tahoe Valley planning team in 2003 consisting of a wide range of interests within the community and
held a series of public meetings and a one-day design workshop to develop the Tahoe Valley Community
Plan. The Tahoe Valley planning team’s preliminary draft of the Tahoe Valley Community Plan was
endorsed by the City Council on April 3, 2005, and by the TRPA Governing Board on May 22, 2005.
The Tahoe Valley Community Plan was subsequently revised and updated by the Tahoe Valley planning
team in February 2006.
After completion of the Tahoe Valley Community Plan in February 2006, the City retained the consulting
firm Mintier & Associates to revise certain sections of the Tahoe Valley Community Plan. The revised
version of the Tahoe Valley Community Plan was published on March 27, 2007. In addition, the City and
TRPA initiated the environmental review process in accordance with TRPA and CEQA requirements. As
part of this process, the City and TRPA jointly identified four alternatives, which are noted below and
were identified in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) released in October 2007.
With the adoption of the TRPA Regional Plan Update in 2012, the new process for the establishment of
Area Plans was created. In the 2012 RPU, TRPA identified the area of the South Y as a town center,
eligible for certain development allowances upon adoption of a conforming area plan. Thereafter, the
City initiated the development of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, utilizing information and public input
collected through the original community plan process, the City’s General Plan Update process, and the
TRPA Regional Plan update process. The draft proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan was released for public
review and comment on June 3, 2014. The City and TRPA initially determined that a joint
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report would be prepared for the project.
Thereafter, the City removed several elements of the proposed Area Plan and it and TRPA determined
that the preparation of this IS/IEC would be the appropriate review of the proposed Tahoe Valley Area
Plan.
All of the land within the Lake Tahoe Basin falls under the jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency. This includes land under the local jurisdiction of the City. In order to be responsive to the unique
needs and opportunities of the Region and local communities, the TRPA Regional Plan encourages and
authorizes local jurisdictions to develop and adopt individual Area Plans that provide more specific
development objectives and standards that are adapted to the needs of the specified area. Local
jurisdictions are permitted to develop, adopt, and implement regulations so long as they are consistent
with the TRPA Regional Plan. The 2030 South Lake Tahoe General Plan is the City's primary policy
document guiding land use, transportation, infrastructure, community design, environmental, and other
decisions in a manner consistent with the planning statues for the State of California. The proposed Tahoe
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Valley Area Plan is designed to supplement the City’s General Plan by designating zoning districts and
providing specific guidance for the area included within the Area Plan boundaries. The development
standards and the specific policies referenced in this Area Plan are the land use standards intended to
administer and regulate the land use for the Tahoe Valley.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan defines a vision for the future intended to improve mixed-use (commercial
and high-density residential) development and concentrated development conditions through
revitalization. A key element of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is the enhancement of the “Y” intersection
area (intersection of Lake Tahoe Boulevard [US 50] and Emerald Bay Road [SR 89]) as a focal point of
mixed-use development and activity in the project area. The improved development conditions associated
with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan are intended to implement land use, economic (e.g., capture of current
lost taxable sales in the City), and environmental improvements consistent with the City’s General Plan,
and TRPA’s Regional Plan.
The Area Plan defines land use regulations and guidelines for planning decisions. The Area Plan presents
principles, goals, policies and implementation strategies the City designed to encourage redevelopment,
create a vibrant walkable pedestrian-oriented community, provide access to open spaces and recreation
opportunities, and realize environmental improvements. Through the Area Plan, the City also intends to
provide direction to property owners, community groups, and interested individuals in planning and
design of restoration, development and redevelopment projects. This plan is intended to create area-wide
change through the land use planning and development regulations of the City and TRPA.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan is a mixed-use land use plan that works to implement features of the TRPA
Regional Plan and the City General Plan. It would provide development direction for all projects
proposed within its boundaries. This Area Plan provides more detailed direction than the City of South
Lake Tahoe General Plan and TRPA Regional Plan. It addresses land use regulations, development and
design standards and environmental improvements for the area. It encourages general improvement and
enhancement for the built environment. This Area Plan anticipates a framework that will allow the area to
be re-cast, to change the existing conditions into opportunities for redevelopment with a focus on
achieving environmental improvements consistent with the City General Plan and environmental
threshold goals of the 2012 Regional Plan.
It is an integrated land use plan addressing physical design, redevelopment, commercial and tourist
accommodation growth, traffic circulation, the environment and restoration, and public service. This plan
establishes goals, policies and implementation strategies and programs. Elements of the Area Plan address
land use, transportation, recreation, cultural and natural resources, public and quasi-public facilities and
implementation.
Previously, Community Plans and Plan Area Statements were created and used to administrate land use
within the area defined as the Tahoe Valley. This Area Plan will replace PAS 110 (and a small portion of
PAS 114) and serve as the mutual plan for both the City and TRPA.

1.3

PROJECT LOCATION, SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND
USES

The Tahoe Valley Area Plan is located in the southwestern portion of the City of South Lake Tahoe (see
Figure 1). Regional access to the Tahoe Valley plan area is provided by US Highway 50 (US 50) and
California State Route 89 (SR 89). The Tahoe Valley Area Plan serves as the gateway for the City of
South Lake Tahoe for travelers heading south on SR 89 and east on US 50. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan
is located within PAS 110, South Y, and the parcel located at 1117 Bonanza Avenue Emerald Bay Road
(APN 032-141-18) within PAS 114, Bonanza, Special Area #1 (see Figure 3). The Area Plan consists of
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approximately 337 acres and includes 484 public and privately owned parcels that include residential,
commercial, tourist accommodation, industrial, and public service land uses (see Table 1 and Figure 2).
Land uses to the west, north, and northeast of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan consist of residential
subdivisions dating from earlier development of the area during the 1960s through the 1990s.
Immediately adjacent to the Tahoe Valley Area Plan to the east lies a large open space area (stream
environment zone [SEZ]) consisting of the floodplain for the Upper Truckee River, which is near the
eastern boundary of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. The Lake Tahoe Airport is located to the southeast of
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. This single-runway airport serves the vicinity with charter flights, air tours
(helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft), and general aviation. Portions of the noise, safety, and height
restriction areas described in the Airport’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) overlay the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan.
Table 1 provides an overview of existing land uses in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
Table 1
Existing Land Uses – Tahoe Valley Area Plan
Land Use

Land Area (Acres)

Percentage of Total Area

Single-Family Residential

16.0

4.7%

Multi-Family Residential

17.3

5.1%

Mobile Home

3.8

1.1%

Total Residential Uses

37.1

11.0%

Tourist

12.0

3.6%

Commercial

107.2

31.8%

Industrial

33.9

10.1%

Public

27.4

8.1%

Recreation

3.3

1.0%

Total Non-Residential Uses

183.8

54.5%

Vacant Private Parcels

18.1

5.4%

Vacant Public Parcels

14.8

4.4%

Publicly Owned Open Space

20.2

6.0%

Roads and Infrastructure

63.0

18.7%

Total Area

337.0

100%

Source: City of South Lake Tahoe, 2014

As noted in Table 1 (and further discussed in Section 6.4.12 Land Use and Planning), commercial uses
are the primary land use in the Tahoe Valley plan area and include clothing stores, factory outlets,
automotive supply stores and dealerships, drug and liquor stores, restaurants, and supermarkets.
Buildings and other structures in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan range in age and physical condition from
designated historic buildings to recent construction. The majority of buildings are provided in strip
development along US 50 and SR 89. Barton Memorial Hospital and associated health care related
facilities and offices also play a dominant role in the area. Identified issues for the Tahoe Valley plan
area’s current form of development include multiple curb cuts, small and fragmented parcels, stand-alone
structures, old motels, sprawling parking lots, and lack of coordinated sidewalks, bike paths, landscaping,
and other related amenities. Lastly, several motels in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan are currently poor
generators of transient occupancy tax as a result of low occupancy rates.
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Approximately 18.1 acres of vacant parcels remain within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, although these
parcels are widespread and are not concentrated in any one portion of the plan. A little more than 14.8
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percent of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan consists of publicly owned open space. These properties are
owned and managed by the federal government, the state, and the City. The area contains urban–altered
Jeffrey pine forest. Commercial and residential areas are interspersed throughout the forest stands. The
reader is referred to Section 6.4.6, Biological Resources, for a further discussion on natural communities
and habitat in the Tahoe Valley plan area.

1.4

PROJECT OBJECTIVES/PURPOSE AND NEED

As identified above, the purpose of the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan is to facilitate implementation
of a land use plan to further the goals and policies of the City General Plan and TRPA Regional Plan.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan is to realize the community’s vision, assist in achieving and maintaining
TRPA’s Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities, implement the City of South Lake Tahoe
Sustainability Plan, implement the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization’s Sustainable Communities
Strategy, and implement the TRPA Regional Plan and City’s General Plan. The City developed the Area
Plan to integrate these plans to the extent practical, while providing more detailed direction, in order to
simplify compliance with local and regional requirements, and improve the efficiency of plan
administration.
The Area Plan defines land use regulations and guidelines for planning decisions. The Area Plan presents
principles, goals, policies and implementation strategies the City designed to encourage redevelopment,
create a vibrant walkable pedestrian-oriented community, provide access to open spaces and recreation
opportunities, and realize environmental improvements. Through the Area Plan, the City also intends to
provide direction to property owners, community groups, and interested individuals in planning and
design of restoration, development and redevelopment projects. This plan is intended to create area-wide
change through the land use planning and development regulations of the City and TRPA. The proposed
plan is intended to provide for improved mixed-use and concentrated development conditions to provide
for local retail needs as well as provide a sense of community by encouraging public gathering places and
locations for community events. A key element of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is the enhancement of the
“Y” intersection area (intersection of Lake Tahoe Boulevard [US 50] and Emerald Bay Road [SR 89]) as
a focal point of mixed-use development and activity of the area. The improved development conditions
associated with the proposed plan are intended to implement land use, economic, and environmental
improvements consistent with the City’s General Plan and TRPA’s Regional Plan.
The following vision has been identified for the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan:
“We shall transform the Tahoe Valley area into a strong and vibrant
business district, creating a community that includes continuous and
complimentary developments. We shall embrace outdoor enthusiasts and
provide a healthy balance of commerce, employment, entertainment, and
livability. Our Area Plan will create smaller, safer, pedestrian-friendly
districts that encourage patrons to visit multiple destinations for each
vehicle trip. Our plan shall encourage retail businesses and services that
meet local needs, encourage local ownership, and appeal to visitors
seeking to mix with the local community.
Architectural and aesthetic standards shall emphasize a mountain
identity through sensitive building design that incorporates open public
spaces, and a walkable environment emphasizing unifying elements.
Quality building designs shall emphasize character through massing and
articulation that are characteristic of a mountain environment. No blank
walls will be displayed. Pedestrians, transit riders, and cyclists will be
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encouraged and accommodated. Parking areas shall be unobtrusive, and
serve more than one property.
We shall re-knit the fragmented elements that isolate the Tahoe Valley
neighborhoods through a network of sidewalks, trails, and access to
transit facilities. The transition between more intensive uses shall include
design elements to ensure compatibility. The plan shall weave active and
passive recreational staging areas, connecting to recreational
opportunities located outside the plan boundaries. The Transit Center
shall play a greater role, to include moving people locally and regionally
within and outside of the Tahoe Basin.
Visually prominent and attractive design features shall welcome visitors
entering the City from the scenic corridors of US 50 and SR 89. Through
the use of environmentally conscious development techniques and
restoration activities, the Area Plan will be considered a contributing
component of the regional ecosystem. Private and public development
shall contribute to the creation of indoor and outdoor public spaces
within these districts.”
The following project objectives have been identified for the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan:


Establish a land use plan and policy framework that will guide future development and
redevelopment in the Tahoe Valley plan area toward land uses that support transit ridership and
economic development



Create a diversity and concentration of resident servicing shops and services that also appeals to
the visitors;



Create public plazas, gathering spaces, and active streetscapes to promote a lively market;



Encourage ground floor retail, large display windows, retail, dining and entertainment to activate
the pedestrian streetscape;



Preserve or replace trees and use native landscaping;



Develop and implement urban design standards for buildings and structures that reflect Tahoe’s
mountain identity;



Include transit and alternative travel modes as an essential part of the Tahoe Valley experience;



Connect Tahoe Valley to adjacent residential neighborhoods with paths, trails, and sidewalks;



Locate multi-family residential development within close proximity to the Tahoe Valley Town
Center; and



Develop new programs and facilities to meet the needs of residents, such as indoor and outdoor
theaters.

MARCH 16, 2015

T AHO E VALLEY AREA PL AN

PAG E 1 1

INITIAL STUDY/ MITIGATGED NEGATIVE DECLARATION/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST/FONSE

1.5

DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This IS/IEC follows the standard content for environmental documents under CEQA and TRPA Code of
Ordinances and Rules of Procedure. An EIR/EIS was determined to be unnecessary, as there are not
potentially significant environmental effects associated with adoption of this Area Plan. This IS/IEC is a
full disclosure document, describing the plan and its environmental effects in sufficient detail to aid
decision-making.
Chapter 6 contains a summary of the environmental effects and necessary mitigation measures if
applicable.

1.6

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Opportunities for public participation in the environmental document review process are provided in
order to promote open communication and better decision-making. All persons and organizations having
a potential interest in the proposed Area Plan are invited to provide comments during the thirty-day
comment period for the IS/IEC ending on April 14, 2015.
Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, this IS/IEC will be sent, along with a Notice of Completion, to the
California State Clearinghouse. In addition, copies of this document will be distributed to other Lake
Tahoe Basin reviewing agencies and interested individuals and entities for review. After closure of the
public review period, City staff will respond to all comments. City staff will then prepare an agenda item
for the City Planning Commission’s recommendation and City Council action that include the IS/IEC, the
comments, and responses to the comments. If the Council determines that the proposed Area Plan would
not have significant adverse impacts after mitigation, the City Council would certify the environmental
document and adopt the plan. Following Council approval, the Notice of Determination would be filed
with the county recorder-clerk.
Pursuant to the TRPA’s Rules of Procedure and Chapter 3 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, this IS/IEC
will be made available for public review to those people who request copies. TRPA staff will prepare an
agenda item for the Advisory Planning Commission’s recommendation and Governing Board action. If it
is determined that significant adverse impacts would not result from the proposed project after mitigation,
the Governing Board would issue a Mitigated Finding of No Significant Effect, certify the environmental
document and adopt the Area Plan.
The environmental review process for the Tahoe Valley Area Plan began with a public scoping period. A
Notice of Intent (NOI) and Notice of Preparation (NOP) was issued to inform agencies and the public that
a draft EIS/EIR would be prepared for the project, and to solicit views of agencies and the public as to the
scope and content of the EIS/EIR. The NOP/NOI was distributed June 4, 2014, and the scoping period
concluded on July 10, 2014. Scoping notices were mailed to governmental agencies, landowners within
the Project Area boundaries, interested individuals, and community organizations. Additionally, public
notices were placed in the Tahoe Daily Tribune on June 4, 2014. Four scoping meetings were held to
allow oral expression of opinion regarding the content of the EIS/EIR, as listed below:


June 11, 2014



June 19, 2014



July 1, 2014



July 10, 2014
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Scoping comments received are summarized in Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Scoping Summary
Report.
After scoping for the draft EIS/EIR, the City conducted additional public workshops with the City
Council and Planning Commission. As a result, certain elements of the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan
were removed, and the decision was made by TRPA and the City to prepare this IS/IEC. Because the
proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan no longer included an alternative land coverage management system
the determination was made that an IS/IEC would be the appropriate environmental review document.
On March 16, 2015 the City and TRPA issued a new NOA/NOI to adopt mitigated negative declaration
for the project.

1.7

RELATIONSHIP TO LAND USE PLANS, POLICIES AND
REGULATIONS

The Tahoe Valley Area Plan falls under the direct jurisdiction of both the City of South Lake Tahoe and
the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. In addition, Federal and State agencies exercise varying levels of
control concerning specific parcels or resources. This section identifies each agency’s responsibility
relative to the proposed Area Plan; it also identified the plans and policies to which the Area Plan must
show compliance.
Federal: The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has designated Lake Tahoe an Outstanding
National Resource Water (ONRW). ONRWs are provided the highest level of protection under EPA’s
Anti-degradation Policy, stipulating that states may allow some limited activities that result in temporary
and short-term changes to water quality, but that such changes should not adversely affect existing uses or
alter the essential character or special uses for which the water was designated on ONRW. Although the
Area Plan does not require approval from EPA, the incentives related to coverage are dependent upon
EPA certifying TRPA’s updated Water Quality Management Plan for the Tahoe Region (208 Plan). The
Updated 208 Plan was certified on June 19, 2013.
Regional: TRPA is a bi-state planning agency with authority to regulate growth and development within
the Lake Tahoe Region. TRPA implements that authority through its Regional Plan. The Regional Plan
Goals and Policies establish an overall framework for development and environmental conservation in the
Lake Tahoe Region.
In December 2012, the TRPA Governing Board adopted an updated Regional Plan. Priorities of the
updated Regional Plan that apply to this Area Plan include:


Accelerating water quality restoration and other threshold gains by supporting environmental
redevelopment opportunities, restoration of disturbed lands and Environmental Improvement
Program (EIP) investments.



Transitioning to more permitting by local governments to create one-stop-shopping for
homeowner improvements in order to return TRPA to the more regional role the Compact
originally intended.



Creating walkable communities and increasing alternative transportation options.
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Important policies addressed in the Regional Plan include:


Retaining the established regional growth control system. Under this system, rampant
overdevelopment was stopped and open spaces preserved. Most of the policies from the 1987
Regional Plan stayed in place.



Creating a more efficient planning system that integrates TRPA requirements into the plans and
permits of other government agencies.



Encouraging property owners to transfer development rights from sensitive or outlying areas to
Town Centers with the goal of restoring these lands.



Eliminating regulatory barriers to the environmental redevelopment of rundown buildings.



Simplifying burdensome regulations for homeowners while achieving threshold gain.



Integrating with the Regional Transportation Plan to support sidewalk and bike trail projects that
reduce automobile dependency and increase walkability and safety.



Continuing to deliver restoration projects under the EIP that achieve erosion control on roadways
and restore forests and wetlands.

The updated TRPA Code of Ordinances allows for the development of Area Plans to refine and
implement the Regional Plan policies appropriate to specific areas. Chapter 13, Area Plans, include new
provisions that allow for local, state, and federal agencies, in coordination with TRPA staff, to prepare
coordinated Area Plans for the implementation of land use goals, policies, and ordinances. The Area
Plans, which must include implementing ordinances and zoning, are required to be consistent with the
Regional Plan. Once an Area Plan has been found in conformance with the Regional Plan, local, state, or
federal agencies may assume development review authority by Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
with TRPA. For the City of South Lake Tahoe’s planning purposes, the objective is to replace the
existing PAS 110 (and a small portion of PAS 114) with this Area Plan and assume development review
authority by entering into a MOU with TRPA.
Chapter 13 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances defines the required content of Area Plans and establishes
that Area Plans may be approved by TRPA if they contain policies and development standards that are
consistent with and further the goals and policies of the Regional Plan. With an adopted conforming Area
Plan, local governments can opt to take over limited permitting authority from TRPA.
In addition, for Area Plans that are designated a Town Center or a Regional Center the following
provision must be covered in the Area Plan:


Include building and site design standards that reflect the unique character off each area, and
consider ridgeline and viewshed protection.



Include standards to vary height and density.



Include policies and strategies to promote walking, bicycling, transit use and shared parking.



Address the form of development that promotes pedestrian activity and transit use.



Ensure adequate capacity for redevelopment.
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Identify an integrated community strategy for coverage reduction and enhanced stormwater
management.

State of California: Several State agencies may play a role in development decisions within the Tahoe
Region. As such, these State agencies must grant permits or other forms of permission prior to physical
development. Affected agency staff will review the proposed Area Plan for consistency with adopted
plans and policies. The Area Plan does not require State agency approval.
State agencies that may have a responsible agency role in projects that may be implemented in the Area
Plan include:
California Tahoe Conservancy: The mission of the California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC) is to protect and
restore the natural environment of Lake Tahoe, including the lake’s exceptional clarity and diversity of
wildlife habitat in the basin. The CTC implements a comprehensive set of programs to affirmatively
address resource needs in the Tahoe Basin, including the protection and restoration of the natural
environment, especially water quality; enhancement of wildlife habitat; provision of public access and
recreation opportunities; and management of acquired public land at Lake Tahoe.
The CTC has developed and initiated implementation of a number of programs involving acquisitions,
site improvements, and land management activities, and involving direct activities as well as grants,
which require capital funding. Program areas include:


Water Quality and Watersheds



Forest Habitat Enhancement



Recreation and Public Access



Land Management and Acquisition



Coverage and Marketable Rights



Climate Change and Sustainability

The California Tahoe Conservancy owns six (6) parcels, totaling 16.4 acres, in the plan area that are
considered “asset lands” and may be available for development. The CTC’s overall land inventory of
4,890 parcels totaling more than 6,500 acres, there are just over 300 Conservancy-owned properties
throughout the basin that are regarded as “asset lands.” Asset lands are parcels which are not essential to
carrying out Conservancy goals, which could have significant market value, and which are not otherwise
restricted from disposal by law or Board policy. In fact, some asset lands, at the time of acquisition, were
identified for possible future transfer or sale. The CTC defines these classes of lands as “Area Plan or
Town Center Asset Lands.” These area plan asset lands are considered to be developable lands, or
portions thereof, in highly urbanized areas that could support sustainable, compact development or other
uses consistent with the Goals and Policies of the Regional Plan and local area plans (CTC, 2014). There
are a total of 17 area plan asset land parcels located basin-wide with 6 of those located within the
boundaries of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan asset lands account for
approximately 16.4 acres and all the parcels are vacant except for one located on Tata Lane. The parcel is
currently developed as an offsite parking lot.
The CTC also manages a Land Bank Program that is designed to facilitate a number of natural resource
objectives, assist the needs of the general public and environmental projects, and provide funding
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benefits. An MOU signed with TRPA in early 1988, enables the Conservancy to sell rights from the Land
Bank on the open market.
The retirement of the development potential on properties can generate a wide range of development
rights or credits, depending on what existed or was credited to the property at the time of acquisition
(either land coverage or other marketable rights). The Conservancy periodically acquires these other
rights, including those for tourist accommodations, sewer connections, residential units, and commercial
floor area. Such rights are usually sold to parties building or remodeling a commercial site or a multifamily unit(s). The rights are recognized by the various regulatory agencies within the Basin and can
therefore be sold or transferred under the proper circumstances. The use of these rights is reserved for
projects in the areas where the rights originated in order to maintain the economic base of those
communities.
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board: Lahontan has water quality responsibilities including
the California-side of the Lake Tahoe Basin. This agency establishes water quality standards, subject to
the approval of the State Water Quality Control Board, and has broader enforcement power than TRPA.
By issuing waste discharge permits and requiring monitoring to show compliance, among other activities,
Lahontan actively enforces attainment of standards.
Any party responsible for construction activity over one acre must obtain a National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System Permit (NPDES Permit) from Lahontan to eliminate or reduce pollutants in storm
water discharged to surface waters, which include riparian zones, from area of construction activity.
Lahontan is also responsible for incorporating the Lake Tahoe Daily Maximum (TMDL) pollutant load
reduction targets into the NPDES permit for California municipalities in the Tahoe Basin. This permit
regulates stormwater discharge from the City’s stormwater management infrastructure and Federal rules
require the City to implement programs to control pollutant runoff. The NPDES permit issued to the City
stipulates a September 30, 2016 deadline to reduce estimated 2004 baseline jurisdictional pollutant loads
of fine sediment particles by 10%, total nitrogen by 8% and total phosphorus by 7%. Lahontan is
expected to update the NPDES permit every five years to include additional load reduction targets.
Upcoming targets are anticipated for 2021 and 2026. Attainment of the 2026 target, termed the Clarity
Challenge, is estimated to return Lake Tahoe to an average annual transparency of 80 feet (Lahontan
2010).
In December 2011, Lahontan incorporated the first five-year Tahoe TMDL pollutant load reduction
milestones into the updated Tahoe Municipal Stormwater Permit -Board Order R6T-2011-0101 (MS4
permit). The MS4 permit requires permittees (City, Placer County and EI Dorado County) to reduce the
estimated 2004 baseline jurisdictional pollutant loads for fine sediment particles by 10%, total nitrogen by
8%, and total phosphorus by 7% by September 30, 2016.
The MS4 permit requires the City to "prepare a detailed plan describing how it expects to meet the
pollutant load reduction requirements" outlined in the MS4 permit, a Pollutant Load Reduction Plan
(PLRP), by March 15, 2013, detailing the City’s approach for meeting pollutant load reduction
requirements. The City Council adopted a PLRP in January 2013 that outlined the proposed strategy for
meeting the 2016 load reduction targets.
The PLRP estimates the City's pollutant load reduction from water quality projects and enhanced
operations and maintenance activities by using the same Pollutant Load Reduction Model (PLRM) which
was used in establishing the City's 2004 baseline pollutant load. Estimated load reductions for specific
projects and operational improvements are shown in the PLRP. Pollutant load reductions will be credited
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to the City as catchments (subwatersheds) with projects and/or operational improvements registered with
Lahontan pursuant to the Lake Clarity Crediting Program.
The PLRP identifies the schedule for the City to register catchments from 2013 through 2016. The PLRP
finds that seven water quality improvement projects (WQIPs) completed since 2004 could be credited for
reducing baseline pollutant fine sediment particle loads by up to 5.9%. Three additional projects (Bijou
Area Erosion Control Project [ECP], Harrison Avenue Streetscape Project, and Sierra Tract 3-4 ECP) are
planned for construction prior to the 2016 permit deadline. These three new WQIPs are estimated to
reduce the City's fine sediment particle pollutant load by up to 6.1%. The PLRP also includes a pilot
program for road operations, based on switching to road abrasives with fewer fine sediment particles, and
implementing a more frequent street sweeping program using high-efficiency sweepers on Pioneer Trail,
Ski Run Boulevard and the main, heavily-sanded roads to the Heavenly Mountain Resort California Base
Lodge.
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans): Caltrans is responsible for planning, designing,
constructing, and maintaining all state highways. The jurisdictional interest of Caltrans extends to
improvements to roadways on the state highway system (including roadways designated as U.S.
highways). Any federally funded transportation improvements would be subject to review by Caltrans
staff and the California Transportation Commission, either on or off of the state highway system.
California Trustee Agencies: State agencies with trustee responsibility in the Tahoe Valley area include:
California Division of Forestry (tree removal and forest resource concerns), State Office of Historic
Preservation (cultural resources), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (wildlife resources), and
State Lands Commission with regard to state-owned “sovereign” lands such as the bed of Lake Tahoe.
City of South Lake Tahoe: The City of South Lake Tahoe is the only incorporated city within the Lake
Tahoe Region. The City implements its regulatory authority through its General Plan and City Code. The
City’s 1999 General Plan adopted TRPA’s Plan Area Statements to replace its previous local zoning. In
the City’s 2011 General Plan update, the City adopted new land use designations for PASs located within
the City’s jurisdiction but retained the PASs and Community Plans as its zoning system. The PASs will
remain in effect until superseded by an Area Plan.
Federal: The US EPA has designated Lake Tahoe an Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW).
ONRWs are provided the highest level of protection under EPA’s Anti-degradation Policy, stipulating
that states may allow some limited activities that result in temporary and short-term changes to water
quality, but that such changes should not adversely affect existing uses or alter the essential character or
special uses for which the water was designated on ONRW. Although the Area Plan does not require
approval from EPA, the incentives related to coverage is dependent upon EPA’ certifying TRPA’s
updated Water Quality Management Plan for the Tahoe Region (208 Plan). The Updated 208 Plan was
certified on June 19, 2013.
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2.0
2.1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
AREA PLAN OVERVIEW

The proposed project is an Area Plan for the Tahoe Valley area. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would
establish goals, policies and implementation strategies for providing specific land use guidance within the
plan’s boundary. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would establish land use regulations and standards that
would replace the existing PAS 110. The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan also proposes to incorporate
one private, vacant parcel that is currently located in PAS 114. The parcel is physically located at 1117
Bonanza Avenue (APN 032-141-18) and will be designated for the development of multi-family housing.
The new plan will serve as a mutual plan for the City and TRPA by providing direction for how the area
should be regulated to achieve regional environmental and land use objectives. The Tahoe Valley Area
Plan would help achieve the vision of the community by implementing its guiding principles through
revisions to land use regulations, development standards, and community design standards. It would
encourage a mixed-use land use pattern (commercial, public service, open space, tourist and residential)
and concentrated development conditions through the use of incentives to promote revitalization to
improve its aging infrastructure, provide for improved recreation access, diversify commercial retail
needs for visitors and residences in a setting that is a transit-, bicycle-, and pedestrian-oriented setting.
In addition, transit and alternative travel will be emphasized, resulting in significant environmental gain
and improved scenic quality, and protection of the community’s quality of life.
Adoption of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would replace or revise the relevant City plans, maps, and
ordinances developed to implement the 1987 Regional Plan, and would replace PAS 110 (and a small
portion of PAS 114). The Area Plan would also implement the policies and objectives of the 2011 City
General Plan. (CSLT EIR, pp. 3.0-7, 3.0-19 and 3.0-23.)
Table 2 provides an overview of the existing plans, maps, and ordinances that are relevant to the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan, a synopsis of the proposed changes, and a brief description of those changes.

Table 2
Elements of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
Tahoe
Valley
Area Plan
Element

Proposed Change from
Existing Plans, Maps, and
Ordinances

Summary Description

Land Use
Element,
and Land
Use Map

Supplements Land Use Map of the 
TRPA Regional Plan Conceptual
Land Use Map and City General 
Plan Designation

Includes new goals, policies and actions to implement the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan.
Defines the Tahoe Valley as commercial, mixed-use, and multifamily development, consistent with TRPA’s Conceptual Land
Use Map and consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use
Diagram.

Zoning
Map
Amendment
(Zoning

Changes zoning for Tahoe Valley 
Area Plan (336 acres)

Properties within Tahoe Valley assigned TC-G (Town Center
Gateway) zoning district.
o TC-G district is intended to create an attractive mixed-use
commercial corridor that provides a welcoming gateway to
South Lake Tahoe and conveys the arrival to South Lake

City Zoning Map is amended to
reference the Tahoe Valley Area
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Table 2
Elements of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
Tahoe
Valley
Area Plan
Element
Map)

Proposed Change from
Existing Plans, Maps, and
Ordinances

Summary Description

Plan











MARCH 16, 2015

Tahoe as a destination. The physical form varies to reflect
the commercial mixed-use character of the gateway corridor
and to transition from surrounding, lower-density districts to
the Town Center Core. Allowable uses include tourist
accommodation, retail, commercial, recreation, and office
uses, as well as mixed-use residential development.
Properties within the Tahoe Valley assigned the TC-C (Town
Center Core) zoning district.
o TC-C district is the heart of the Tahoe Valley area and
intended to become a place of public gathering and retail
activity meeting the needs of both area residents and
tourists. This district allows for vertical mixed-use projects
with a focus on ground-level active storefronts and
pedestrian- and transit-oriented development that
encourages pedestrian activity and supports multi-modal
transportation. Allowable uses include tourist
accommodation, retail, commercial, entertainment, and
office uses, as well as mixed-use residential development.
Properties within the Tahoe Valley assigned the TC-MUC
(Town Center Mixed-Use Corridor) zoning district.
o TC-MUC district is intended to facilitate the transformation
of the eastern and western portions of Lake Tahoe
Boulevard into a multi-modal, mixed-use corridor.
Allowable uses include a rich mixture of retail, service,
public facility, recreation, entertainment, and housing
organized in a compact development pattern, creating an
aesthetically-pleasing and safe environment for pedestrians,
cyclists, and automobile drivers.
Properties within Tahoe Valley assigned TC-NP (Town Center
Neighborhood Professional) zoning district.
o TC-NP district is intended to allow a variety of residential
and non-residential uses to encourage a greater mix and
intensity of uses in a pedestrian and bikeable environment at
a scale and form that is appropriate to its neighborhood
context and adjacent residential uses. Allowable uses
include commercial, public service, healthcare, and office
uses, social services, and neighborhood parks, as well as all
types of residential development.
Properties within the Tahoe Valley assigned the TC-HC (Town
Center Health Care) zoning district.
o TC-HC district contains the area within the immediate
vicinity of Barton Hospital, north and south of South
Avenue and between Third Street and Winnemucca Avenue.
This district will continue to be the core area for healthcare
services and other related supporting services.
Properties within the Tahoe Valley assigned CMX-S
(Commercial Mixed-Use Service) zoning district.
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Table 2
Elements of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
Tahoe
Valley
Area Plan
Element

Proposed Change from
Existing Plans, Maps, and
Ordinances

Summary Description








City of
South
Lake
Tahoe
Code
Amendment
(SLTCC)

o CMX-S district is intended to provide for a mix of smalland medium-scale commercial, support services, and light
industrial uses to meet local and regional demand. This
district may also include residential uses as part of
commercial or light industrial uses to facilitate live/work
opportunities.
A total of 13.6 Acres within the Tahoe Valley is assigned as OS
(Open Space) zoning district.
o This district is intended to preserve and maintain open
spaces within the Tahoe Valley plan area that provide a
visual break from the urban environment as well as views of
surrounding mountains, forests, and stream environment
zones. Depending upon their ecological sensitivity, open
spaces may incorporate paths, boardwalks, pedestrian and
bicycle trails, and benches.
A total of 257 Acres within the Tahoe Valley is within a TRPA
Town Center overlay.
Town centers contain most of the Region’s non-residential
services and have been identified as a significant source of
sediments and other contaminants that continue to enter Lake
Tahoe. Town centers are targeted for redevelopment in a
manner that improves environmental conditions, creates a more
sustainable and less auto-dependent development pattern and
provides economic opportunities in the Region.
A total of 39 Acres within the Tahoe Valley are within TRPA’s
Stream Restoration Plan Area.
o Stream Restoration Plan Areas are Stream Environment
Zones along major waterways that have been substantially
degraded by prior or existing development. Individual
Restoration Plans should be developed for each Stream
Restoration Plan Area in coordination with the applicable
local government and property owners in the plan area.
Restoration Plans may be developed as a component of an
Area Plan or as a separate document and should identify
feasible opportunities for environmental restoration.

Changes to the of South Lake
Tahoe City Code Chapters 6.10
and 6.55

The following code amendments are editorial changes only:
 Establishes language to implement an Area Plan, by referencing
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan for development standards (e.g.,
height, density, setbacks, etc.); permitted uses; use definitions;
parking and loading standards; signage standards; noise
standards; and monitoring provisions, among others.

Develop- Replaces portions of the TRPA
ment
Code of Ordinances Chapter 30,
Standards land coverage, Chapter 31

Establishes development and design standards prepared in
accordance with Section 13.5.3.D of the TRPA Code such that there
is one document that contains all development and design standards
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Table 2
Elements of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
Tahoe
Valley
Area Plan
Element

Proposed Change from
Existing Plans, Maps, and
Ordinances

and
regarding density, Chapter 36
Design
regarding Design Standards, and
Standards Chapter 37 regarding height
standards, and the City-Wide
Design Standards.

Summary Description
that apply to all areas within the Tahoe Valley area.

As part of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, the City of South Lake Tahoe will comply with all mitigation measures from
the Regional Plan Update EIS certified by the TRPA Governing Board on December 12, 2012. The adoption of
these measures includes compliance with measures that have already been incorporated into the TRPA Code,
adopted on December 12, 2012, and effective on Februray 9, 2013.
Also as part of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, the City of South Lake Tahoe will comply with all mitigation measures
from the General Plan EIR certified by the City on May 17, 2011.

The following is a description of the intent of the land use districts identified in Figure 3.
Town Center Core District
This district is the heart of the Tahoe Valley area and intended to become a place of public gathering and
retail activity meeting the needs of both area residents and tourists. This district allows for mixed-use
projects with a focus on ground-level active storefronts and pedestrian- and transit-oriented development
that encourages pedestrian activity and supports multi-modal transportation. Allowable uses include
tourist accommodation, retail, commercial, entertainment, and office uses, as well as mixed-use
residential development.
Table 3 summarizes development standards that apply to this district (refer to Appendix C of the draft
Tahoe Valley Area Plan for more detail):

Table 3
Development Standards for the Town Center Core District

Maximum Density

Development Standard

TC-C District

Multiple Family Dwelling

25 units/acre

Multi-Person Dwelling

25 persons/acre

Single Family Dwelling

2 units per parcel, provided one unit is an authorized
secondary residence
Same as Multiple Family or Multi-Person Dwellings

Employee Housing
Hotel, Motel, Other Transient
Dwelling Units
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Time Sharing
Minimum Lot Size
Commercial/Public Service
Residential
Minimum Lot Depth
Minimum Lot Width
Commercial/Public Service
Residential
Maximum Land Coverage – Base +
Transferred
Height
Minimum setback from street frontage

40 units/acre
10,000 sq. ft.
6,000 sq. ft.
100 ft.
80 ft.
60 ft.
70% of project area within land capability districts 4-7
45 ft. (3 stories)
25 ft. for US 50, SR 89, and Lake Tahoe Boulevard, 20 ft.
for all other streets

Applicable policies that guide revitalization of the Town Center Core District are provided under Goal
LU-5 and include provisions for the following:
•
•
•
•

Promotion of vibrant, compact mixed-use projects that incorporate residential/office/tourist and
commercial uses (LU-5.1).
Promotion of a pedestrian land use pattern that is served by transit and alternative transportation
options (LU-5.2)
Creation of gathering spaces to support commercial activity (LU-5.3 and LU-5.4)
Design and compatibility of development (LU-5.8).

Town Center Gateway District
The Gateway District, which includes properties surrounding the “Y” intersection and properties along
Lake Tahoe Boulevard and Emerald Bay Road, is a key arrival area for travelers to South Lake Tahoe.
This district is intended to create an attractive mixed-use commercial corridor that provides a welcoming
gateway to South Lake Tahoe. The physical form varies to reflect the commercial mixed-use character of
the gateway corridor and to transition from surrounding, lower-density districts to the Town Center Core.
Allowable uses include tourist accommodation, retail, commercial, recreation, office uses, as well as
mixed-use residential development.
Table 4 summarizes development standards that apply to this district (refer to Appendix C of the draft
Tahoe Valley Area Plan for more detail):

Maximum Density

Table 4
Development Standards for the Town Center Gateway District
Development Standard
TC-G District
Mobile Home Dwelling
8 units/acre
Multiple Family Dwelling
25 units/acre

Single Family Dwelling
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Hotel, Motel, Other Transient
Dwelling Units
Time Sharing
Minimum Lot Size
Commercial/Public Service
Residential
Minimum Lot Depth
Minimum Lot Width
Commercial/Public Service
Residential
Maximum Land Coverage – Base +
Transferred
Height
Minimum setback from street frontage

40 units/acre
40 units/acre
10,000 sq. ft.
6,000 sq. ft.
100 ft.
80 ft.
60 ft.
70% of project area within land capability districts 4-7
36 ft. (2 stories)
20-25 ft.

Town Center Mixed-Use Corridor
This district is intended to facilitate the transformation of the eastern and western portions of Lake Tahoe
Boulevard into a multi-modal, mixed-use corridor. Allowable uses include a rich mixture of retail,
service, public facility, recreation, entertainment, and housing organized in a compact development
pattern, creating an aesthetically-pleasing and safe environment for pedestrians, cyclists, and automobile
drivers.
Table 5 summarizes development standards that apply to this district (refer to Appendix C of the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan for more detail):

Maximum Density

Table 5
Development Standards for the Town Center Mixed-Use Corridor District
Development Standard
TC-MUC District
Multiple Family Dwelling

25 units/acre

Single Family Dwelling

2 units per parcel, provided one unit is an authorized
secondary residence
Same as Multiple Family or Multi-Person Dwellings

Employee Housing

Hotel, Motel, Other Transient
Dwelling Units
Time Sharing
Minimum Lot Size
Commercial/Public Service
Residential
Minimum Lot Depth
Minimum Lot Width
Commercial/Public Service
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Residential
Maximum Land Coverage – Base +
Transferred
Height
Minimum setback from street frontage

60 ft.
70% of project area within land capability districts 4-7
42 ft. (3 stories), 36 ft. for properties with Highway 50
frontage east of Tahoe Keys Boulevard.
20-25 ft.

Town Center Neighborhood Professional
This district is intended to allow a variety of residential and non-residential uses to encourage a greater
mix and intensity of uses in a pedestrian and bikeable environment at a scale and form that is appropriate
to its neighborhood context and adjacent residential uses. Allowable uses include commercial, public
service, healthcare, and office uses, social services, neighborhood parks, as well as all types of residential
development.Table 6 summarizes development standards that apply to this district (refer to Appendix C
of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan for more detail):

Maximum Density

Table 6
Development Standards for the Town Center Neighborhood Professional District
Development Standard
TC-NP District
Mobile Home Dwelling
8 units/acre
Multiple Family Dwelling
25 units/acre
Multi-Person Dwelling
25 persons/acre
Nursing and Personal Care
25 persons/acre
Residential Care
25 persons/acre
Single Family Dwelling
2 units per parcel, provided one unit is an authorized
secondary residence
Employee Housing
Same as Multiple Family or Multi-Person Dwellings
Bed and Breakfast facilities
10 units/acre
Hotel, Motel, Other Transient
40 units/acre
Dwelling Units
Minimum Lot Size
Commercial/Public Service
Residential
Minimum Lot Depth
Minimum Lot Width
Commercial/Public Service
Residential
Maximum Land Coverage – Base +
Transferred
Height
Minimum setback from street frontage

10,000 sq. ft.
6,000 sq. ft.
100 ft.
80 ft.
60 ft.
70% of project area within land capability districts 4-7
36 ft. (2 stories)
20 ft.

Town Center Healthcare District
The Healthcare District contains the area within the immediate vicinity of Barton Hospital, north and
south of South Avenue and between Third Street and Winnemucca Avenue. This district will continue to
be the core area for healthcare services and other related supporting services.
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Table 7 summarizes development standards that apply to this district (refer to Appendix C of the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan for more detail):
\

Maximum Density

Table 7
Development Standards for the Town Center Health Care District
Development Standard
TC-HC District
Multiple Family Dwelling
Multi-Person Dwelling
Nursing and Personal Care
Residential Care
Single Family Dwelling
Employee Housing
Hotel, Motel, Other Transient
Dwelling Units

Minimum Lot Size
Commercial/Public Service
Residential
Minimum Lot Depth
Minimum Lot Width
Commercial/Public Service
Residential
Maximum Land Coverage – Base +
Transferred
Height
Minimum setback from street
frontage

25 units/acre
25 persons/acre
25 persons/acre
25 person/acre
2 units per parcel, provided one unit is an authorized secondary
residence
Same as Multiple Family or Multi-Person Dwellings
40 units/acre

10,000 sq. ft.
6,000 sq. ft.
100 ft.
80 ft.
60 ft.
70% of project area within land capability districts 4-7, with
exception for El Dorado County APNs 023-081-03 and 023-081091
42 ft. (3 stories)
20 ft.

1, See Barton Hospital parcel coverage incentives described in the draft Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Standard F(5)(a)
and Section 6.4.8 (Geology, Soils and Land), Question 61 below.

Commercial Mixed-Use Service District
This district is intended to provide for a mix of small- and medium-scale commercial, support services,
and light industrial uses to meet local and regional demand.
Table 8 summarizes development standards that apply to this district (refer to Appendix C of the draft
Tahoe Valley Area Plan for more detail):

Maximu
m
Density

Table 8
Development Standards for the Commercial Mixed-use Service District
Development Standard
CMX-S District
Mobile Home Dwelling
8 units/acre
Multiple Family Dwelling
25 units/acre
Multi-Person dwelling
25 persons/acre
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Single Family Dwelling
Employee Housing

1 unit as part of mixed-use live/work project
Same as Multiple Family or Multi-Person Dwellings

Minimum Lot Size
Commercial/Public Service
Residential
Minimum Lot Depth
Minimum Lot Width
Commercial/Public Service
Residential
Maximum Land Coverage – Base + Transferred
Commercial and Mixed-Use

Multiple Family ≥ 5 units, Public Service, and
Recreation Uses
Height
Minimum setback from street frontage

10,000 sq. ft.
6,000 sq. ft.
100 ft.
80 ft.
60 ft.
Vacant parcels – 70% of project area within land
capability districts 4-7
Developed parcels - 50% of project area within land
capability districts 4-7
50% of project area within land capability districts 47
Per TRPA Code Section 37.4
20 ft.

Open Space
This district is intended to preserve land in its present use that would: 1) conserve and enhance natural or
scenic resources; 2) protect streams environment zones, sensitive lands, water quality or water supply; 3)
promote soil and habitat conservation; 4) enhance recreation opportunities; and/or 5) preserve visual
quality along highways, roads, and street corridors or scenic vistas. The land is predominantly open,
undeveloped, or lightly developed with trails or water quality projects, and is suitable for any of the
following: natural areas, wildlife and native plant habitat; erosion control facilities, stream environment
zones, stream corridors; passive parks; and/or trails for non-motorized activities.
TRPA Town Center Overlay
This overlay contains much of the region’s non-residential services and has been identified as a
significant source of sediments and other contaminants that continue to enter Lake Tahoe. Town Centers
are targeted for redevelopment in a manner that improves environmental conditions, creates a more
sustainable and less auto-dependent development pattern, and provides economic opportunities in the
region. The overlay designation also establishes areas of the region that qualify for additional land
coverage, height, and density incentives to encourage redevelopment activity and provide capacity for
transfers of development from sensitive and outlying areas. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan proposes to
amend the boundary of the TRPA Town Center Overlay to incorporate a parcel located at 1117 Bonanza
Avenue (APN 32-141-18) (see Figure 3).
TRPA Stream Restoration Plan Area
This district encompasses the TRPA designated Stream Restoration Plan Area located along US 50 on the
eastern edge of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan within the Upper Truckee River Watershed. This designation
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allows for the development of a restoration plan as part of an Area Plan or as a standalone document. The
Tahoe Valley Area Plan does not include a restoration plan because no projects have yet to be identified
that would result in the removal of development from the Stream Restoration Plan Area. As required by
TRPA Code of Ordinances (Section 51.6.5), future projects that result in the removal of development
from the Stream Restoration Plan Area will be required to be restored and permanently restricted to open
space.
Although no restoration plan has been developed, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan does include a policy
provision that encourages the transfer of coverage from the Stream Restoration Plan Area by allowing an
applicant to earn matching bonus coverage from the City land coverage pool.
Permissible Use List
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would modify the existing permissible use list to consolidate multiple
similar uses under one category or to rename uses for clarity and ease of use, and would create new use
definitions. In order to clarify the difference between light industrial uses such as welding services and
fine art or craftsman workshops that are light industrial in nature, a new use is proposed. Artisan and
craftsman-type operations such as potters, weavers, jewelers, or other similar use that requires artistic
skill would be defined as small-scale manufacturing. Operations such as blacksmiths and welding
services, and truss manufactures would be defined as light manufacturing. See Appendix B for proposed
modifications to the existing permissible use list.
Anticipated Development
By the year 2034, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is anticipated to accommodate an additional 77,000 to
102,000 square feet of CFA that would consist of CFA allocated to the Area Plan by TRPA, CFA from
the City Pool and the transfer of existing CFA that would be transferred from outside of the Area Plan.
Policy provisions in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan identify the desire for developing and repurposing
existing commercial uses towards resident-serving and recreation-based retail uses, and turning Tahoe
Valley into an entertainment and recreation center.
Residential development and redevelopment by 2034 would primarily occur as multi-family, live/work,
and mixed-use units, and is anticipated to consist of 3731 new dwelling units. The development and
redevelopment would occur through a combination of the current City and TRPA allocation system,
including provisions for bonus units for affordable, moderate, and market-rate housing, and the potential
conversion of 100 tourist accommodation units in the Tahoe Valley plan area. The plan identifies the
need for housing in Tahoe Valley and includes incentives for residential development under Section 7 –
Housing policies H-1.2 (Housing Incentives), H-1.3 (Residential Improvement), H-1.5 (Redirection of
Development), H-1.9 (Housing Needs), H-1.10 (Conversions) and H-2.2 (Housing in the Town Center
Core District).
Design and Development Standards
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would establish development and design standards that are specific to the
Plan area, which would replace the City of South Lake Tahoe City Code Chapter 6.10 and 6.55
development standards, and portions of the TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapter 30, land coverage,
Chapter 31 regarding density, Chapter 36 regarding design standards, and Chapter 37 regarding height
standards. These standards are described in Appendix C of the draft Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
1

Based on Regional Plan Update growth assumptions (Table 3.3-9, Existing and Future Distribution of Residential Units, Regional Plan Update
Draft EIS).
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Maximum Transferred Land Coverage
The maximum land coverage is 70 percent of the project area located in land capability districts 4 through
7, for all land use types. The maximum coverage permitted in the Commercial Mixed-use District for
commercial and mixed-use facilities on vacant land is 70 percent of the project area located in land
capability districts 4 through 7, and 50 percent for facilities located on developed parcels. For the two
parcels where the existing Barton Hospital is located (El Dorado County APNs 023-081-03 and 023-08109) coverage may exceed 70 percent under certain conditions described below in Section 6.4.8 Geology,
Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage. For tourist accommodation, multi-residential (five or more units),
public services, and recreation facilities, the maximum coverage is 50 percent of the project area located
in land capability districts 4-7.
Building Height and Design
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would also establish a new height standard that varies from 36 feet up to
maximum of 45 feet and would require structures on a street frontage to setback the third story 10 feet
from the second story building façade. For structures located adjacent to residential areas, any portion of
structure over 25 feet in height is required to incorporate step-back requirements and view protection
measures. To create active streetscapes, standards are proposed that require sidewalks, landscaping, and
outdoor seating to be located within the building setback. In addition, parking location standards are
incorporated that promote parking lot locations to be either underground, behind a building, or on the
interior side or rear of a parcel.
Density
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would also establish new density standards for multi-family dwelling units,
single family dwelling units, and tourist accommodation units. The maximum density for multi-family
dwelling units is 25 dwellings units per acre, and the maximum density for tourist accommodation units is
40 units per acre. To align the Tahoe Valley Area Plan with California State law (§65852.2) regarding
secondary units, and to promote a source of affordable units, the density standards for single family
dwellings would permit a secondary unit. The secondary unit standard is applicable in the Town Center
Neighborhood Professional District. To promote live/work opportunities in the Commercial Mixed-Use
Service District, the density standard would permit one single family residential unit as part of a mixeduse live/work project. The units must meet City development standards for parcel size, parking and
setbacks and are subject to TRPA’s growth management and residential allocation limitations, and
transfer provisions.
Redevelopment Incentives
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan provides several incentives for redevelopment of properties in the Plan area,
which are not available in the currently applicable land use policies. These incentives are described in
detail in the draft Tahoe Valley Area Plan and the following list is a summary:
Alternate Water Quality Fee Program: The Tahoe Valley Area Plan proposes to establish areawide water quality treatments and funding mechanisms in lieu of certain site-specific BMPs,
subject to the requirements outlined in TRPA Code Section 13.5.3.B.3. All properties within the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan that participate in an area-wide treatment system that has been
implemented by the City will be considered as meeting the requirement of TRPA Code, Chapter
60: Water Quality, for drainage storage and treatment.
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Alternate Traffic and Air Quality Fee Program: Projects contributing to the construction of
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure depicted in Figure 6 in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan will be
credited with sufficiently meeting the necessary mitigation fees. Fees or assessments paid
equivalent to the requirements of TRPA Code Section 65.2.4 to construct the improvements, will
be considered in lieu of the requirements of TRPA Code Section 65.2.4.
Maximum Coverage in a TRPA Designated Town Center: Maximum base allowable plus
transferred coverage for facilities located in the TC-C, TC-G, TC-MUC, TC-NP, and TC-HC
Districts is 70 percent of the project area located within Land Capability Districts 4 – 7. Coverage
shall be transferred pursuant to TRPA Code Section 30.4.2 and 30.4.3. (See Barton Hospital
parcel coverage incentives described in the draft Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Standard F(5)(a) and
Section 6.4.8 (Geology, Soils and Land), Question 61 below.)
Maximum Land Coverage in the Commercial Mixed-Use District: Maximum coverage for
commercial and mixed-use facilities located in the Commercial Mixed-Use District is:


For parcels upon which there is no development legally existing as of July 1, 1987,
maximum land coverage shall be 70 percent of the project area that is located within
Land Capability Districts 4 through 7, inclusive;



For parcels upon which there legally exists development as of July 1, 1987, maximum
land coverage shall be 50 percent of the project area that is located within Land
Capability Districts 4 through 7, inclusive; and



Land coverage shall be transferred to eligible parcels and eligible uses, in accordance
with TRPA Code Sections 30.4.2 and 30.4.3.

Bonus Land Coverage Incentive: All projects transferring or removing coverage from designated sending
areas may earn bonus coverage, subject to availability, from the City’s coverage pool. Bonus coverage
may be earned pursuant to the transfer ratios in the following table (refer to Policy NCR-7.2 in the draft
Tahoe Valley Area Plan for additional information):
Sending Area

Bonus Coverage Earned (per sq.
ft.)

TRPA Designated Stream Restoration Plan Area
(see draft Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Figure 12,
Zoning Map)

1

Tahoe Valley Greenbelt and Associated SEZs

1

Other SEZs in the Upper Truckee Watershed
Hydrologically Related Area Located within the
City Limits

0.5

Commercial Floor Area Allocation: The City of South Lake Tahoe provides a pool of Commercial Floor
Area (CFA) at a reasonable cost and subject to availability in order to create an investment stimulant for
creating positive change in the built environment. CFA is provided as an incentive, not an entitlement, in
order to encourage property owners to move forward with projects that are beneficial to the environment,
community and the economy.
Projects eligible for an allocation of CFA from the City’s pools must meet the following criteria:
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Transportation

Be within an adopted community plan area or an adopted area plan,
Meet the criteria for CFA allocations required by the applicable community plan or area
plan,
Meet all applicable design standards,
Include the construction of improvements that will benefit the public and community
which are more extensive than required by the applicable community plan or City Code;
and
Provide an economic benefit to the community with enough significance to merit the
allocation of the City’s CFA resource.

The Tahoe Valley Area Plan calls for the following improvements planned for the area. No specific
projects would be approved with the adoption of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan and all future projects would
be subject to applicable environmental review and permitting requirements.
US 50 Airport to “Y” Junction Water Quality Improvement Project: As part of this water quality
improvement project, Caltrans installed a 3- to 4-foot shoulder for a Class II bike lane, and provided curb,
gutter and sidewalks. The project was completed in the Fall 2014.
US 50 “Y” to Upper Truckee River Pedestrian Improvements: This project focuses to improving
pedestrian and bicycling safety and connectivity along US 50 from the “Y” intersection to the Upper
Truckee River Bridge. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan calls for the installation of 6-foot shoulders for Class
II bike lanes, and the replacement of traffic signals, curbs, gutters and sidewalks. The project is currently
not funded.
SR 89 “Y” to Cascade Road Water Quality Improvement Project: As part of this water quality
improvement project, Caltrans will install a 4-foot shoulder for a Class II bike lane. The project has
received a conditional construction permit from TRPA and construction is expected to begin the Fall of
2014 and be completed by Winter 2015.
RTP #74: US 50 Signal Synchronization and Adaptive Signals Project. Upgrade signal timing equipment
at signalized intersections along US Highway 50 to improve traffic flow.
RTP #81: Signalization Upgrade. Upgrade signal timing equipment at City of South Lake Tahoe
signalized intersections to improve traffic flow.
Tahoe Keys Intersection Improvements: Install a right turn lane on US 50 at the Tahoe Keys
Intersection.
Bike Path Rehabilitation: This project focused on rehabilitating and laying new asphalt on an existing
Class I bike path that runs from Trout Creek to the Y intersection. One segment is located adjacent to the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan behind Motel 6 and another segment is located in the plan area boundary and
runs from Helen Avenue to the Y intersection. The project was completed in Fall of 2014.
South Lake Tahoe Bus Shelters: The Tahoe Transportation District is continuing a program of
constructing new shelters in the South Shore. The structures will enhance rider comfort and safety while
adding visibility to encourage transit use.
US 50 and SR 89 (Policy T-1.3) – Coordination with Caltrans regarding circulation improvements when
constructing the US 50 and SR 89 water quality improvement projects.
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Vehicle Shortcuts (Policy T-1.4) – Minimize vehicular traffic “shortcuts” through residential areas
through roadway design.
Lake Tahoe Boulevard (Policy T-1.6) – Discourage left turn movements on Lake Tahoe Boulevard,
except at signalized intersections.
Driveway Consolidation (Policy T-2.3) – Reduce the number of vehicles accessing along Lake Tahoe
Boulevard and Emerald Bay Road and encourage shared driveways.
New Project Access (Policy T-2.4) – Require new projects on corner parcels to obtain vehicle access
from side streets instead of Lake Tahoe Boulevard or Emerald Bay Road, unless a traffic study identifies
highway access is superior.
Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements (Policy T-3.4, T-4.1, T-4.2, and T-4.5) – Require sidewalk
improvements for all projects located on arterials and collectors and link bicycle trails and routes, both
within and outside of the Tahoe Valley Plan area. Explore additional routes in and around the industrial
area.
Intersection Enhancements at the “Y” Intersection (Policy T-4.8) – Develop strong pedestrian and
bicycle links between the four corners of the intersection.
Transit Services (Policy T-5.1) – Work with transit providers (e.g., BlueGo, Bus Plus, and Amtrak) to
ensure the Tahoe Valley Plan area is served by frequent bus service.
Transit Supporting Improvements (Policy T-5.2 through T-5.3) – Install bus shelters at bus stops
when feasible and implement bus turnouts on SR 89 and US 50.
Transit Center (Policy T-5.4) – Ensure that City-owned Transit Center has capacity for long-term transit
growth, which may include the redesign or relocation of the Transit Center in the Gateway Core.
West Shore Shuttle (Policy T-5.5) – Create a shuttle system with frequent trips to the Camp Richardson
area, US Forest Service beaches, and Emerald Bay.
Sustainable Communities Strategies – Implement the TRPA/Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization
(TMPO) Community Strategies by integrating land use, transportation, and housing strategies to create a
walkable Town Center.
These improvements, in the Tahoe Valley planning area and its vicinity are intended to reduce total
vehicle miles traveled.
Recreation and Open Space
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan does not propose an allocation of People at One Time (PAOT) summer day
use recreation use. However, the Plan includes a Recreation Section that contains policies to promote a
range of recreation uses (e.g., public open space areas with and without recreational improvements, green
spaces, plazas and public gathering places, dog park, neighborhood pocket parks/playgrounds, bike and
pedestrian opportunities, and establishment of a “recreation hub” near the “Y” intersection area).
A major component of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan includes construction of the Tahoe Valley Greenbelt.
The project calls for construction of a unique recreation and open space community amenity located just
southeast of the Y intersection. The project will serve as an enhanced area-wide stormwater treatment
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system that includes SEZ restoration, installation of pedestrian-bicycle paths, pedestrian amenities, and
interpretive signage. The Greenbelt will serve as a visual amenity for adjacent residential and commercial
uses and provide a bicycle and pedestrian linkage connecting the commercial core to adjacent residential
uses.

Public Services
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would also include policy provisions that support upgrading the Lukins
Brothers Water System (though no specific improvements have been identified), encouraging new and
remodeled structures to design for solar orientation and solar panels, and incorporating LEED or similar
green technology design techniques to reduce energy consumption, and promoting access to broadband.
Conservation//Natural and Cultural Resources
As part of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan process, the City has developed natural and cultural resource’s
goals, policies and implementation strategies to implement provisions of the Regional Plan and General
Plan. The following is a summary of improvements identified in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan:


Zoning SEZ restoration sites and stormwater drainage basins as open space.



Designate the view of Tahoe Mountain and the distant ridgeline views of Monument
Peak as new scenic resources.



Incorporate design standards to ensure that the built environment is compatible with the
natural scenic qualities of the Lake Tahoe Basin.



Complete construction of the US 50 and SR 89 Water Quality Improvement Project.



Restore disturbed SEZs located within the Tahoe Valley Greenbelt.



Coordinate with the California Tahoe Conservancy to prioritize the removal of
development and land coverage from delineated SEZs and the TRPA designated Stream
Restoration Plan Area.



Amend the 1987 Bailey Mapped Land Capability Map to adopt an updated map that more
accurately delineate the boundaries of the SEZs located within the Tahoe Valley plan
area.



Implement the area-wide stormwater system for the Tahoe Valley Water Quality
Improvement Project.



Implement the City’s Pollutant Load Reduction Plan by registering the Glorene and 8th
Street Water Quality Improvement Project.



Promote the transfer of coverage from disturbed SEZs by creating a bonus coverage
transfer match for transfers from the TRPA designated Stream Restoration Plan Area, the
Tahoe Valley Greenbelt, and from the Upper Truckee River Hydrologically Related
Area.
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3.0

BASELINE

As specified in Section 13.3.1 of the TRPA Code, all plans, policies, and regulations in the Regional Plan
and the TRPA Code shall remain in effect unless superseded by the provisions of an area plan. Thus,
existing baseline conditions for the purposes of this IS/IEC reflect current 2015 environmental conditions
(the time of writing of this IS/IEC) with the updated Regional Plan, TRPA Code, City General Plan and
Code in effect, and the existing plans (PAS 110 and PAS 114), maps, and ordinances also in effect. The
Tahoe Valley Area Plan has an approximate 20-year planning horizon.
The proposed project evaluated in this IS/IEC is the adoption and implementation of the proposed Tahoe
Valley Area Plan. With approval, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be in place, in which case the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan would become part of the Regional Plan and would replace existing plans, maps, and
ordinances. The focus of the analyses herein is on the replacement of the existing plans (including
applicable PASs), maps, and ordinances with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan and the potential environmental
effects of implementing the Tahoe Valley Area Plan over its approximately 20-year plan horizon.
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4.0

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS

This IS/EIC was prepared to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
using as a tool the CEQA and TRPA checklist questions, responses, and supporting narrative. The
analysis tiers and incorporates by reference specific analyses contained in the following environmental
review documents, as appropriate:


TRPA, Regional Plan Update EIS, certified by the TRPA Governing Board on December 12,
2012 (RPU EIS).



TRPA/TMPO), Mobility 2035: Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
EIR/EIS, certified by the TMPO Board and the TRPA Governing Board on December 12, 2012
(RTP EIR/EIS).



CSLT, General Plan Update EIR, certified by the City Council on May 17, 2011 (CSLT EIR).

These program-level environmental documents include a regional scale analysis and a framework of
mitigation measures that provide a foundation for subsequent environmental review at an area plan level.
These documents serve as first-tier documents for the TRPA and City review of the proposed Tahoe
Valley Area Plan. To the extent that the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is consistent with the City General Plan,
the TRPA Regional Plan and the RTP, for which the program documents were prepared, the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan could be found to be “within the scope” of the program documents.
This Tahoe Valley Area Plan IS/IEC is also a program-level environmental document. No specific
development projects are proposed at this time or analyzed herein. All future projects within the Tahoe
Valley area would be subject to project-level environmental review and permitting by City and/or TRPA,
with the permitting agency determined based on the size, nature and location of the project (Section
13.7.3 of the TRPA Code). Project-level environmental documents would identify and describe mitigation
for any potentially significant environmental impacts.
TRPA has prepared an Area Plan Environmental Analysis Guidelines flowchart intended to assist local
jurisdictions in considering environmental review requirements associated with the land uses proposed in
area plans. The guidance poses the following questions:


Does a land use district in the area plan allow a use that has a greater potential impact than the
corresponding land use in the Regional Plan? This includes any community plans and/or PASs
that would be wholly or partially replaced by the area plan.



Does a zoning district in the area plan allow a use that has a greater potential impact than the
corresponding land use district in the PAS?



Does the project have a greater potential impact than the use allowed by the existing zoning
district/PAS?

These questions contemplate whether land use changes resulting from adoption of an area plan would
result in new uses that could result in potential environmental impacts not previously contemplated by the
community plans, PASs, and Regional Plan.
To address these questions, the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan Land Use Map and Zoning Map, and
TRPA Conceptual Land Use Map were carefully reviewed. The proposed land use and zoning map
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amendments are consistent with the TRPA Conceptual Land Use Map adopted as part of the 2012
Regional Plan and the City General Plan which was adopted in 2011. Development and Design Standards
of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would modify the list of permissible uses from what is currently allowed
within the PAS 110 (and a small portion of PAS 114). TRPA’s Regional Plan Conceptual Land Use Map
classifies Tahoe Valley as mixed-use and also designates a portion of the area as a Town Center Overlay
District and stream restoration.
The tables included in Appendix B of this IS/IEC compares the existing permissible uses allowed within
PAS 110 and 114 with those uses that would be allowed with implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan, as specified in the Development and Design Standards of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Many of the
permissible use changes are a change in name only, where the use name is the result of the consolidation
of multiple similar uses under one name. Generally, the types of land uses that would be permissible in
the TC-G, TC-C, TC-MUC, TC-NP, TC-HC and CMX-S zoning districts are consistent with the mix of
uses (commercial, public service, light industrial, office, tourist accommodation, and residential)
envisioned for community centers in the Regional Plan (TRPA 2012a, p. 2-33) and the General Plan
(CSLT 2011, pp. LU-3 and LU-10); the uses that would be permissible within these zoning districts
reflect the mix of uses envisioned for recreation areas in the Regional Plan (TRPA 2012a, p. 2-19); and
the uses within the OS zoning district would be limited to passive recreation uses and restoration
activities.
Because the proposed new uses would be consistent with the uses envisioned in the Regional Plan, the
analysis herein focuses on the unique characteristics of the allowed uses and potential environmental
impacts associated with their implementation (e.g., land use compatibility, water quality, scenic resources,
and traffic).
This analysis herein also focuses on proposed revision to the SEZ delineation within the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan, as well as a proposed substitute design standard to allow secondary residential units on parcels
less than one acre within the Town Center Neighborhood Professional District (TVAP Policy H-1.2
Housing Incentives). Additional focus will be on proposed Policies ED-2.2 and ED -2.3 [Barton Hospital
Incentives] that would exempt Barton Hospital’s healthcare facilities in the Town Center Healthcare
District from the CFA entitlement requirements of Chapter 50, Allocation of Development, of the TRPA
Code of Ordinances, upon adoption of a Campus Master Plan, as well as a proposed substitute design
standard for coverage transfers to the existing Barton Hospital parcels. (TVAP, Exhibit C, Standard
F(5)(a).)
The checklist responses include cross-referencing to other checklist items to reduce redundancy, where
appropriate.
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5.0

COMMODITIES INVENTORY

Chapter 50 of the TRPA Code sets forth the requirements for regulating the rate and timing of growth
within the region in a manner intended to award and distribute allocations for growth and development in
an orderly fashion in order to meet and maintain environmental thresholds (TRPA 2012c: p. 50-1).
Table 3 summarizes the existing commodities within City of South Lake Tahoe and the extent of
remaining commodities for residential, commercial, and tourist uses. The regional commodities and
bonus units from the Regional Plan are shown in Table 9.
Table 9
City of South Lake Tahoe Commodities Summary
Residential
Total Existing Units

15,499

By Land Capability District (LCD)
SEZ (LCD 1b)

5,234

Sensitive Lands (LCDs 1a, 1c, 2, and 3)

353

Non-Sensitive Lands (LCDs 4, 5, and 6)

9,912

Development Rights Remaining

4,243

Commercial
Total Existing Commercial Floor Area (CFA) (sq. ft.)

2,858,989

By Land Capability District (LCD)
SEZ (LCD 1b)

1,228,452

Sensitive Lands (LCDs 1a, 1c, 2, and 3)

19,110

Non-Sensitive Lands (LCDs 4, 5, and 6)

1,611,427

By Land Use District
Within Community Plan Areas or Town Centers
In HDT District

2,122,597
0

Outside of Land Use Districts

736,392

Remaining CFA (8,662 remains in the Tourist Core)

54,139

Tourist
Total Existing Tourist Accommodation Units (TAUs)

7,026

By Land Capability District (LCD)
SEZ (LCD 1b)

1,822

Sensitive Lands (LCDs 1a, 1c, 2, and 3)

188

Non-Sensitive Lands (LCDs 4, 5, and 6)

5,016

By Land Use District
Within Community Plan Areas or Town Centers
In HDT District

0

Outside of Land Use Districts
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Table 9
City of South Lake Tahoe Commodities Summary
Remaining TAUs (assigned to the Tourist Core Area Plan)

25

Source: TRPA 2012f

Table 4 Region Wide Units of Use, Bonus Units, and Commercial Floor Area
Existing
Residential
Units

46,962

CFA
(sq. ft.)

6,403,893

TAUs

11,947

Remaining Allocations/
Bonus Units/Units of Use
1,075

Allocations Authorized in the
Potential
2012 Regional Plan
Development

Total
Potential
Development

(114 Residential Allocations,
874 Residential Bonus Units,
87 Existing Residential Units of
Use)

(2,600 Residential Allocations and
600 Residential Bonus Units)

3,200

4,275

51,237

407,842

200,000

607,842

7,011,735

390

0

390

12,337

(24,242 banked CFA)
(383,600 remaining CFA)
(48 banked units)
(342 remaining TAUs)

Source: TRPA 2012a: page 3-46.
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6.0

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND IMPACT
ANALYSIS

1. Project title: Tahoe Valley Area Plan
2. Lead agency name and address:
The City of South Lake Tahoe is the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency
responsible for preparing an Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND) and the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency (TRPA) will serve as the lead agency for the Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC)
under the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact.
City of South Lake Tahoe
1052 Tata Lane
South Lake Tahoe, California 96150
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
P.O. Box 5310
Stateline, Nevada 89449
3. Contact person and phone number
City of South Lake Tahoe: John Hitchcock, Planning Manager, (530) 542-7472
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency: Brandy McMahon, Division Manager, (775) 588-4547
4. Project location:
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan is located in the southwestern portion of the City of South Lake Tahoe
(see Figure 1). Regional access to the Tahoe Valley plan area is provided by US Highway 50 (US
50) and California State Route 89 (SR 89). The Tahoe Valley plan area serves as the gateway for the
City of South Lake Tahoe for travelers heading south on SR 89 and east on US 50. The Tahoe Valley
plan area is located within PAS 110, South Y, and the parcel located at 1117 Bonanza Avenue
Emerald Bay Road (APN 032-141-18) within PAS 114, Bonanza, Special Area #1 (see Figure 3).
The Area Plan consists of approximately 337 acres and includes 484 public and privately owned
parcels that include residential, commercial, tourist accommodation, industrial, and public service
land uses (see Table 1 and Figure 2).
5. Project sponsor’s name and address
City of South Lake Tahoe
1052 Tata Lane
South Lake Tahoe, California 96150
6. General Plan designation:
The City’s General Plan designates the Tahoe Valley area as Mixed-Use and TRPA’s Conceptual
Town Center.
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7. Zoning
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan contains multiple zoning designations within the 337-acre area.
8. Description of project:
The proposed project involves adoption of an Area Plan that promotes revitalization of the area
surrounding the “Y” intersection as well as environmental improvements to be consistent with the
General Plan, Regional Plan and TRPA Code of Ordinances, Chapter 13: Area Plans. The Area Plan
proposes to achieve this through more intensive mixed-use development in the “Y” intersection area,
with less intensive uses permitted near the periphery, and would promote revitalization and the
restoration and transfer of coverage from sensitive lands. The Area Plan boundary includes the area
that is currently designated as PAS 110 as well as the addition of the parcel located at 1117 Bonanza
Avenue Emerald Bay Road (APN 032-141-18) within PAS 114, Bonanza, Special Area #1 (see
Figure 3). The Area Plan also promotes live/work residential units in the industrial district and allows
for secondary units on single-family parcels that meet all City and TRPA development standards for
parcel size, parking, and setbacks.
9. Surrounding land uses and setting:
Land uses to the west, north, and northeast of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan boundaries consist of
residential subdivisions dating from earlier development of the area during the 1960s through the
1990s. Immediately adjacent to the Tahoe Valley Area Plan to the east lies a large open space area
(stream environment zone [SEZ]) consisting of the floodplain for the Upper Truckee River, which is
near the eastern boundary of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. The Lake Tahoe Airport is located to the
southeast of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. This single-runway airport serves the vicinity with charter
flights, air tours (helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft), and general aviation. Portions of the noise,
safety, and height restriction areas described in the Airport’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan overlay
of the Tahoe Valley area.
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation
agreement):
Adoption and approval of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is only required by the City of South Lake
Tahoe City Council and the TRPA Governing Board. However, any projects that may move forward
as a result of the implementation of this Area Plan may also require approval by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, State Water
Resources Control Board, El Dorado County Air Pollution Control District, California State Lands
Commission, and/or the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).
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6.1

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

If environmental factors are checked below, there would be at least one impact that is a
“Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
Aesthetics

Agriculture Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology Resources

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

Hydrology/Water
Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities/Service Systems
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6.2

CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

On the basis of this Initial Study:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

3/16/2015

John M. Hitchcock, Planning Manager
City of South Lake Tahoe

Date

3/16/2015

Date

Brandy McMahon, Division Manager
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
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6.3

TRPA ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION (TO BE COMPLETED
BY TRPA)

On the basis of this TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist:
a. The proposed project could not have a significant effect on
the environment and a finding of no significant effect shall be
prepared on accordance with TRPA’s Rules of Procedure

Yes

No

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

Yes

No

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

Yes

No

3/16/2015
Brandy McMahon
Division Manager, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
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6.4

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The following environmental analysis has been prepared using the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G:
Environmental Checklist Form to complete an Initial Study. This checklist also includes analysis of
environmental impacts required in the TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist found at:
http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Inital_Environmental_Checklist.pdf.
6.4.1 CEQA
CEQA requires a brief explanation for answers to the Appendix G Environmental Checklist except “No
Impact” responses that are adequately supported by noted information sources. Answers must take
account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as projectlevel, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.
Table 10: CEQA Defined Levels of Impact Significance
Impact Severity

Definition

No Impact

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

Less than Significant
Impact

“Less than Significant Impact” applies where the Project’s impact creates no
significant impacts based on the criterion or criteria that sets the level of impact to a
resource and require no mitigation to avoid or reduce impacts.

Less than Significant
Impact after Mitigation

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

Significant Impact

"Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect is
potentially significant, as based on the criterion or criteria that sets the level of impact
to a resource. If there are one of more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when
the determination is made, an EIR is required.
Source: CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist Form 2010

6.4.2 TRPA
Article VI of the TRPA Rules of Procedure presents the rules governing the preparation and processing of
environmental documents pursuant to Article VII of the Compact and Chapter 3 of the Revised TRPA
Code of Ordinances.
TRPA uses an IEC, in conjunction with other available information, to determine whether an EIS will be
prepared for a project or other matter. This could include preparation of an Environmental Assessment, in
accordance with Section 3.4 of the TRPA revised Code, when TRPA determines that an IEC will not
provide sufficient information to make the necessary findings for a project.
The IEC includes a series of questions categorized by and pertaining to resources regulated by TRPA.
Each checklist item requires a checked response of “Yes,” “No,” “No, with Mitigation,” or “Data
Insufficient.” A checked response of “Data Insufficient” or a determination that a project may have a
significant effect on the environment (Section 3.3.2 of the TRPA Code) indicates that additional
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environmental review in the form of an Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) would be required. The IEC form indicates that all “Yes” and “No, with Mitigation”
responses require written explanations. This IEC provides supporting narrative for all responses. Where a
checked response may not be intuitive or easily understood by the reader, that response has been marked
with an asterisk (*) and a brief clarifying statement supporting the rationale for the checked response is
included. Based on an initial review of the Project, TRPA staff determined that an IEC would provide
sufficient information regarding the Project to make one of the findings below. As set forth in Code
Subsection 3.3.1, based on the information submitted in the IEC, and other information known to TRPA,
TRPA shall make one of the following findings and take the identified action:
1. The proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment and a finding of
no significant effect shall be prepared in accordance with TRPA’s Rules of Procedure.
2. The proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, but due to the listed
mitigation measures which have been added to the project, could have no significant effect on
the environment and a mitigated finding of no significant effect shall be prepared in
accordance with TRPA’s Rules of Procedure.
3. The proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment and an environmental
impact statement shall be prepared in accordance with this Chapter and TRPA’s Rules of
Procedure.
When completed, TRPA reviews the IEC to determine the adequacy and objectivity of the responses.
When appropriate, TRPA consults informally with federal, state, or local agencies with jurisdiction over
the project or with special expertise on applicable environmental impacts.
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6.4.4

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

This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to aesthetics, scenic resources/community design
and light and glare. Table 11 identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether
mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 11
Aesthetics, Scenic Resources/Community Design and Light and Glare
CEQA Environmental Checklist
Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

1.

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

X

2.

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

X

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

X

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

X

3.

4.

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item
5.

6.

7.

8.

Yes

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

X

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

X

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No Impact

No

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

X

Be inconsistent with the height and
design standards required by the
applicable ordinance or Community
Plan? (TRPA item 18d)

X
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9.

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

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

X

X

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

X

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

X

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

X

1.

Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (CEQA Ia)

The existing visual landscape characteristics of the Tahoe Valley plan area consist of urban development
intermixed with forest conditions. Existing urban development transitions into natural and forest
conditions at the southern boundary along the US 50/SR 89 corridor as well as at the northern boundary
along SR 89 (as noted in the SQIP for the description of Roadway Unit 1). The Tahoe Valley Area Plan’s
eastern boundary transitions to the open stream environment zone area associated with the Upper Truckee
River. There is only one designated scenic resource located within the planning area. Scenic Resource
#35.1 is a view of the natural landscape as seen from US 50. The resource is currently in attainment but is
rated low because of the dominance of the surrounding built environment. In addition, there are the
following non-designated prominent scenic views from within the planning area:


Distant scenic views in the planning area include forest conditions in the background;



The open stream environment zone associated with the Upper Truckee River and Freel Peak in
the background view;



Views from US 50 (from “Y” intersection) of the mountains looking east towards Monument
Peak and Heavenly Mountain Ski Resort (Gun barrel ski run is visible). These views of the
mountains are obscured in some areas from buildings and forest conditions in the foreground; and



Views from US 50 (from “Y” intersection) of Tahoe Mountain looking west along Lake Tahoe
Boulevard. The background view of Tahoe Mountain is framed by mature conifers and the
foreground view is dominated by Lake Tahoe Boulevard. (See Figures 4 and 5.)

As depicted in Figure 4 the planning area includes three roadway units along SR 89 and US 50 identified
for scenic quality improvement by TRPA. The TRPA 2011 Thresholds Report, Chapter 8 – Scenic
Resources, identifies that while these roadway units are in non-attainment they have had some
improvements associated with recent development. Recent installation of curbs & gutters with sidewalks
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and new road pavement has improved the score for Roadway Unit #35. Planned roadway improvement
along SR 89 in Unit #1and along US 50 in Unit #36A is expected to improve the overall scenic quality.
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Adoption of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would allow for changes in the built environment that
would be visible from US 50 and SR 89 scenic roadway corridors. While redevelopment of an existing
commercial corridor often results in improvement in the scenic quality of scenic roadway corridors,
changes in the built environment could have undesirable consequences on scenic quality if they adversely
affect views or vistas, damage or remove scenic resources, or result in development that is incompatible
with the scenic values of the Region. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in implementing specific
standards for site, building, landscaping, and development that are intended to preserve the basin scenic
resources and enhance the built environment to emphasize a mountain identity. Subsequent development
under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be subject to the updated standards and would alter the overall
built environment to be consistent with the vision and principles of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan and
improve scenic quality of the US 50 and SR 89 scenic roadway corridors. This impact is considered
beneficial for the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
US 50 and SR 89 have been identified by TRPA as not meeting scenic threshold targets and improvement
of these roadway corridors has been identified. In addition, development within other portions of the
Tahoe Valley plan area outside of the SR 89 and US 50 roadway corridors could also result in localized
scenic impacts to existing residents, businesses, and recreationalists using bikeways or passing through
the area.
Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is anticipated to result in up to 102,000 square feet of
commercial floor area (CFA) primarily in the “Y” intersection area as well as 373 new residential units by
the year 2034. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would adopt substitute standards to the City and TRPA codes
that would permit additional land coverage, allow an additional 3 feet of height in the Town Center Core
up to a maximum of 45 feet, reduce the maximum height permitted in the gateway districts by 6 feet to 36
feet, increase density for multi-family dwelling from 15 units an acre to 25 units an acre, adopt site and
building standards that promote mountain architecture, and a pedestrian scale walkable environment.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would establish specific site, building, and landscaping standards for Tahoe
Valley to improve the visual characteristic of the US 50 and SR 89 roadway corridors. These changes
would result in positive improvements consistent with TRPA’s Scenic Resource/Community Design
goals and policies, recommendations identified in the TRPA SQIP and the goals and policies of the
Natural and Cultural Resource Element of the City General Plan. Specifically, these improvements
include the following:


Design Quality – Substitute design standards promotes a mountain architecture theme,
and building materials and colors that would be more compatible with the natural
environment and improve and contribute to the character and quality of the built
environment as viewed from the scenic roadway corridors.



Building Setbacks and Site Design – Development visible from the roadway corridor and
adjacent to residential areas would be required to incorporate step-back for any structures
with a third story to reduce visual mass, maintain sun angle planes, and minimize impacts
on existing scenic views. In the “Y intersection area, the four corner parcels are required
to maintain a deeper setback to maintain visual open space.



Parking – The new standards reduce the visual impact of parking lots by requiring
parking lots to be located in the rear or side of lots.



Landscaping – Substitute design standards require the incorporation of landscaping and
pedestrian sidewalks in the setback area to soften the urban appearance of the roadway
corridors.
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Building Height – The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would vary building height to promote
visual interest and character. The maximum height of 45 feet (3-story) would only be
permitted in the Town Center Core District around the “Y” intersection. The two
Gateway Districts that serve as entrances to the City would be restricted to 36 feet of
height (1 to 2-story), which is more restrictive than existing height standards, to promote
open spaces and preserve existing views. The existing maximum height standard of 42
feet would apply to the remaining districts (Neighborhood Professional, Healthcare,
Commercial Mixed-Use, and Mixed-Use Corridor). As discussed above, any structure
with a third story would be stepped back.

The potential impact on scenic quality of views along US 50 and SR 89 associated with the additional
development and height was previously analyzed in the RPU EIS (TRPA 2012a, Impact 3.9-1) and the
General Plan EIR (CSLT 2011, Impact 4.13.1). The General Plan EIR analyzed the potential effects of
allowing up to 75 feet of height (30 feet more than that being proposed in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan)
and concluded that the impact was significant, requiring mitigation measures. The General FEIR
recommended mitigation measure MM 4.13.1a and MM 4.13.1b (CSLT 2011, pp. 4.0-8 through 4.0-11)
to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. The mitigation measure established a maximum height
of 45 feet for the Tahoe Valley node, required step-backs for structures in excess of 36 feet, and required
building and siting design not to obstruct mountain views, lake views, or stream environment zones as
viewed from the arterial roadways and or public recreation areas. These mitigation measures have been
incorporated in the Draft Tahoe Valley Area Plan Development and Design Standards (Appendix C),
which includes a maximum height of 45 feet in the Town Center Core District, setbacks from the scenic
highway corridor, and step-back siting and building design standards.
The RPU EIS also analyzed the effects of 56 feet in designated Town Centers and concluded that the
additional height was potentially significant, requiring mitigation (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.9-17). The
mitigation measures were codified in Sections 37.7.16 and 37.7.17 of the TRPA Code and are
incorporated in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan Development and Design Standards. The Tahoe Valley Area
Plan proposed design standards require any buildings that consist of three or more stories to not project
above the forest canopy, ridgelines or otherwise detract from the viewshed. In addition, it requires that
TRPA Scenic Quality Findings 1, 3, 5 and 9 as described in Section 37.7.16 of the TRPA Code be made.
The findings are as follows:


When viewed from major arterials, scenic turnouts, public recreation areas, or the waters of Lake
Tahoe, from a distance of 300 feet, the additional height will not cause a building to extend above
the forest canopy, when present, or a ridgeline. For height greater than that set forth in Table
37.4.1-1 for a 5:12 roof pitch, the additional height shall not increase the visual magnitude
beyond that permitted for structures in the shoreland as set forth in subsection 66.3.7, Additional
Visual Magnitude, or Appendix H, Visual Assessment Tool, of the Design Review Guidelines.



With respect to that portion of the building that is permitted the additional height, the building has
been designed to minimize interference with existing views within the area to the extent
practicable.



The portion of the building that is permitted additional building height is adequately screened, as
seen from major arterials, the waters of lakes, and other public areas from which the building is
frequently viewed. In determining the adequacy of screening, consideration shall be given to the
degree to which a combination of the following features causes the building to blend or merge
with the background.
o
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o

The extent of screening; and

o

Proposed exterior colors and building materials.

When viewed from a TRPA scenic threshold travel route, the additional building height granted a
building or structure shall not result in the net loss of views to a scenic resource identified in the
1982 Lake Tahoe Basin Scenic Resource Inventory. TRPA shall specify the method used to
evaluate potential view loss. (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.9-17.)

Incorporating the scenic quality findings of Section 37.7 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances in the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan design standards, which prohibit buildings from protruding above the forest canopy or
ridgeline and require site-specific design features to install landscaping, to minimizing ground
disturbance, and to use natural materials and earth-tone colors, would not impact the scenic quality views
along US 50 and SR 89.
Subsequent development as a result of implementing the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be subject to the
new design standards that would protect existing viewsheds, improve the existing built environment,
improve the visual quality of the scenic roadway corridors, avoid further degradation of the visual quality
of the Tahoe Valley Area, and minimize impacts to existing views and identified scenic resource. Thus,
this impact is considered beneficial.
Environmental Analysis: Beneficial Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
2.
Would the Project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? (CEQA Ib)
The area does not contain any trees, rock outcroppings or historic buildings that are unique or contribute
to the visual resources of the area. The area plan does contain the TRPA designated historic Barton
Ranch, but the structures have not been identified as scenic or visual resources.
As set forth above, incorporating the scenic quality findings of Section 37.7 of the TRPA Code of
Ordinances in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan design standards, which prohibit buildings from protruding
above the forest canopy or ridgeline and require site-specific design features to install landscaping, to
minimizing ground disturbance, and to use natural materials and earth-tone colors, would not impact the
scenic quality views along US 50 and SR 89.
Subsequent development as a result of implementing the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be subject to the
new design standards that would protect existing viewsheds, improve the existing built environment,
improve the visual quality of the scenic roadway corridors, avoid further degradation of the visual quality
of the Tahoe Valley plan area, and minimize impacts to existing views and identified scenic resource.
Thus, this impact is considered beneficial.
Environmental Analysis: Beneficial Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
3.
Would the Project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings? (CEQA Ic)
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The Area Plan includes detailed design standards that are intended to ensure that the built environment
complements the natural appearance of the landscape in the Tahoe Region while improving the quality of
life and promoting livability, sustainability and walkability. The Area Plan specifically regulates building
form, materials and colors, including the following:


Buildings shall provide adequate architectural articulation and detail to avoid a bulky and “boxlike” appearance;



A unified palette of quality materials shall be used on all sides of buildings;



Colors shall be used to help delineate windows and other architectural features to increase
architectural interest;



A variety of natural-appearing materials should provide contrast on building facades;



Colors should be chosen to blend in with the setting and to minimize reflectivity. Bright colors
should be used for accent only and should be applied to a maximum of 10 percent of the building
façade; and



Roofs, including mechanical equipment and skylights, shall be constructed of nonglare finishes
and earth tone colors that minimize reflectivity.

For buildings that are located adjacent to residential areas, the Area Plan includes provisions to minimize
the potential impact on the visual character and quality of the residential land uses. Buildings are
required to step back within a daylight plane along street frontages and adjacent to residential
areas to address massing, protect viewsheds, allow light and air, and limit winter shading in public
areas.
The Area Plan promotes a more dense land use pattern to promote pedestrian- and transit-oriented
development. Pursuant to TRPA’s Code of Ordinances, the Area Plan provides additional height and
increased density incentives, to ensure adequate capacity for redevelopment and transfers of development.
However, the expected change in amount, distribution and type of development is not expected to have a
significant impact on the visual character or quality of the Tahoe Valley area or its surroundings. The
character and quality is expected to improve as a result of the proposed design standards discussed above
and additional height granted to structures will not impact existing viewsheds as discussed in Question 1
(CEQA Checklist Ia) above. Furthermore, improvements in the visual character and quality of this Area
Plan has been documented in numerous TRPA Threshold Evaluations as projects implemented many of
the design standards that are incorporated in this Area Plan. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
4.
Would the Project create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area? (CEQA Id)
Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is anticipated to result in up to 102,000 square feet of CFA
in the plan area as well as 373 new residential units that would alter existing nighttime lighting
conditions. This development would be subject to City lighting standards in 6.10.160 of the City Code.
These standards include the following provisions that would ensure that subsequent development would
not result in adverse lighting impacts:
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These standards include the following provisions that would ensure that subsequent development would
not result in adverse lighting impacts:


Lights shall not blink, flash, change intensity, or give the illusion of movement.



Parking lot, walkway and building lights shall be directed downward to avoid skylighting. The use of cutoff shields on light fixtures is required, light sources shall not be
visible, and parking garages may not use fluorescent lighting.



The maximum height of exterior architectural building lighting shall be limited to 26 feet.



Use of outdoor lighting is restricted to illumination purposes only and not for
advertisement or for building/landscape treatment.

As previously discussed in Question 3 (CEQA Checklist Ic) and the exterior lighting discussion above,
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan requires the use of a variety of natural-appearing materials and colors that
blend in with the natural setting and prohibits the use of flood lighting, reflective materials, or lighting
strips, including neon/fluorescent tubing to minimize reflectivity and glare. Therefore no substantial glare
or reflectivity of a project proposed under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is expected to affect day or
nighttime views in the area. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.
Would the Project be visible from any state or federal highway, Pioneer Trail or from Lake
Tahoe? (TRPA 18a)
The Tahoe Valley plan area is visible from US Highway 50 and SR 89.
Adoption of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would allow for changes in the built environment that would be
visible from US 50 and SR 89 scenic roadway corridors. While redevelopment of an existing commercial
corridor often results in improvement in the scenic quality of scenic roadway corridors, changes in the
built environment could have undesirable consequences on scenic quality if they adversely affect views or
vistas, damage or remove scenic resources, or result in development that is incompatible with the scenic
values of the Region. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in implementing specific standards for
site, building, landscaping, and development that are intended to preserve the basin scenic resources and
enhance the built environment to emphasize a mountain identity. Subsequent development under the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be subject to the updated standards and would alter the overall built
environment to be consistent with the vision and principles of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan and improve
scenic quality of the US 50 and SR 89 scenic roadway corridors.
The Tahoe Valley plan area contains a portion of TRPA Scenic Roadway Travel Unit #1 – Tahoe Valley
(within 0.40 miles of “Y” Intersection); Scenic Roadway Travel Unit #35 – Al Tahoe; and Scenic
Roadway Travel Unit #36A – Airport Area. There are no Scenic Shoreline Travel Units within the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan.
The following is a summary of issues and recommendations for improving scenic quality in the Tahoe
Valley plan area:
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Roadway Unit 1 – Tahoe Valley (within 0.40 miles of “Y” Intersection)
The SQIP identifies that within 0.40 miles of the “Y” intersection along the SR 89 corridor that
commercial uses become larger, signage is larger and becomes more distracting, and un-landscaped paved
parking areas adjacent to the roadway dominate the view. The SQIP makes the following
recommendations:


Landscaping – Provision of native and naturalized landscaping and landscape buffers
along the edges of the roadway to reduce the dominance of the parking areas.
Landscaping should be an extension of the natural forest cover and be integrated with the
existing forest background.



Signs – Bring signs into compliance. Use of coordinated system of signs that minimizes
competition of between signs and their contrast with the natural environment.



Parking Areas – Limited and clearly defined access drives and parking areas should be
provided. Landscape should be provided along roadways and parking areas as identified
above under “Landscaping”.



Utility Lines – Underground overhead utility lines where possible.



Building Materials and Colors – Building designs and materials should be
complementary with the surrounding and man-made and natural environments (e.g., use
of wood-siding, wood shakes, stone, bricks, etc.). Color hues should fall within a range
of natural vegetation and earth tones.

Roadway Unit 35 – Al Tahoe
The SQIP identifies that long stretches of heavy commercial development along US 50 (consisting of the
US 50 corridor within the Tahoe Valley planning area) that reduces the area’s natural scenic quality by
blocking most foreground or mid-distance views of the natural surroundings while creating numerous
distracting elements. The SQIP makes the following recommendations:


Design Quality – The architectural style should consist of design solutions that are
compatible with the natural environment and contribute to the character and quality of the
built environment. Building materials and colors should be complementary with the
surrounding and man-made and natural environments (e.g., use of wood-siding, wood
shakes, stone, bricks, etc.). Color should be subdued and not garish, with natural colors
being preferable. Building heights should not exceed the height of the existing forest
cover, should not interfere with views of significant scenic features, and should be
compatible with the scale of surrounding buildings.



Building Setbacks and Site Design – Increase building setbacks as well as vary setback
distances to avoid tunnel-like effect of strip development and reduce the sense of
sameness of development. Coordination in site design of the roadway corridor should be
done to avoid haphazard and cluttered development.



Circulation – Modification of the roadway corridor to remove the continuous left-turn
center lane and provide a landscaped center median with limited left-turn pockets. This
would also include landscaping of the islands at the “Y” intersection.
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Driveways – Reduce the number of driveways on US 50 and encourage the use of shared
driveways, parking areas and pedestrian plazas. Provide driveway access on side streets
where feasible.



Parking Area Landscaping – Provision of native and naturalized landscaping and
landscape buffers to reduce the dominance of the parking areas pursuant to Chapter 30 of
the TRPA Code of Ordinances. Landscaping should break up large expanses of
pavement and parked cars. Parking should be provided in rear or side yards of buildings
where feasible.



Signs – Bring signs into compliance with Chapter 38of the TRPA Code of Ordinances.
Use of coordinated system of signs that minimizes competition of between signs and their
contrast with the natural environment.



Landscaping – Provide substantial landscape treatments around all structures to soften
building contours, reduce the amount of paved or bare dirt areas, and provide visual
transition. Landscape should be provided to eliminate building frontages that abut
sidewalk or roadway that currently have no landscape treatment.



Satellite Dish Antennae – Site satellite dish antennae so that they are not visible from
public rights-of-way or screened as required under Chapter 36 of the TRPA Code of
Ordinances.



Lighting – Night lighting should be done in a selective fashion and not exceed the
amount of light actually required by users and viewers.

Roadway Unit 36A – Airport Area
The SQIP identifies that development along US 50 in the southern portion of the Tahoe Valley plan area
needs to be improved by upgrading the architectural quality, compatibility with the natural surroundings
and upgrading existing signs. The SQIP makes the following recommendations:


Design Quality – The architectural style should consist of design solutions that are
compatible with the natural environment and contribute to the character and quality of the
built environment. Building materials and colors should be complementary with the
surrounding and man-made and natural environments (e.g., use of wood-siding, wood
shakes, stone, bricks, etc.). Color should be subdued and not garish, with natural colors
being preferable.



Parking Area and Landscaping – Encourage the use of shared driveways, parking areas
and limit the extent of parking. Provision of native and naturalized landscaping and
landscape buffers to reduce the dominance of the parking areas pursuant to Chapter 36 of
the TRPA Code of Ordinances. Landscaping should break up large expanses of
pavement and parked cars.



Signs – Bring signs into compliance. Use of coordinated system of signs that minimizes
competition of between signs and their contrast with the natural environment.



Utility Lines – Underground overhead utility lines where possible.
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Landscaping – Provide substantial landscape treatments around all structures to soften
building contours, reduce the amount of paved or bare dirt areas, and provide visual
transition. Landscape should be provided to eliminate building frontages that abut
sidewalk or roadway that currently have no landscape treatment.



Satellite Dish Antennae – Site satellite dish antennae so that they are not visible from
public rights-of-way or screened as required under Chapter 36 of the TRPA Code of
Ordinances.

As described in Question 3 (CEQA Checklist IC) above, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan includes detailed
design standards that ensure that the built environment complements the natural appearing landscape in
the Tahoe Region while improving the quality of life, promoting livability, sustainability and walkability.
The Area Plan specifically regulates building form, materials and colors to avoid bulky and “box-like
appearance, to promote materials and colors that blend with the natural setting, to reduce glare and
reflectivity, and preserve views of the lake, ridgelines and meadows. Application of these standards for
redevelopment of dilapidated structures, for the development of new structures, in conjunction with site
design standards to protect viewsheds and minimize impact on adjacent residential areas, is expected to
improve the visual quality and character of the Tahoe Valley plan area. This change in visual quality and
character is not expected to adversely affect the scenic quality ratings for individual resources but would
improve scenic conditions resulting in threshold gains in the three roadway units along SR 89 and US 50
identified for scenic quality improvement by the TRPA. The TRPA 2011 Thresholds Report, Chapter 8 –
Scenic Resources, identifies that while these roadway units are in non-attainment they have had some
improvements associated with recent development. Recent installation of curbs & gutters with sidewalks
and new road pavement has improved the score for Roadway Unit #35. Planned roadway improvement
along SR 89 in Unit #1and along US 50 in Unit #36A is expected to improve the overall scenic quality.
Thus, implementation of specific projects under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is not likely to result in
adverse impacts on views from any state or federal highway, and will have less than significant impact
on views from Pioneer Trail or Lake Tahoe.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
6.
Would the Project be visible from any public recreation area or TRPA designated bicycle
trail? (TRPA 18b)
A review of the 1993 Lake Tahoe Basin Scenic Resource Evaluation indicates that there are two
designated bicycle trails in the Tahoe Valley plan area. The Tahoe Valley Route and the Tahoe Valley to
City of South Lake Tahoe City Limits.
The Tahoe Valley Route serves uses located south and east of US 50. The route is a bike lane along Helen
Avenue from Winnemucca Street southwest to Fourth Street. This route passes through a wooded
residential neighborhood area and connects to the Factory Store at the Y intersection, then south along
Melba Street to C Street. The scenic quality of the route overall is relatively low and natural views are
primarily of scattered forest vegetation, and a few views southwest to the mountain backdrops (1993
Scenic Resource Evaluation, p. 391).
The Tahoe Valley to City of South Lake Tahoe City Limits is a Class II lane that runs from the Y
intersection along SR 89 north to the city limits. This lane travels through intense commercial
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development located within the area plan that reduces the scenic quality of the segment. The only scenic
views are of scattered forest vegetation interspersed between buildings and parking lots.
As set forth in detail above (CEQA Checklist item 1a through 1d), any proposed project within the Area
Plan is not likely to affect scenic views from recreation areas or from designated bike paths or contribute
to their degradation as a result of protective standards incorporated into the Tahoe Valley Area Plan to
prohibit structures from protruding above the existing forest canopy and implementation of design
standards to promote building design that complement the natural setting.
Projects resulting from implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would involve development and
redevelopment consistent with the Area Plan’s Development and Design Standards and Chapter 66 of the
TRPA Code that would prohibit buildings to protrude above the forest canopy or ridgeline, include sitespecific design features that minimize ground disturbance, incorporate screening, use of earth tone colors,
materials and architectural style that complements the Tahoe landscape. Thus, implementation of specific
projects under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is not likely to result in impacts to views from any public
recreation area or TRPA designated bicycle trails. All projects would comply with TRPA Code provisions
and the Tahoe Valley Development and Design Standards, which would result in generally improved
scenic conditions in the Tahoe Valley plan area. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
7.
Would the Project block or modify an existing view of Lake Tahoe or other scenic vista
seen from a public road or other public area? (TRPA 18c)
As discussed above in Question 1 (CEQA Checklist 1a) and 6, the project area contains scenic vistas from
the public roadway and is also visible from offsite public recreation areas. Implementation of the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan would allow for construction of new development and redevelopment projects. These
projects would likely include new structures or introduce massing to existing scenic vistas but is not
expected to block or modify an existing resource that would result in a significant impact. The Area Plan
includes protective measures prohibiting buildings from projecting above the forest canopy, ridge lines, or
otherwise detracting from the view shed and the scenic quality findings of the TRPA Code of Ordinances
must be made for any project granted additional height (see Question 1, CEAQ Checklist 1a discussion).
Moreover, as discussed in Question 3 (CEQA Checklist Ic), projects are required to implement the Area
Plan’s design standards to ensure compatibility with the natural environment.
Projects resulting from implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would involve development and
redevelopment consistent with the Area Plan’s Development and Design Standards and Chapter 66 of the
TRPA Code that would prohibit buildings from protruding above the forest canopy or ridgeline, and
require site-specific design features that minimize ground disturbance, screening, use of earth tone colors,
materials and architectural style that complements the Tahoe landscape. Thus, implementation of specific
projects under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is not likely to result in obstructed views to and from Lake
Tahoe, recreation areas, bike trails, and public roadways. All projects would comply with TRPA Code
provisions and the Tahoe Valley Development and Design Standards, which would result in generally
improved scenic conditions in the Tahoe Valley plan area. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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8.
Would the Project be inconsistent with the height and design standards required by the
applicable ordinance or Community Plan? (TRPA 18d)
Consistent with the Regional Plan, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would allow for changes in the built
environment through use of remaining allocations, use of newly authorized allocations, and
implementation of design standards and guidelines and Code provisions that would ultimately affect the
form of new development and redevelopment. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan implements and is consistent
with the provisions of the Regional Plan (such as increased density and height in TownCenters) intended
to incentivize redevelopment, while protecting scenic resources. The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan
Development and Design standards are intended to guide development that would reflect the character of
the area, protect viewsheds, and substantially improve the appearance of redevelopment projects.
While redevelopment is intended to and often results in improvement in the scenic quality of roadway
travel routes, changes in the built environment could have undesirable consequences on scenic quality if
they adversely affect views or vistas, damage or remove scenic resources, or result in development that is
incompatible with the scenic values of the Region. Potential scenic impacts from development and
redevelopment activities in the Tahoe Region are currently mitigated through environmental review and
compliance with TRPA regulations. With adoption of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, the existing scenic
thresholds and scenic review process and required scenic findings would remain in place.
Tahoe Valley Area Plan design standards are proposed for height, bulk and mass, setbacks, architectural
treatment, and signage.
Height: The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would incorporate the height standards permitted in Table 13.5.3-1:
Minimum Development Standards for Area Plans (TRPA Code 2012, p. 13-3). Table 13.5.3-1 permits up
to a maximum of 56’ (4-stories) in areas designated as Town Centers. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan
proposes to adopt a more restrictive height standard than that allowed in Chapter 13 and incorporates
protective measures discussed in Questions 1 and 6 above to protect scenic resources and the visual
character and quality of the Tahoe Valley plan area. Taken together, these approval requirements and
existing scenic quality ordinances would protect views of the natural-appearing landscapes and unique
natural features as viewed from adopted scenic corridors and recreation areas, provide a regulatory
mechanism to ensure that allowances for height would be approved only in conjunction with limitations
and design standards consistent with the Regional Plan, and not interfere with attainment of scenic
thresholds, and thus this evaluation concludes no impact when implementing the height standards and the
area plan is not in conflict with City or TRPA scenic quality design standards. Thus, this impact is less
than significant.
Density and Setbacks: The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would incorporate the density standards permitted in
Table 13.5.3-1: Minimum Development Standards for Area Plans (TRPA 2012b, p. 13-3). Table 13.5.3-1
permits up to a maximum of 25 units per acre for multi-residential uses and 40 units per acre for tourist
accommodation uses with kitchens. The increase in density standards may result in increased bulk and
mass visible from the scenic roadway corridor and from adjacent residential plan areas. However, as
described in Impact 5.12.2-2 above, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan incorporates design standards such as
setbacks from the scenic roadway corridor and from property lines, step-backs for structures over two
stories, and architectural treatment to ensure that scenic views and vista, and community character are not
impacted. Application of these design standards would serve to reduce the overall impact of massing as a
result of increased density. Specifically, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan standards require structures fronting
along the US 50 and SR 89 to be set back 25 feet from the edge of curb and for third stories to be setback
10 feet from the second story facade. For structures that are located adjacent to residential areas, the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan standards require any portion of a structure exceeding 25 feet to be stepped-back
at a ratio of 1:1. Other standards to reduce the impact of increased bulk and mass include building design
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and articulation standards to avoid bulky and “box-like” appearance and building materials that mimic the
natural mountain setting. This include incorporating natural, and natural-appearing materials and colors,
using earth-tone colors, and incorporating building facade articulation such as projections, recesses,
dormers, or cornices to create visual interest. The design standards are consistent with TRPA’s scenic
quality and community design goals to enhance the natural features and qualify of the region while
enhancing the quality of the built environment and are not in conflict with City or TRPA design
standards. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Bulk and Mass: The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would incorporate architectural treatment standards to avoid
bulky and “box-like” appearance and building materials and colors that mimic the natural mountain
setting. This include incorporating natural and natural-appearing materials, using earth-tone colors,
incorporating building facade articulation such as projections, recesses, cornices, and incorporating
dormers on roof lines to break the rectangular form of a building to create visual interest. The design
standards are consistent with TRPA’s scenic quality and community design goals to enhance the natural
features and quality of the region while enhancing the quality of the built environment and is not in
conflict with City or TRPA design standards. Thus, this impact is considered beneficial.
Signage: The provisions of Chapter 38 apply Region wide, with the exception of where the standards are
replaced by equal or superior substitute sign standards. Policies in the TRPA Regional Plan and
regulations in Chapter 13 of the TRPA Code allow local governments to adopt alternative sign standards
that respond to local conditions and desires, if it can be demonstrated that the standards will minimize and
mitigate scenic impacts and move toward attainment of the adopted scenic thresholds. The use of
alternative or substitute standards has been used extensively in the Region and the City and TRPA
adopted substitute sign standards for the City of South Lake Tahoe in June 1994 that are applicable to the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan. The City’s substitute sign standards are codified in Chapter 6.40 of the City
Code. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan does not propose any changes to the existing sign standards other than
to reference the existing standards as applicable to Tahoe Valley. However, since its adoption by TRPA in
1994, the City has processed various amendments to the sign standards to recognize the commercial
communication requirements of commercial and mixed uses, and to improve the visual quality of the
south shore. These amendments have not been adopted by TRPA, thus this analysis evaluates the
potential impacts of implementing the amended sign ordinances in the Tahoe Valley plan area. The City
adopted the following amendments prior to the TRPA adopting the RPU; therefore, the ordinance
references community plans, rather than area plans or town centers:


Definitions were updated to be more contemporary, to improve readability, clarity and remove
regulatory language from the definitions.



The list of prohibited signs was updated to allow the use of balloons, flags, pennants or festoons
for temporary activities that require a permit. Allows for computer controlled variable message
electronic signs in City gateway signage and publicly owned community event signs.



The sign ordinance exempts banners and portable signs from requiring a permit if certain criteria
are met such as limiting their use to specific holiday weekends and allows community benefit
signs to be displayed year round if located in a designated location in an adopted community
plan.



The sign ordinance deletes all nonconforming signage provisions to reflect the end of the sign
amortization schedule. Established procedures to address violations, notification and fines for
displaying unpermitted signs and not bring nonconforming signs into compliance after
notification. Requires all nonconforming signs to come into conformance within 90 days once a
property owner has been notified by the City that the amortization period has expired.
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A provision to preserve “locally unique” signs was added.



A provision to encourage partial compliance of nonconforming signs subject to certain
provisions and full compliance within 5-years was added.



The sign ordinance permits multiple freestanding signs for parcels with multiple businesses
subject to certain provisions.



The sign ordinance amended the height and location standards to allow up to 10 feet of height for
signs located between 5 feet for property line to 13 feet from property line.



The sign ordinance exempts pedestrian signs, temporary signs, temporary window signs, sign
embellishments, and appurtenant signs from the sign area calculation



The sign ordinance added language that allows other exceptions other than those found in the
sign ordinances for situations where strict applications of the standards are deemed to be unfair
or infeasible. In granting the exception certain provisions to ensure harmony and meeting the
intent of these sign ordinances must be made.

It is the policy of TRPA, in cooperation with local jurisdictions to ensure that signage is compatible with
the natural, scenic and recreational values of the region. This is accomplished through the Community
Design Sub-element of the Regional Plan, which established policies relating to the built environment.
The policy is implemented through the regulation of regional outdoor advertising to ensure that
commercial communication in all sectors of the community are compatible with the natural, scenic and
recreational values of the Region. The regulations concerning signing are established in Chapter 38 of the
TRPA Code of Ordinances. The purpose of this chapter is to promote and protect the public health,
welfare and safety of the general public, protect property values, create a more attractive economic and
business climate, enhance the aesthetic appearance of the physical community, preserve scenic and
natural beauty and provide an enjoyable pleasing community.
Improvements to the Region’s signage have long been considered a key feature in creating desirable
commercial districts and attaining threshold standards. For example, since adoption of the Stateline/Ski
Run Community Plan, scenic roadway threshold scores have improved dramatically, mainly as the result
of improving the built environment which includes bringing signs into conformance with the adopted
standards.
The intent of the City amendments is to provide clarity to the existing sign ordinances, recognize locally
unique signs that have social and cultural importance, create some equitability and flexibility for business
owners that use temporary portable signs, creates a framework for partial compliance, and updates the
enforcement process to address nonconforming signs. As a group, these amendments are not expected to
have a significant impact on the scenic or community design thresholds and would likely result in
improvements and progress towards threshold attainment.
The intent of updating the definitions to use consistent terminology and to remove and relocate regulatory
language is to provide clarity in the sign ordinances. These proposed changes are administrative in nature
and are not expected to result in significant impacts.
The amended sign ordinances allow the designation of nonconforming locally unique signs that have
social and/or cultural importance to be exempt from complying with the sign ordinances. The intent is to
recognize and preserve the few remaining unique signs that display design themes that are representative
of a certain era (e.g., Googie architecture, Mid-century modern), display a unique construction technique,
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or are considered local landmarks. Approval of this designation requires that the sign is in good condition
and is in compliance with building and safety codes, has historically been maintained, advertises a
business that is currently in operation, does not degrade the scenic quality of the area, and is a widely
recognized icon or landmark. Because the applicability of this provision of the sign ordinance is very
limited in scope and a provision that the sign does not detract from the area’s scenic quality; the standards
are not expected to have a significant impact on the scenic resource or community design thresholds and
would not impact the visual character or quality of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan and surrounding land uses.
The deletion of the nonconforming provisions of the sign ordinance since the sign amortization schedule
has expired, added a provision to encourage partial compliance, and update the violations and
enforcement procedures for illegal and legally nonconforming signs. The intent of these modifications are
to clarify and streamline enforcement and penalty procedures, encourage partial compliance when
appropriate and bring nonconforming signage into compliance with the sign ordinances. The standards
would require full compliance with the sign ordinances within 90 days once a property owner is notified
by the City that the amortization period has expired. Secondly, the proposed standards would allow
nonconforming signs to come into partial compliance when legally nonconforming signs are altered but
would require property owners to commit to full compliance within a 5-year period. It is expected that the
updated procedures for nonconforming signs will improve the compliance rate over time, benefit scenic
and community design thresholds, and improve the visual quality of the Tahoe Valley plan area.
The sign ordinance allows sandwich board signs to be used on weekends, during specific holiday periods,
and during City sanctioned community events. Additional provisions prohibit locating the signs within
the street right-of-way, sidewalks, bicycle paths, pedestrian walkways, designated parking space, ADA
accessible zone, the clear zone, or impede pedestrian and bicycle traffic. The signs must be professionally
designed and manufactured. The current standards also allow temporary signs, including banners, for
permitted temporary activities. Community Benefit Banners may also be displayed at specific locations
specified within an adopted community plan. The intent of this modification is to provide flexibility to
property owners during the high tourist season.
The sign ordinance would allow for the use of balloons for temporary “grand opening” activities. A City
temporary activity/use permit is required and the use of the balloons is limited to 72 continuous hours.
The sign ordinance would allow for the use of flags in the form of pennants or festoons under a temporary
activity permit.
The amendments to the sign ordinance to allow the use of banners, sandwich board signs, balloons and
flags in the form of pennants or festoons are not expected to have a significant adverse effect on the
scenic resource threshold or result in cumulative visual clutter that would cause scenic degradation or
reduction in the scenic threshold travel unit ratings within the Tahoe Valley plan area. In all cases the
signs are temporal in nature, are limited to specific dates and time periods, and are required to be removed
when that time period is over. Therefore, from a cumulative perspective temporary signs would not cause
permanent visual clutter that would increase roadway distractions and degrade the ratings for the scenic
roadway units located within the Tahoe Valley plan area. As discussed above, the use of balloons are
limited to temporary “grand opening” activities and is limited to 72 continuous hours. Grand opening
events are not likely to occur on a regular basis because of the established nature of many of the existing
commercial uses located within the Tahoe Valley plan area and therefore the use of balloons are not likely
to cause a significant adverse effect on the scenic resources. Similar to balloons, the use of flags would
also be limited to a specific time period and tied to a temporary activity. General day-to-day commercial
activities do not qualify as a temporary activity and therefore would be prohibited from using flags as
adverting display. It’s likely that the use of flags would occur more frequently than the use of balloons but
is not expected to have a significant adverse effect on scenic resources because of time limitations and
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removal requirements that would prohibit the display of flags on a permanent basis which can lead to
increased visual clutter. The use of banners and portable signs are not expected to have any cumulative
effects because it’s not permanent signage and therefore would not cause permanent visual clutter or
result in roadway distractions that directly affect the scenic threshold travel unit ratings. In addition,
limiting their use to specific time periods further protects the scenic resources of the Tahoe Valley area
and requiring that the sign are designed professionally would ensure compatibility with the built and
natural environment. Taken all together, the substitute sign standards to allow the use of temporary
signage on a very limited basis within the Tahoe Valley plan area is not expected to have a significant
adverse effect on visual quality or scenic resources of the area.
Thus, this evaluation concludes that amendments to the sign standards would be equal to or superior to
existing TRPA Regional Plan and Code standards and would not result in any significant impact on
scenic resources, or result in increased visual clutter, or create incompatible development that would
impact the visual character or quality of the Tahoe Valley plan area and surrounding land uses. Any
projects resulting from implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would involve development or
redevelopment consistent with the proposed Development and Design Standards of the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan which would guide improvements of the human-made environment toward more scenic mixeduse areas with improved designs, signage, compatible architecture, and appropriate colors and textures.
Thus, implementation of specific projects under the substitute design standards is expected to result in
generally improved scenic conditions in Tahoe Valley. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
9.
Would the Project be inconsistent with the TRPA Scenic Quality Improvement Program
(SQIP) or Design Review Guidelines? (TRPA 18e)
The TRPA Scenic Quality Improvement Program has been developed as a part of the TRPA Regional
Plan to provide a program for implementing physical improvements to the built environment in the Tahoe
Basin in order to assist in the attainment of scenic quality thresholds. The program specifically addresses
scenic resources for the 23 roadway and 4 shoreline landscape units that do not meet scenic quality
thresholds. This includes roadway units 1 (Tahoe Valley), 35 (Al Tahoe), and 36 (Airport Area) that are
within the Tahoe Valley area.
The SQIP addresses segments of US Highway 50 and SR 89 that are located within the Tahoe Valley plan
area. All three segments are in need of improvement and have been designated as restoration areas by the
SQIP. The SQIP promotes restoration of disturbed areas and requires that visual quality ratings be
maintained and that non-attainment areas improve. Therefore, development that degrades this rating
constitutes a significant impact.
The evaluation presented above for Questions 1 through 7 (CEAQ Checklist 1a through 1d) concludes
that while implementation the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would allow for construction of new development
and redevelopment projects and result in visibility of man-made features, it does not rise to a level of
significance when the design standards and protective measures of the Area Plan are implemented.
Due to the fact that the three roadway segments are in need of improvement as identified in the SQIP, the
planning recommendations for improving the scenic quality in the roadway segments are required during
project review by the TRPA Code of Ordinances (Section 36.4). Recommendations are set forth in detail
above. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
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Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
10.

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

See discussion and analysis for Question 4, which concludes the level of impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than a Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
11.
Would the Project create new illumination, which is more substantial than other lighting, if
any, within the surrounding area? (TRPA 7b)
See discussions and analyses and for Question 4 and Question 8 above, which concludes the level of
impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than a Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
12.
Would the Project cause light from exterior sources to be cast off-site or onto public lands?
(TRPA 7c)
See discussions and analyses for Question 4 and Question 8, which concludes the level of impact is less
than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than a Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
13. Would the Project create new sources of glare through the siting of the improvements or
through the use of reflective materials? (TRPA 7d)
See discussion and analysis for Question 4, which concludes the level of impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than a Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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6.4.4 Agriculture and Forestry Resources
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to agriculture and forestry resources. Some TRPA
checklist items concern impacts to vegetation, which are addressed in Section 6.4.6, Biological
Resources. Table 12 identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation
measures are required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 12
Agriculture and Forestry Resources
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

14. Convert Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance, as
shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the CA Resources
Agency, to a non-agricultural
use? (CEQA IIa)

X

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

X

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

X

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

X

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

X
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14.
Would the Project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to a non-agricultural use? (CEQA IIa)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan primarily consist of already developed land and is not located in an area
identified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, and therefore poses no impact to such lands.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
15.
Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract? (CEQA IIb)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan creates no conflicts with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act
contract because no contracts exist within the project area. Thus, there is no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
16.
Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resource Code section 12220(g), timberland (as defined by Public Resource Code
section 4526) or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g))? (CEQA IIc)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan conflicts with no zoning of and causes no rezoning of forest land, timberland
or timberland zoned Timberland Production. Thus, there is no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
17.
Would the Project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use? (CEQA IId)
The loss of substantial forest land, defined above for Question 16, or conversion of forest land to nonforest use creates a significant impact if appropriate permits are not obtained.
See discussion and analysis for Question 16 which concludes no impacts to forest land are anticipated
with implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact
Required Mitigation: None.
18.
Would the Project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use? (CEQA IIe)
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See discussions and analyses for Questions 15, 16 and 17, which conclude no impacts to farmland and
forest land.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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6.4.5 Air Quality
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to air quality. Table 13 identifies the applicable
impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to a
less than significant level.
Table 13
Air Quality
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

19. Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?
(CEQA IIIa)

X

20. Violate any air quality
standards or contribute
substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?
(CEQA IIIb)

X

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

X

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

X

23. Create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number
of people? (CEQA IIIe)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

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

Data
Insufficient

No
X

25. Deterioration of ambient
(existing) air quality? (TRPA
2b)

X

26. Creation of objectionable
odors? (TRPA 2c)
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27. Alteration of air movement,
moisture or temperature, or
any change in climate, either
locally or regionally? (TRPA
2d)

X

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

X

19.
Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan? (CEQA IIIa)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter, revise, conflict with or obstruct the regulations pertaining to
air quality. Consistent with existing conditions, subsequent projects that could occur under the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan would be subject to subsequent environmental review and permitting, and would be
required to comply with Chapter 65 of the TRPA Code. Chapter 65 includes provisions that apply to
direct sources of air pollution in the Tahoe region, including certain motor vehicles registered in the
region, combustion heaters installed in the region, open burning, stationary sources of air pollution, and
idling combustion engines.
TRPA’s Regional Transportation Plan Mobility 2035 (RTP) includes an analysis of its conformity with
the California State Implementation Plan in to ensure that the RTP remains consistent with State and local
air quality planning efforts to achieve and/or maintain the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). Also see response to Question 20 below.

The El Dorado County Air Quality Management District (AQMD) is the agency primarily
responsible for ensuring that national and state air quality standards are not exceeded and that air
quality conditions are maintained through a comprehensive program of planning, regulation,
enforcement, technical innovation, and promotion of the understanding of air quality issues. The
clean air strategy of the AQMD includes, but is not limited to, preparing plans for the attainment
of ambient air quality standards, adopting and enforcing rules and regulations concerning sources
of air pollution, issuing permits for stationary sources of air pollution, inspecting stationary
sources of air pollution and responding to citizen complaints, monitoring ambient air quality and
meteorological conditions, and implementing programs and regulations required by the federal
Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter,
conflict or obstruct implmentation of the AQMD rules, regulations, or permitting requirements.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
20.
Would the Project violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation? (CEQA IIIb)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to air quality. Consistent
with existing conditions, subsequent projects that could occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be
subject to subsequent environmental review and permitting, and would be required to comply with
Chapter 65 of the TRPA Code. Chapter 65 includes provisions that apply to direct sources of air pollution
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in the Tahoe region, including certain motor vehicles registered in the region, combustion heaters
installed in the region, open burning, stationary sources of air pollution, and idling combustion engines.
The Lake Tahoe Air Basin is in attainment or designated unclassified for all NAAQS and is designated a
nonattainment area for the ozone and PM10 for California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS).
Implementation of subsequent projects under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan has the potential to produce
substantial air pollutant emissions during project construction and operation, as discussed below.
Short-Term Construction Emissions
Subsequent development and redevelopment projects that could occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
would involve construction and construction emissions. Construction emissions are described as shortterm or temporary in duration. ROG and NOx (ozone precursors) emissions are primarily associated with
gas and diesel equipment exhaust and the application of architectural coatings. Fugitive dust emissions
(PM10 and PM2.5) are primarily associated with site preparation and vary as a function of such
parameters as soil silt content, soil moisture, wind speed, acreage or disturbance area, and vehicle travel
by construction vehicles on- and off-site.
Although the details of projects are not known at this time, implementation of subsequent projects under
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would involve construction that would result in the temporary generation of
ozone precursor and fugitive dust emissions from site preparation; off-road equipment, material
import/export, worker commute exhaust emissions; paving; and other miscellaneous activities. Typical
construction equipment associated with development and redevelopment projects includes dozers,
graders, excavators, loaders, and trucks. Construction emissions associated with subsequent projects
under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan have the potential to be substantial such that they could violate or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations.
As part of mitigation from the City General Plan EIR (CSLT 2010, p. 4.5-33), the City adopted Policy
NCR-5.10 as part of the General Plan (CSLT 2011, p. NCR-9) to address short-term construction
emissions. Furthermore, the Area Plan also incorporates Policy NCR-8.1 to address short-term
construction emissions (Tahoe Valley Area Plan 2015, p. 71), which includes measures to reduce
construction-generated emissions to the extent feasible on a project-specific basis. Such measures may
include, but are not limited to, the following:


Implement measures recommended by the El Dorado County Air Quality Management District;



Prohibit open burning of debris from site clearing unless involved with fuels reduction project;



Restriction of idling of construction equipment and vehicles;



Apply water to control dust as needed to prevent dust impacts offsite; and



Utilize low emission construction equipment and/or fuels and use existing power sources (e.g.,
power poles), wherever feasible.

Long-Term Operational Emissions
Subsequent development and redevelopment projects that could occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
could affect regional air quality and could create localized exposure to carbon monoxide (CO) emissions.
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Consistent with the Regional Plan and the General Plan, the Area Plan seeks to accommodate the
expected growth in a way that improves traffic flow and mobility of residents and visitors to the Tahoe
Valley area, and reduces localized traffic congestion and related CO concentrations. Based on the traffic
analysis in the Regional Plan (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.4-22 through 3.4-26) and the General Plan (CSLT 2010,
p. 4.5-42 through 4.5-43), estimated mobile-source CO emissions associated with the Regional Plan and
the General Plan would not conflict with or obstruct regional CO maintenance efforts. Similarly, because
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan expected growth and estimated mobile-source CO emission falls within that
estimated for the General Plan and the Regional Plan, it too would not impede CO maintenance efforts.
With respect to localized CO impacts, the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol
(Garza et al. 1997) states that signalized intersections that operate at an unacceptable level of service
(LOS) represent a potential for a CO violation, also known as a “hot spot.” Thus, an analysis of CO
concentrations is typically recommended for receptors located near signalized intersections that are
projected to operate at LOS E or F. According to the traffic analysis prepared for the RPU EIS, signalized
intersections in the Basin under the Regional Plan, including those within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan,
measured in 2035 would operate at an acceptable LOS (i.e., LOS D or better) (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.4-37).
According to the traffic analysis prepared for the General Plan EIR, signalized intersections within the
City limits under the General Plan, including those within the Tahoe Valley area measured in 2030 would
operate at an acceptable LOS of D or better (CSLT 2010, p. 4.4-13).
Primarily affected intersections are not projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service (i.e., LOS E
or worse) (LSC 2014) with implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Given that the project would
not contribute to unacceptable levels of service at primarily affected intersections, a detailed analysis of
the project’s contribution to localized mobile source CO concentrations would not be required. The
project’s contribution to localized CO concentrations would be considered less than significant. The
Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of air quality impacts
beyond that associated with the development potential under both the City General Plan and TRPA
Regional Plan and what was disclosed in and analyzed in their associated environmental documents.
(TRPA 2012c, pgs. 3.4-36 – 3.4-38 and CSLT 2010, pgs. 4.5-42 – 4.5-43.)
Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan seeks to implement and is within the scope of what was envisioned
in the General Plan and the Regional Plan, it too would not cause signalized intersections to operate at
unacceptable levels. Therefore, traffic volumes would not be heavy enough to result in a CO “hot spot”.
For this reason, and based on the fact that CO emission factors would be reduced substantially (due to
increasingly cleaner fuels and vehicles) over the planning period, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not
result in congestion at intersections that would result in a violation of a CO air quality standard,
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. Moreover, a traffic analysis was specifically prepared for the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan. The resulting intersection volumes were evaluated using the Synchro (version 8.0)
software package, which is based upon the Highway Capacity Manual methodologies (Transportation
Research Board, 2010). The analysis conclude that all signalized intersections are found to attain LOS
standards under as as follows:
1. US 50/SR 89 Y: LOS C
2. US 50/Third St: LOS B
3. US 50/Tahoe Keys Blvd: LOS B
With respect to other regional criteria air pollutants (ozone precursors, PM 10, and PM2.5), consistent with
the Regional Plan, subsequent projects that may occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan may include
development and redevelopment projects that could generate long-term operational emissions, including
mobile and area source emissions.
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Based on the results of the emissions modeling conducted in support of the RPU EIS, RTP EIR/EIS, and
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan (see Table 14), emissions of ozone precursors, CO in the Basin would be
expected to decrease substantially by 2035. This can be explained by the fact that vehicle emissions
standards would be improved substantially over the next 20 years, and limited development could occur
within the Tahoe Basin. Any additional population growth and associated increase in operational ozone
precursor emissions in the Basin would be more than offset by more stringent vehicle emissions
standards, fuel economy standards, and truck and bus emission rules, over the planning period (TRPA
2012a, p. 3.4-33).
Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 were projected to increase slightly by 2035 (approximately 4 tons per year
(TPY) or 21 lb/day and 3 TPY or 14 lb/day, respectively). However, Section 65.1.4 of the TRPA Code
requires that only wood stoves that meet EPA emissions standards would be installed and would allow air
quality mitigation fees to be used for regional projects, which could include incentives to remove nonconforming stoves. These proposed changes would be expected to continue the existing trend of
decreasing PM emissions in the Region over the planning period.
Table 14
Predicted Tahoe Valley Area Plan Operations-Related Criteria Pollutant and Precursor Emissions
(lbs/day)
Reactive
Organic
Gases
(ROG)

Operational Activities

Nitrogen
Oxide
(NOX)

Summer Emissions – Pounds per Day (Maximum)
Area Source
13.46
0.35
Energy
0.08
0.69
Mobile Source
25.88
17.34
Subtotal
39.43
18.40
Removal of Existing
-22.40
-11.37
Lodging Units1
Total
17.03
7.03
Winter Emissions – Pounds per Day (Maximum)
Area Source
13.46
0.35
Energy
0.08
0.69
Mobile Source
33.35
19.25
Subtotal
46.90
20.30
Removal of Existing
-26.55
-12.44
Lodging Units1
Total
20.35
7.86
EDCAQMD Potentially
Significant Impact
Threshold2
TRPA Potentially
Significant Impact
Threshold3
Exceed EDCAQMD
Threshold?
Exceed TRPA
Threshold?

Carbon
Monoxide
(CO)

Sulfur
Dioxide
(SO2)

Coarse
Particulate
Matter
(PM10)

Fine
Particulat
e Matter
(PM2.5)

30.91
0.31
92.81
124.04

0.00
0.00
0.18
0.18

0.62
0.05
11.88
12.47

0.61
0.05
3.31
3.98

-54.07

-0.11

-6.63

-1.95

69.97

0.07

5.84

2.03

30.91
0.31
121.79
153.02

0.00
0.00
0.18
0.18

0.62
0.05
11.80
12.47

0.61
0.05
3.31
3.98

-71.15

-0.11

-6.63

-1.95

81.87

0.07

5.84

2.03

82
pounds/day

82
pounds/day

—

—

—

—

125.7
pounds/day

24.2
pounds/day

220.5
pounds/day

13.2
pounds/day

22.0
pounds/day

—

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Source: CalEEMod version 2013.2.2.

MARCH 16, 2015

T AHO E VALLEY AREA PL AN

PAG E 7 5

INITIAL STUDY/ MITIGATGED NEGATIVE DECLARATION/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST/FONSE

Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is required to be consistent with the Regional Plan, implementation
of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would also be expected to result in a substantial long-term reduction in
emissions of ozone precursors and CO. Because the increase in emissions of PM associated with buildout of the entire Regional Plan would be below the project-level increment considered significant by
TRPA (82 lb/day), the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not be anticipated to lead to nonattainment of
national standards. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
21.
Would the Project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)? (CEQA IIIc)
The Region is designated non-attainment/transitional for ozone and non-attainment for and PM10, as
presented in Table 15. A significant cumulative impact results if the Project causes an increase in PM10
and Ozone.
Table 15
Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin
Pollutant

Ozone

National
Designation1

Unclassified/
Attainment

State
Designation2

Nonattainment
– Transitional

Threshold
Indicator TRPA
Reporting Category3
Designation3
Highest
1-Hour
Concentration

Average At or somewhat
better than target

Highest
8-Hour
Concentration

Average Somewhat
than target

3-Year Average of 4th Highest At or somewhat
Concentration
better than target
Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions

Particulate
Unclassified/
Matter
–
Attainment
Coarse (PM10)

Particulate
Unclassified/
Matter – Fine
Attainment
(PM2.5)
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Nonattainment

Attainment

worse

At or somewhat
better than target

Highest 24-Hour Average PM10 Somewhat
Concentration
than target
Annual
Average
Concentration

PM10

worse

Unknown

3-Year Average of 98th
Considerably
Percentile
24-Hour
PM2.5
better than target
Concentration
Annual
Average
Concentration
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Table 15
Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin
Pollutant

Carbon
Monoxide

National
Designation1

Unclassified/
Attainment

State
Designation2

Attainment

Threshold
Indicator TRPA
Reporting Category3
Designation3
1-Hour Carbon
Standard

Monoxide Considerably
better than target

8-Hour Carbon
Standard

Monoxide Considerably
better than target

Winter Traffic Volumes

Considerably
better than target

Nitrogen
Dioxide

Attainment

Attainment

Nitrate Deposition

Implemented

Sulfur Dioxide

No
Designation

Attainment

No Standard

No Designation

Odor

No
Designation

No
Designation

Non-Numerical Standard

Implemented

Visibility
Reducing
Particles

No
Designation

Unclassified

Regional
Percentile

Visibility

50th Considerably
better than target

Regional
Percentile

Visibility

90th At or somewhat
better than target

Subregional
Percentile

Visibility

50th

Subregional
Percentile

Visibility

90th

Vehicle Miles Traveled
Lead

No
Designation

Attainment

No Designation

Hydrogen
Sulfide

No
Designation

Unclassified

No Designation

Sulfates

No
Designation

Attainment

No Designation

Unknown
Unknown
At or somewhat
better than target

Sources: 1CARB 2013b; 2CARB 2014a; 3TRPA 2012a
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In the Lake Tahoe Region, these pollutants relate to automobile use and potential impacts measured with
VMT calculations. No single project is sufficient in size to, by itself; result in nonattainment of ambient
air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulatively
significant adverse air quality impacts.
With respect to ozone precursors and PM10, consistent with the Regional Plan, subsequent projects that
may occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan may include development and redevelopment projects that
could generate long-term operational emissions, including mobile and area source emissions.
Based on the results of the emissions modeling conducted in support of the RPU EIS and RTP EIR/EIS,
emissions of ozone precursors in the Basin would be expected to decrease substantially by 2035. This can
be explained by the fact that vehicle emissions standards would be improved substantially over the next
20 years, and limited development could occur within the Tahoe Basin. Any additional population growth
and associated increase in operational ozone precursor emissions in the Basin would be more than offset
by more stringent vehicle emissions standards, fuel economy standards, and truck and bus emission rules,
over the planning period (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.4-33 and TMPO 2012, p. 3.4-331).
Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 were projected to increase slightly by 2035 (approximately 4 tons per year
(TPY) or 21 lb/day). However, Section 65.1.4 of the TRPA Code requires that only wood stoves that meet
EPA emissions standards would be installed and would allow air quality mitigation fees to be used for
regional projects, which could include incentives to remove non-conforming stoves. Furthermore, the
City General Plan Policy NCR-8.11 requires that all feasible El Dorado County Air Quality Municipal
District (EDCAQMD) recommended measures to reduce operational emissions of criteria pollutants be
incorporated into project design and that all projects demonstrate compliance with TRPA’s air quality
mitigation program at the time of project consideration. These proposed changes would be expected to
continue the existing trend of decreasing PM emissions in the Region over the planning period.
Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is required to be consistent with the Regional Plan, implementation
of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would also be expected to result in a substantial long-term reduction in
emissions of ozone precursors. Because the increase in emissions of PM associated with build-out of the
entire Tahoe Valley area would be below the project-level increment considered significant by TRPA (82
lb/day), the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not be anticipated to lead to nonattainment of national
standards, and so will have a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
22.
Would the Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
(CEQA IIId)
Typical sensitive receptors include residences, hospitals, and schools. There are four schools within a
mile of the Tahoe Valley area, and there is one hospital within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. The Area
Plan is surrounded on the west, north and northeast by residential neighborhoods.
Short-Term Construction Emissions
Subsequent development and redevelopment projects that could occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
would involve construction and construction emissions. Construction emissions are described as shortterm or temporary in duration. ROG and NOx (ozone precursors) emissions are primarily associated with
gas and diesel equipment exhaust and the application of architectural coatings. Fugitive dust emissions
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(PM10 and PM2.5) are primarily associated with site preparation and vary as a function of such
parameters as soil silt content, soil moisture, wind speed, acreage or disturbance area, and vehicle travel
by construction vehicles on- and off-site.
Although the details of projects are not known at this time, implementation of subsequent projects under
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would involve construction that would result in the temporary generation of
ozone precursor and fugitive dust emissions from site preparation; off-road equipment, material
import/export, worker commute exhaust emissions; paving; and other miscellaneous activities. Typical
construction equipment associated with development and redevelopment projects includes dozers,
graders, excavators, loaders, and trucks. Construction emissions associated with subsequent projects
under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan have the potential to be substantial such that they could violate or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations.
As part of mitigation from the City General Plan EIR (CSLT 2010, p. 4.5-33), the City adopted Policy
NCR-5.10 as part of the General Plan (CSLT 2011, p. NCR-9) to address short-term construction
emissions. Furthermore, the Area Plan also incorporates Policy NCR-8.1 to address short-term
construction emissions (Tahoe Valley Area Plan 2015, p. 71), which includes measures to reduce
construction-generated emissions to the extent feasible on a project-specific basis. Such measures may
include, but are not limited to, the following:


Implement measures recommended by the El Dorado County Air Quality Management District;



Prohibit open burning of debris from site clearing unless involved with fuels reduction project;



Restriction of idling of construction equipment and vehicles;



Apply water to control dust as needed to prevent dust impacts offsite; and



Utilize low emission construction equipment and/or fuels and use existing power sources (e.g.,
power poles), wherever feasible.

Long-Term Operational Emissions
Subsequent development and redevelopment projects that could occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
could affect regional air quality and could create localized exposure to carbon monoxide (CO) emissions.
Consistent with the Regional Plan and the General Plan, the Area Plan seeks to accommodate the
expected growth in a way that improves traffic flow and mobility of residents and visitors to the Tahoe
Valley area, and reduces localized traffic congestion and related CO concentrations. Based on the traffic
analysis in the Regional Plan (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.4-22 through 3.4-26) and the General Plan (CSLT
2010, pp. 4.5-42 through 4.5-43), estimated mobile-source CO emissions associated with the Regional
Plan and the General Plan would not conflict with or obstruct regional CO maintenance efforts. Similarly,
because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan expected growth and estimated mobile-source CO emission falls
within that estimated for the General Plan and the Regional Plan, it too would not impede CO
maintenance efforts.
With respect to localized CO impacts, the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol
(Garza et al. 1997) states that signalized intersections that operate at an unacceptable level of service
(LOS) represent a potential for a CO violation, also known as a “hot spot.” Thus, an analysis of CO
concentrations is typically recommended for receptors located near signalized intersections that are
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projected to operate at LOS E or F. According to the traffic analysis prepared for the RPU EIS, signalized
intersections in the Basin under the Regional Plan, including those within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan,
measured in 2035 would operate at an acceptable LOS (i.e., LOS D or better) (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.4-37).
According to the traffic analysis prepared for the General Plan EIR, signalized intersections within the
City limits under the General Plan, including those within the Tahoe Valley area measured in 2030 would
operate at an acceptable LOS of D or better (CSLT 2010, p. 4.4-13).
Primarily affected intersections are not projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service (i.e., LOS E
or worse) (LSC 2014) with implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Given that the project would
not contribute to unacceptable levels of service at primarily affected intersections, a detailed analysis of
the project’s contribution to localized mobile source CO concentrations would not be required. The
project’s contribution to localized CO concentrations would be considered less than significant. The
Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of air quality impacts
beyond that associated with the development potential under both the City General Plan and TRPA
Regional Plan and what was disclosed in and analyzed in their associated environmental documents.
(TRPA 2012c, pgs. 3.4-36 – 3.4-38 and CSLT 2010, pgs. 4.5-42 – 4.5-43.)
Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan seeks to implement and is within the scope of what was envisioned
in the General Plan and the Regional Plan, it too would not cause signalized intersections to operate at
unacceptable levels (see Question 20 above). Therefore, traffic volumes would not be heavy enough to
result in a CO “hot spot”. For this reason, and based on the fact that CO emission factors would be
reduced substantially (due to increasingly cleaner fuels and vehicles) over the planning period, the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan would not result in congestion at intersections that would result in a violation of a CO
air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
With respect to other regional criteria air pollutants (ozone precursors, PM 10, and PM2.5), consistent with
the Regional Plan, subsequent projects that may occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan may include
development and redevelopment projects that could generate long-term operational emissions, including
mobile and area source emissions.
Based on the results of the emissions modeling conducted in support of the RPU EIS and RTP EIR/EIS,
emissions of ozone precursors, CO in the Basin would be expected to decrease substantially by 2035.
This can be explained by the fact that vehicle emissions standards would be improved substantially over
the next 20 years, and limited development could occur within the Tahoe Basin. Any additional
population growth and associated increase in operational ozone precursor emissions in the Basin would be
more than offset by more stringent vehicle emissions standards, fuel economy standards, and truck and
bus emission rules, over the planning period (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.4-33).
Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 were projected to increase slightly by 2035 (approximately 4 tons per year
(TPY) or 21 lb/day and 3 TPY or 14 lb/day, respectively). However, Section 65.1.4 of the TRPA Code
requires that only wood stoves that meet EPA emissions standards would be installed and would allow air
quality mitigation fees to be used for regional projects, which could include incentives to remove nonconforming stoves. These proposed changes would be expected to continue the existing trend of
decreasing PM emissions in the Region over the planning period.
Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is required to be consistent with the Regional Plan, implementation
of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would also be expected to result in a substantial long-term reduction in
emissions of ozone precursors and CO. Because the increase in emissions of PM associated with buildout of the entire Regional Plan would be below the project-level increment considered significant by
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TRPA (82 lb/day), the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is not anticipated to expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations, and so would have a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
23.
Would the Project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
(CEQA IIIe)
The occurrence and severity of odor effects depend on the nature, frequency, and intensity of the odor
source, wind speed and direction, and the presence of sensitive receptors. Offensive odors rarely cause
physical harm, but odors can be unpleasant and generate citizen complaints to regulatory agencies and
local governments. Typical sensitive receptors include residences, hospitals, and schools. There is one
hospital within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan and residences can be found within the boundary of the Area
Plan and located in adjacent neighborhoods.
As a general matter, the types of land use development that pose potential odor problems include
wastewater treatment plants, refineries, landfills, composting facilities and transfer stations. No such uses
occupy the project area. The proposed uses in the Area Plan as listed in Appendix C of the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan, are not characteristic of the types of uses that would result in the development of a major
source of objectionable odor.
In the short-term, odor impacts occur from the use of diesel engines and asphalt concrete paving during
construction. As stated in the discussion of short-term impacts to sensitive receptors under Question 22
above, these odors are both temporary and localized, affecting only the area immediately adjacent to the
active construction area. Diesel exhaust emissions and asphalt concrete paving odors dissipate rapidly
away from the source and cease upon completion of construction activities and would be addressed by the
Chapter 65 of the TRPA Code idling restrictions and General Plan Policy NCR-5.10 and Tahoe Valley
Area Plan Policy NCR-5-8.1. Thus, the implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan does not result in
substantial direct or indirect exposure of sensitive receptors to offensive odors, and so would have a less
than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
24.

Would the Project result in substantial air pollutant emissions? (TRPA 2a)

This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the RPU EIS. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or
revise the regulations pertaining to air quality. Consistent with existing conditions, subsequent projects
that could occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be subject to subsequent environmental review
and permitting, and would be required to comply with Chapter 65 of the TRPA Code. Chapter 65 includes
provisions that apply to direct sources of air pollution in the Tahoe region, including certain motor
vehicles registered in the region, combustion heaters installed in the region, open burning, stationary
sources of air pollution, and idling combustion engines.
The Lake Tahoe Air Basin is in attainment or designated unclassified for all national ambient air quality
standards (NAAQS) and is designated a nonattainment area for the ozone and PM10 California ambient
air quality standards (CAAQS). Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan incorporates measures similar to
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TRPA’s Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 to reduce emissions to the extent feasible, subsequent projects under
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in substantial air pollutant emissions during project
construction and operation, as discussed below.
Short-Term Construction Emissions
Subsequent development and redevelopment projects that could occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
would involve construction and construction emissions. Construction emissions are described as shortterm or temporary in duration. ROG and NOx (ozone precursors) emissions are primarily associated with
gas and diesel equipment exhaust and the application of architectural coatings. Fugitive dust emissions
(PM10 and PM2.5) are primarily associated with site preparation and vary as a function of such
parameters as soil silt content, soil moisture, wind speed, acreage or disturbance area, and vehicle travel
by construction vehicles on- and off-site.
Although the details of projects are not known at this time, implementation of subsequent projects under
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would involve construction that would result in the temporary generation of
ozone precursor and fugitive dust emissions from site preparation; off-road equipment, material
import/export, worker commute exhaust emissions; paving; and other miscellaneous activities. Typical
construction equipment associated with development and redevelopment projects includes dozers,
graders, excavators, loaders, and trucks. Construction emissions associated with subsequent projects
under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan have the potential to be substantial such that they could violate or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations.
As part of mitigation from the City General Plan EIR (CSLT 2010, p. 4.5-33), the City adopted Policy
NCR-5.10 as part of the General Plan (CSLT 2011, p. NCR-9) to address short-term construction
emissions. Furthermore, the Area Plan also incorporates Policy NCR-8.1 to address short-term
construction emissions (Tahoe Valley Area Plan 2015, p. 71), which includes measures to reduce
construction-generated emissions to the extent feasible on a project-specific basis. Such measures may
include, but are not limited to, the following:


Implement measures recommended by the El Dorado County Air Quality Management District;



Prohibit open burning of debris from site clearing unless involved with fuels reduction project;



Restriction of idling of construction equipment and vehicles;



Apply water to control dust as needed to prevent dust impacts offsite; and



Utilize low emission construction equipment and/or fuels and use existing power sources (e.g.,
power poles), wherever feasible.

Long-Term Operational Emissions
Subsequent development and redevelopment projects that could occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
could affect regional air quality and could create localized exposure to carbon monoxide (CO) emissions.
Consistent with the Regional Plan and the General Plan, the Area Plan seeks to accommodate the
expected growth in a way that improves traffic flow and mobility of residents and visitors to the Tahoe
Valley area, and reduces localized traffic congestion and related CO concentrations. Based on the traffic
analysis in the Regional Plan (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.4-22 through 3.4-26) and the General Plan (CSLT
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2010, pp. 4.5-42 through 4.5-43), estimated mobile-source CO emissions associated with the Regional
Plan and the General Plan would not conflict with or obstruct regional CO maintenance efforts. Similarly,
because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan expected growth and estimated mobile-source CO emission falls
within that estimated for the General Plan and the Regional Plan, it too would not impede CO
maintenance efforts.
With respect to localized CO impacts, the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol
(Garza et al. 1997) states that signalized intersections that operate at an unacceptable level of service
(LOS) represent a potential for a CO violation, also known as a “hot spot.” Thus, an analysis of CO
concentrations is typically recommended for receptors located near signalized intersections that are
projected to operate at LOS E or F. According to the traffic analysis prepared for the RPU EIS, signalized
intersections in the Basin under the Regional Plan, including those within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan,
measured in 2035 would operate at an acceptable LOS (i.e., LOS D or better) (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.4-37).
According to the traffic analysis prepared for the General Plan EIR, signalized intersections within the
City limits under the General Plan, including those within the Tahoe Valley area measured in 2030 would
operate at an acceptable LOS of D or better (CSLT 2010, p. 4.4-13).
Primarily affected intersections are not projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service (i.e., LOS E
or worse) (LSC 2014) with implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Given that the project would
not contribute to unacceptable levels of service at primarily affected intersections, a detailed analysis of
the project’s contribution to localized mobile source CO concentrations would not be required. The
project’s contribution to localized CO concentrations would be considered less than significant. The
Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of air quality impacts
beyond that associated with the development potential under both the City General Plan and TRPA
Regional Plan and what was disclosed in and analyzed in their associated environmental documents.
(TRPA 2012c, pgs. 3.4-36 – 3.4-38 and CSLT 2010, pgs. 4.5-42 – 4.5-43.)
Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan seeks to implement and is within the scope of what was envisioned
in the General Plan and the Regional Plan, it too would not cause signalized intersections to operate at
unacceptable levels. Therefore, traffic volumes would not be heavy enough to result in a CO “hot spot”.
For this reason, and based on the fact that CO emission factors would be reduced substantially (due to
increasingly cleaner fuels and vehicles) over the planning period, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not
result in congestion at intersections that would result in a violation of a CO air quality standard,
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.
With respect to other regional criteria air pollutants (ozone precursors, PM 10, and PM2.5), consistent with
the Regional Plan, subsequent projects that may occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan may include
development and redevelopment projects that could generate long-term operational emissions, including
mobile and area source emissions.
Based on the results of the emissions modeling conducted in support of the RPU EIS and RTP EIR/EIS,
emissions of ozone precursors, CO in the Basin would be expected to decrease substantially by 2035.
This can be explained by the fact that vehicle emissions standards would be improved substantially over
the next 20 years, and limited development could occur within the Tahoe Basin. Any additional
population growth and associated increase in operational ozone precursor emissions in the Basin would be
more than offset by more stringent vehicle emissions standards, fuel economy standards, and truck and
bus emission rules, over the planning period (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.4-33).
Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 were projected to increase slightly by 2035 (approximately 4 tons per year
(TPY) or 21 lb/day and 3 TPY or 14 lb/day, respectively). However, Section 65.1.4 of the TRPA Code
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requires that only wood stoves that meet EPA emissions standards would be installed and would allow air
quality mitigation fees to be used for regional projects, which could include incentives to remove nonconforming stoves. These proposed changes would be expected to continue the existing trend of
decreasing PM emissions in the Region over the planning period.
Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is required to be consistent with the Regional Plan, implementation
of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would also be expected to result in a substantial long-term reduction in
emissions of ozone precursors and CO. Because the increase in emissions of PM associated with buildout of the entire Regional Plan would be below the project-level increment considered significant by
TRPA (82 lb/day), the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is not anticipated to lead to nonattainment of national
standards, and so would have a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
25.

Would the Project result in deterioration of ambient (existing) air quality? (TRPA 2b)

See analyses for Questions 20 and 21 which concludes a less than significant impact and Questions 24,
which concludes a less than significant to ambient air quality.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
26.

Would the Project result in creation of objectionable odors? (TRPA 2c)

See discussion and analysis for Question 23, which addresses the creation of objectionable odors and
concludes a less than significant odor impact to short-term and long-term effects to sensitive receptors.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
27.
Would the Project result in alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any
change in climate, either locally or regionally? (TRPA 2d)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, Chapter 3.5)
Construction GHG Emissions
Subsequent development proposed within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in direct emissions of
GHGs from construction. As noted in Section 6.4.5, Air Quality, the quantification of emissions resulting
from future construction activities in the Tahoe Valley plan area is not possible due to project-level
variability and uncertainties related to future individual projects. However, all construction projects can
produce GHG emissions and all future development projects would be subject to various emissionreducing rules and regulations in effect at the time of construction. For example, City of South Lake
Tahoe General Plan Policy NCR-5.10 and the Tahoe Valley Area Plan Policy NCR-8.1 requires that most
discretionary projects implement all emission-reducing measures recommended by the EDCAQMD,
prohibit the open burning of debris from site clearing, use low-emission construction equipment and/or
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fuels, and restrict idling of construction equipment or vehicles. Furthermore, all future development
projects in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be required to analyze and mitigate of GHG emissions
during development project review, pursuant to CEQA.
The City of South Lake Tahoe adopted policies for sustainable development and green buildings in the
Land Use Element of the General Plan. Policies call for creating a sustainable and energy-efficient built
environment as a key vision of the City. The same policy is also incorporated in the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan (see Natural and Cultural Resources Policy NCR-2.1). The policies provide direction on strategies to
achieve sustainable development practices. For instance, South Lake Tahoe General Plan Policy LU-9.1
states that the City will promote the use of sustainable construction in new housing units, commercial
developments, and mixed‐ use centers, and Policy LU-9.2 states that the City will provide clear incentive
for sustainable building practices.
As described above, TRPA has also implemented Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 of the TRPA Regional Plan
Update EIS implementing construction best practices for air quality to reduce construction related GHG
emission. Construction best practices are incorporated as standard conditions of approval for project
permitting. For project review delegated to local jurisdictions, the local jurisdictions must also require the
TRPA standard conditions of approval.
Construction-related GHG exhaust emissions would be generated by sources such as heavy-duty, off-road
equipment, trucks hauling materials to the site, and worker commutes. Over the time span in which the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan is redeveloped, exhaust emission rates of the construction equipment fleet in
California are expected to decrease over time due to advancements in engine technology, retrofits, and
turnover in the equipment fleet, which would result in increased fuel efficiency, potentially more
alternatively fueled equipment, and lower levels of GHG emissions. In addition, existing programs to
improve air quality in California, such as the Diesel Risk Reduction Plan, will result in cleaner
technology for virtually all of California’s diesel engine fleets, including construction equipment.
Measures implemented under these plans are likely to result in future fleets of construction equipment
that are more efficient than existing fleets. For these reasons, levels of GHG emissions associated with
construction activity are expected to decrease over time as new regulations are developed in response to
AB 32.
Construction activities are temporary only. Future potential impacts from construction would be required
to be analyzed and mitigated during development project review, pursuant to CEQA. Standards currently
exist that reduce construction-generated GHG emissions. Therefore, the generation of construction GHG
emissions is a less than significant impact.
Operational GHG Emissions
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would also result in long-term regional GHG emissions associated with new
vehicular trips and indirect source emissions, such as electricity usage for lighting. Table 16 presents
estimated GHG emissions resultant from the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Pursuant to City General Plan
Policy NCR-5.11, the installation of wood-burning hearth devices in proposed residential dwelling units
is prohibited. Therefore, the emissions projections presented in Table 16 account for the prohibition
against wood-burning hearths.
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Table 16
Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Tahoe Valley Area Plan – Metric Tons per Year
CO2e (Metric Tons per Year)
Area
Source
Proposed
Tahoe
271
Valley Area Plan

Energy

Mobile

Solid
Waste

Water

Total

1,420

2,329

90

153

4,263

Source: Emissions modeled by PMC using the CalEEMod computer program. See Appendix D for
modeling outputs.
Notes: Emission estimates account for no residential hearths. Mobile source emissions derived from
traffic analysis prepared for the Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
As part of the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan, 193 existing lodging units would be removed. The GHG
emissions offsets projected from the removal of 193 existing lodging units equals 3,042 metric tons of
CO2e.
As previously described, Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 of the TRPA Regional Plan Update EIS mandates
TRPA to require, through TRPA-approved plans, project permitting, or projects/programs developed in
coordination with local or other governments, that GHG emissions from project-specific construction and
operational activities permitted pursuant to and in accordance with the Regional Plan are reduced to the
maximum extent feasible. Therefore, it is anticipated that this process would be effective in substantially
reducing GHG emissions.
TRPA is requiring each local jurisdiction to develop a GHG reduction strategy, using the Lake Tahoe
Sustainability Action Plan as a guide in order to attain a 15 percent reduction below the existing
emissions inventory for Area Plans. Accounting for the GHG emissions reduction associated with the
removal of existing lodging units for operation would result in a 71 percent reduction under the proposed
Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Therefore, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would offset the contribution of GHG
emissions greater than 15 percent. Other strategies proposed in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan that are
intended to reduce GHG emission include the following:


Sustainable Communities Strategy (TVAP Policies LU-8.1, T-6.1)



Green Building Standards (TVAP Policies NCR-2.1, H-3.2)



Green Building Incentives (TVAP Policy ED-1.3)



Energy Efficiency (TVAP Policy H-3.1)



Mobility and Connectivity (TVAP Policies LU-1.2, LU-1.5, LU-5.1, LU-5.2)



Pedestrian Facilities (TVAP Policies T-3.1, T-3.4, T-3.6, T-3.7)



Bicycle Facilities (TVAP Policies T-4.1, T-4.2)



Transit Service (TVAP Policies T-5.1, T-5.2, T-5.3, T-5.4, T-5.6)
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Recreation Access (TVAP Policy T-5.5)



Redirection of Development (TVAP Policy H-1.5)



Mixed-Use Development (TVAP Policies LU-2.1, LU-5.1, H-1.6, H-2.1, H-2.2)

In addition, the City has recently (July 2014) adopted the Figtree PACE Financing Program to allow
property owners in the City to voluntarily place assessment liens on their property for the purpose of
installing renewable energy, energy efficiency, and water conservation improvements. The Figtree PACE
Financing Program uses private capital to provide property owners with funding. By enrolling in the
Figtree PACE Financing Program the City can offer PACE financing to property owners without
impacting the City's budget. Initially, Figtree Financing is looking at extending this program to
commercial property owners only. As the program develops they may allow residential property owners
to participate as well.
TRPA has targeted the removal and replacement of woodstoves that do not meet current EPA Phase II
certification requirements. TRPA has augmented the funding of an existing rebate program that is
projected to result in the replacement of 126 woodstoves. Other actions taken include revising the Chapter
37, Design Standards of the TRPA Code of Ordinances to remove unintended barriers to GHG-reducing
projects such as roof top solar panels and vegetated roofs. Impacts are considered to be less than
significant and the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in an increase in the severity of greenhouse
gas-related impacts beyond that associated with the development potential under both the City General
Plan and TRPA Regional Plan and what was disclosed and analyzed in their associated environmental
documents. (TRPA 2012c, 3.5-15 – 3.5-25 and CSLT 2010, pp. 4.5-47 – 4.5-56.)
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
28.

Would the Project result in increased use of diesel fuel? (TRPA 2e)

This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, Chapter 3.13.)
Construction associated with subsequent projects under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would require the use
of diesel fuel for the operation of construction equipment. Certain specific projects that involve on-going
truck deliveries or motorized vehicle use (such as snowmobile courses) as part of their operations could
also increase gasoline and diesel fuel consumption relative to existing conditions.
From an air quality perspective, one of the primary concerns related to diesel fuel consumption is the
resultant exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) that can occur
during both the construction and operational phases of a project.
The construction of subsequent projects under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan could result in short-term
diesel exhaust emissions, including diesel particulate matter (PM), from the use of off-road diesel
equipment required for site grading and excavation, paving, and other construction activities. Diesel PM
was identified as a TAC in 1998. The potential cancer risk from the inhalation of diesel PM is a more
serious risk than the potential non-cancer health impacts (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.4-39). Consistent with the
findings in the RPU EIS, the proximity of heavy-duty diesel-fueled construction equipment to existing
sensitive receptors within or adjacent to the Tahoe Valley Area Plan during construction activities
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resulting from implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan may result in exposure of sensitive
receptors to TACs.
Short-Term Construction Emissions
Subsequent development and redevelopment projects that could occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
would involve construction and construction emissions. Construction emissions are described as shortterm or temporary in duration. ROG and NOx (ozone precursors) emissions are primarily associated with
gas and diesel equipment exhaust and the application of architectural coatings. Fugitive dust emissions
(PM10 and PM2.5) are primarily associated with site preparation and vary as a function of such
parameters as soil silt content, soil moisture, wind speed, acreage or disturbance area, and vehicle travel
by construction vehicles on- and off-site.
Although the details of projects are not known at this time, implementation of subsequent projects under
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would involve construction that would result in the temporary generation of
ozone precursor and fugitive dust emissions from site preparation; off-road equipment, material
import/export, worker commute exhaust emissions; paving; and other miscellaneous activities. Typical
construction equipment associated with development and redevelopment projects includes dozers,
graders, excavators, loaders, and trucks. Construction emissions associated with subsequent projects
under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan have the potential to be substantial such that they could violate or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations.
As part of mitigation from the City General Plan EIR (CSLT 2010, p. 4.5-33), the City adopted Policy
NCR-5.10 as part of the General Plan (CSLT 2011, p. NCR-9) to address short-term construction
emissions. Furthermore, the Area Plan also incorporates Policy NCR-5.1 to address short-term
construction emissions (Tahoe Valley Area Plan 2015, p. 71), which includes measures to reduce
construction-generated emissions to the extent feasible on a project-specific basis. Such measures may
include, but are not limited to, the following:


Implement measures recommended by the El Dorado County Air Quality Management District;



Prohibit open burning of debris from site clearing unless involved with fuels reduction project;



Restriction of idling of construction equipment and vehicles;



Apply water to control dust as needed to prevent dust impacts offsite; and



Utilize low emission construction equipment and/or fuels and use existing power sources (e.g.,
power poles), wherever feasible.

As part of a Mitigation Measure 4.5.5 from the General Plan EIR (CSLT 2010, p. 4.5-47) the City also
adopted Land Use Policy LU-8.18 (CSLT 2011, p. LU-19) to reduce exposure of TACs by requiring that
all new or relocated discretionary development that would be a source of TACs near residences or
sensitive receptors to either provide an adequate buffer, or filters, or other equipment, or incorporate
mitigation measures to reduce potential exposure to acceptable levels.
Therefore, because measured identified in the RPU EIS and General Plan EIR that would reduce
construction-related TAC emission to the extent feasible have been incorporated into the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan, subsequent projects under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan involving the use of heavy-duty dieselfueled construction equipment would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs.
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Finally, based on a review of the proposed permissible uses in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan would not include the construction or operation of any major sources of TAC emissions
such as power-generating plants or other heavy industrial uses. The land use strategy of the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan, the City General Plan, as well as the Regional Plan, would include incentivizing development
in the in the town and regional centers, which are located along the Basin’s main transportation corridors
(US Highway 50). The ARB recommends a minimum setback distance of 500 feet from urban roads with
100,000 vehicles per day or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles per day to minimize the health risk of
sensitive receptors to mobile-source TACs (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.4-39). US Highway 50 cannot
accommodate more than 50,000 vehicles per day (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.4-40). Thus, this would be a less
than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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6.4.6 Biological Resources (Stream Environment Zones, Wetlands, Wildlife and
Vegetation)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to biological resources, including impacts to
SEZs, wetlands, wildlife and vegetation. Table 17 identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of
impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 17
Biological Resources

CEQA Environmental Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

29. Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? (CEQA
IVa)
30. Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or
US Fish and Wildlife Service? (CEQA IVb)
31. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means? (CEQA IVc)
32. Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites? (CEQA IVd)
33. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as tree
preservation policy or ordinance? (CEQA
IVe)
34. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? (CEQA IVf)
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Less Than
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No
Impact

X

X

X

X

X

X
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TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist Item

Yes

35. Removal of native vegetation in excess of the
area utilized for the actual development
permitted by the land capability/IPES
system? (TRPA 4a)
36. Removal of riparian vegetation or other
vegetation associated with critical wildlife
habitat, either through direct removal or
indirect lowering of the groundwater table?
(TRPA 4b)
37. Introduction of new vegetation that will
require excessive fertilizer or water, or will
provide a barrier to the normal replenishment
of existing species? (TRPA 4c)
38. Change in the diversity or distribution of
species, or number of any species of plants
(including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, micro
flora and aquatic plants)? (TRPA 4d)
39. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare
or endangered species of plants? (TRPA 4e)
40. Removal of streambank and/or backshore
vegetation, including woody vegetation such
as willows? (TRPA 4f)
41. Removal of any native live, dead or dying
trees 30 inches or greater in diameter at
breast height (dbh) within TRPA’s
Conservation or Recreation land use
classifications? (TRPA 4g)
42. A change in the natural functioning of an old
growth ecosystem? (TRPA 4h)
43. Change in the diversity or distribution of
species, or numbers of any species of animals
(birds, land animals including reptiles, fish
and shellfish, benthic organisms, insects,
mammals, amphibians or microfauna)?
(TRPA 5a)
44. Reduction of the number of any unique, rare
or endangered species of animals? (TRPA
5b)
45. Introduction of new species of animals into
an area, or result in a barrier to the migration
or movement of animals? (TRPA 5c)
46. Deterioration of existing fish or wildlife
habitat quantity or quality? (TRPA 5d)

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

29.
Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service? (CEQA IVa)
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This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan Update and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the General Plan EIR. (CSLT 2010, Chapter 4.9.)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise any regulations that adversely affect any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Special Status Plant Species
Special-status plant species with the potential to occur in the Tahoe Valley plan area include broad-nerved
hump-moss (CNPS List 2, LBTMU-S), water bulrush (CNPS List 2), and marsh skullcap (CNPS List 2).
Subsequent development could directly impact these species by direct take during construction or
destruction or degradation of these species’ habitat(s). A majority of the development (anticipated to be
up to an additional 102,000 square feet of CFA and 373 dwelling units by the year 2034) and increases in
land coverage are anticipated to occur in the existing developed urban lands and disturbed areas along US
50 and SR 89, and the “Y” intersection which is highly disturbed, and not in SEZs, with which these
species are associated with. However, there is still limited potential for these species to be impacted.
This potential effect is the same as that analyzed in Impact 3.10-1 (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.10-34 to 3.10-41) of
the TRPA RPU EIS, and therefore that analysis is incorporated herein by this reference. The RPU EIS
concluded that with existing regulatory measures in place this impact would have a less than significant
effect. Any new development or redevelopment project under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be
required to comply with existing TRPA, federal, and state regulations, permitting requirements, and
environmental review procedures that protect SEZs, wetlands, and other sensitive habitats. These
regulations and procedures address potential construction-related impacts to SEZs and other sensitive
habitats through site-specific environmental review; require development and implementation of projectspecific measures to minimize or avoid impacts through the design and permitting process; and require
compensatory or other mitigation for any significant effects as a condition of project approval and
permitting. Specifically, existing regulations and permitting requirements would minimize the loss of
sensitive habitats during construction and provide habitat compensation for the loss of riparian, wetland,
and other sensitive habitats through CWA Section 404, TRPA, and other permitting/review processes.
Specifically the following regulatory measure would be applicable to any project proposed in the Tahoe
Valley plan area. Chapter 33 of the TRPA Code (Vegetation Protection During Construction) outlines
measures that must be taken during construction to protect vegetation. In addition, Chapter 61 of the
TRPA Code (Vegetation Protection and Management) further protects vegetation by managing and
maintaining vegetation health and diversity including common, rare and sensitive plant species. Chapter
61 of the TRPA Code (Sensitive and Uncommon Plant Protection and Fire Hazard Reduction) also sets
forth standards to preserve and manage sensitive plant species and specifically projects and activities that
may impact sensitive plans to fully mitigate their significant adverse effects. Section 61.4.5 of the TRPA
Code (Revegetation) sets forth standards for revegetation. Therefore, construction of approved
development under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would have a less than significant impact on specialstatus plant species.
Furthermore, a major component of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan focuses on creating incentives to
encourage the transfer of development from SEZs and other sensitive lands and restoring SEZs to a
functioning state. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would allow coverage up to 70 percent on high capability
land (see Barton Hospital parcel coverage incentives described in the draft Tahoe Valley Area Plan,
Standard F(5)(a) and Section 6.4.8 (Geology, Soils and Land), Question 61 below), provided that
coverage is transferred at a ratio of one-to-one from SEZs and sensitive lands. As described in Section
6.4.8, Geology and Soils, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan could potentially result in the transfer and
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restoration of 43.5 acres of sensitive lands, thus restoring additional special-status plant species habitat
within the Tahoe Valley plan area and the Upper Truckee Hydrologically Related Area. The Tahoe Valley
Area Plan has also identified approximately 1.02 acres of disturbed SEZs within the boundary of the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan that are targeted for restoration, thus increasing and improving habitat within the
Tahoe Valley plan area.
Specific policies of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan that would benefit habitat improvement include the
following.


Policy NCR-4.1 – Stream Environment Zones Increase the area of naturally functioning SEZ
by preserving existing SEZ and restoring/rehabilitating disturbed SEZ in the Tahoe Valley area,
prioritizing the Greenbelt area.



Policy NCR-4.2 – Redirection and Transfer of Development Direct new development away
from SEZs and encourage the removal and transfer of existing development from disturbed SEZs
that can be feasibly restored. Encourage property owners to use TRPA’s transfer incentives
available in Chapter 51 of the TRPA Code. Development rights and existing development that are
transferred from SEZs and other sensitive lands are eligible to earn residential bonus units,
commercial floor area, and tourist accommodation bonus units, when transferred to Centers.

Moreover, the City General Plan also includes policies that contain specific, enforceable requirements
and/or restrictions and corresponding performance standards that address potential impacts on specialstatus plant species or create opportunities for habitat improvement.


Policy NCR-3.1: Natural Habitat Preservation The City shall protect, maintain, and restore
key riparian areas, natural open space meadows, and Stream Environment Zones for the
preservation of natural habitats.



Policy NCR-3.2: Large Scale Development Adjacent to Stream Environment Zones The
City shall minimize the impacts to Stream Environment Zones (SEZ) and sensitive habitat areas
from adjacent new large‐ scale developments.



Policy NCR-3.3: Vegetation Preservation The City shall preserve as much vegetation as
possible on site and require revegetation for all proposed development as a condition of approval,
so long as it does not conflict with adequate fire abatement.



Policy NCR-3.4: Natural Growth Protection The City shall limit the extent of construction to
provide a natural growth zone for vegetation.



Policy NCR-3.6: Stream Environment Zone (SEZ) Restoration and Enhancement The City
shall increase the area of naturally functioning SEZs by preserving existing SEZ and
restoring/rehabilitating disturbed SEZ.



Policy NCR-3.10: Stream Environment Zone Management The City shall consider stream
stability, water quality objectives, fisheries and wildlife, open space, and public health and safety
in maintaining or managing Stream Environment Zone (SEZ) restoration projects.



Policy NCR-3.11: Natural Habitat and Open Space Management: The City shall encourage
and support public agencies formed to acquire and manage important natural habitat areas, and
other open space lands.
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Policy ROS-2.1: Open Space and Critical Environmental Area Protection The City shall use
the best “un‐ biased” science and engineering technologies to protect and preserve open space and
critical environmental areas allowing public usage if deemed reasonable.



Policy ROS-2.2: Riparian Area Preservation and Restoration The City shall protect and
restore key riparian areas and natural features.



Policy ROS-2.6: Connecting Surrounding Forests to Urban Open Spaces The City shall
connect surrounding forests to urban open spaces, parks, natural areas and SEZs when
appropriate to further biodiversity and habitat.



Policy ROS-2.8: Restoration Effort Protection The City shall ensure that public access does
not jeopardize restoration activities and water quality treatment projects on publicly‐ owned open
space lands.



Policy ROS-2.9: Permanent Open Space Protection The City shall permanently protect as
open space areas of natural resource value, including forests, wetlands, stream and riparian
corridors, and floodplains.



Policy ROS-2.10: Sufficient Size Open Space and Natural Areas The City shall maintain
open space and natural areas that are interconnected and of sufficient size to protect biodiversity,
accommodate wildlife movement, and provide more sustainable ecosystems.



Policy ROS-2.11: Open Space Funding The City should continue to seek and obtain local,
State, and Federal funding for beach, meadow, and open space acquisition.

Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan and General Plan policies to ensure that SEZs and other
open space and natural areas are created, protected, and connected to further biodiversity and improve
special-status plant species habitats would result in a beneficial impact.
Special Status Wildlife Species
Habitat conditions of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan have been substantially altered as a result of historic
development. There is, however, some suitable habitat for wildlife species listed as endangered,
threatened, rare, proposed, candidate, or listed as “fully protected” in the Fish and Game Code of
California (Section 3511, 4700, 5050, 5515), referred to as “listed species.” A majority of the
development (anticipated to be up to an additional 102,000 square feet of CFA and 373 dwelling units by
the year 2034) and increase in land coverage is anticipated to occur in the existing developed urban lands
which is already highly disturbed. The majority of land disturbance would occur in sagebrush and Jeffrey
pine forest lands. Most direct impacts could occur from development of vacant parcels or undeveloped
portions of the Tahoe Valley plan area. Table 18 lists the listed special-status wildlife species that may
utilize the habitat within the Tahoe Valley plan area. It should be noted that there are no recorded
occurrences of these species in the Tahoe Valley plan area.
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Table 18
Listed Special-Status Species
Common Name

Status
Federal

State

Regional

Bald eagle

FD;
MNBMC

SE; CFP

LBTMU
(MIS) TRPA
(SI)

Little willow flycatcher

MNBMC

SE

LBTMU (MIS,
S)

~

ST

LBTMU (S)

Birds

Mammals
Sierra Nevada red fox

Source: USFWS, 2014 and CDFG, 2014
Bald eagles may be impacted if construction activities occur within 500 feet of the nest (though no active
nests have been identified in the area).
The little willow flycatcher nests and forages in riparian habitat. Approximately 0.44 acres of riparian
habitat occur within the Tahoe Valley plan area (City GIS, 2014; USFS, 1991). Riparian areas occur in
the immediate vicinity of the Tahoe Valley plan area are primarily associated with the Upper Truckee
River. This species may be directly impacted if construction activities occur within 100 feet of the nest or
if riparian habitat is disturbed or removed.
The Sierra Nevada red fox may be directly impacted by subsequent development, if this species is found
within or adjacent to construction activities. During the breeding season or during hibernation, the species
may be rearing young or otherwise unable to relocate from the den, burrow, or other shelter where they
are currently residing. If the species is present within a construction zone, construction activities could
result in direct mortality of this species.
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in Impact 3.10-4 (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.10-50 to 3.10-55)
of the TRPA RPU EIS, and therefore that analysis is incorporated herein. The RPU EIS, Impact 3.10-4,
concluded that impacts to special-status wildlife species would be less than significant. The Tahoe Valley
Area Plan would result in some construction and other projects that could affect special status wildlife
species, depending on the specific locations, presence of suitable habitat, and the type, timing, and
specific nature of the project actions. During project-level planning and evaluation, impacts on species
with potential to be affected would be determined based on the species’ distribution and known
occurrences relative to the project area, the presence of suitable habitat for the species in or near the
project area, and preconstruction surveys. TRPA’s existing policies and Code provisions address potential
impacts to special-status species through site-specific environmental review, require development and
implementation of project-specific measures to minimize or avoid impacts through the design process,
and require compensatory or other mitigation for any significant effects on special-status species as a
condition of project approval. For any TRPA special interest wildlife species that could be affected,
compliance with the TRPA Code of Ordinances requires that projects or land uses within TRPA non-
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degradation zones will not significantly affect the habitat or cause the displacement or extirpation of the
population; and TRPA will not permit a project that would degrade habitat without compensatory
mitigation to avoid a significant effect. For other special-status species, project-level planning and
environmental analysis would identify potentially significant effects, minimize or avoid those impacts
through the design process, and require mitigation for any significant effects as a condition of project
approval. Therefore this impact is considered less than significant.
Specifically, the following regulatory measure would be applicable to any project proposed in the Tahoe
Valley plan area. Chapter 62 (Wildlife Resources) of the TRPA Code contains regulations to protect and
enhance the existing diverse wildlife habitats, with special emphasis on protecting or increasing habitats
of special significance, such as deciduous trees, wetlands, meadows, and riparian areas. Chapter 61 of the
TRPA Code (Tree Removal) outlines measures to protect existing trees. In addition, Chapters 33 and 61
of the TRPA Code of would further mitigate impacts to listed wildlife species and their habitats.
Therefore, construction of approved development under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would have a less
than significant impact on special status wildlife species.
Furthermore, Implementation of the General Plan Policies NCR-3.1 – NCR-3.4, NCR-3.6, NCR-3.10,
NCR-3.11, ROS-2.1, ROS-2.2, ROS-2.6, and ROS-2.8 – ROS-2.11, and the following policy listed
below, would also address potential impacts on listed special-status wildlife species:


Policy NCR-3.13: Improving Wildlife Habitat: The City shall encourage the use of native or
compatible non-native, non-invasive plant species as part of project landscaping to improve
wildlife habitat values.

Implementation of the General policies listed above to improve habitat values would result in a beneficial
impact.
While the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would include the potential for taller buildings (up to 45 feet in height
at the “Y” intersection), this additional height would not exceed the height of trees in the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan and therefore would not obstruct bird or raptor flight (bird strikes). It is expected that these
buildings would be quite visible to birds and raptors passing through the Tahoe Valley plan area and they
would have ample area to maneuver around the buildings. In addition, the majority of migratory bird
movement along the Pacific Flyway is to the east and west of the Sierra Nevada mountain range rather
than directly over it. Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
30.
Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service? (CEQA IVb)
The potential effects are the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan Update and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the General Plan EIR.
Subsequent development may result in the loss or degradation of sensitive natural communities, such as
riparian habitat and wetland features, and tree removal. Since the exact nature and location of
development is not known at this time, the exact amount of acreage lost cannot be verified.
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The TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapter 62 (Wildlife Resources) protects and enhances the existing
diverse wildlife habitats, with special emphasis on protecting or increasing habitats of special
significance, such as deciduous trees, wetlands, meadows, and riparian areas. Section 61.1 (Tree
Removal) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances outlines measures to protect existing trees. In addition,
Section 33.6 (Vegetation Protection During Construction) and Chapter 61 (Vegetation and Forest Health)
of the TRPA Code of Ordinances would further mitigate impacts to sensitive natural communities.
Furthermore, the Tahoe Valley plan area could potentially result in the restoration of 44.5 acres of
sensitive lands, thus providing an opportunity for expansion of natural habitats for these species.
Consistency with the TRPA Code of Ordinances and implementation of General Plan policies listed in
response to Question 29 above would mitigate direct or indirect impacts to sensitive natural communities
in the Tahoe Valley plan area; therefore, impacts to vegetation and habitat from subsequent development
would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
31.
Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? (CEQA
IVc)
Habitats within the Tahoe Valley plan area include stream environment zones (SEZs), riparian habitat,
and potential jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the U.S., as regulated under Section 404 of the CWA.
SEZs and related hydrologic zones are a sensitive resource that is protected pursuant to TRPA’s Regional
Plan and the Code of Ordinances. These areas consist of the natural marsh and meadowlands,
watercourses and drainage ways, and floodplains which provide surface water conveyance from upland
areas into Lake Tahoe and its tributaries. SEZs are determined by the presence of riparian vegetation,
alluvial soil, minimum buffer strips, water influence areas, and floodplains (TRPA, 1986). According to a
recent soils study (see Section 6.4.8, Geology and Soils and see discussion of updated SEZ delineation
below), there are 50.4 acres of SEZ within the Tahoe Valley plan area (based on updated SEZ
delineation), although these are historic occurrences of SEZs based on soils and historical data. These
stream conditions have been largely disturbed through historic development of the Tahoe Valley plan area
and the underground piping and channelization of these SEZs. There are no streams currently running
through the Tahoe Valley plan area.
There has been extensive disturbance of SEZs in the planning area. The opportunities to implement areawide BMPs, improve drainage systems, and increase SEZ restoration to benefit stream environment zone
function exist in the planning area, but are dependent upon verifying and delineating accurate SEZ
boundaries. Accordingly, as part of the effort in preparing the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, the SEZ map for
the plan area was updated.
Updated SEZ Delineation
The City hired Cardno/Entrix and Terra Sciences, experts in the field of soil science and hydrology, to
review the existing mapped SEZs and verify the land capability districts for the Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
The consultants analyzed previous land capability verifications, site assessments and land capability
challenges that have occurred in the planning area, conducted a visual inspection of SEZs (reviewing
vegetation, landforms, topography and aerial photography, and examined soil samples to closely examine
near-surface soil conditions). In July 2014, Terra Science, Inc. completed a Stream Environment Zone
Report for the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. The report includes an SEZ map for the Tahoe Valley plan area
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that updates the map prepared in 1974. The historic and current SEZ are shown in Figures 6 and 7 The
maps were prepared in AutoCAD, using linework transcribed from field maps (aerials and parcel maps).
The SEZ mapping utilized multiple parameters to assure accurate boundaries, particularly for situations
having naturalistic conditions. The refined SEZ mapping is the product of several layers of investigation,
not reliance only soils and/or vegetation observations. In addition, the refined SEZ mapping reflects over
60 hours of field examination for the study area. Such effort is substantially greater and more detailed
than previous soil mapping and vegetation observations for the same area. The incorporation of the
refined SEZ map into the Tahoe Valley Area Plan does not result in any environmental change or impact;
it acts to provide an accurate reflection the extent and location of SEZ in the plan area.
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These efforts have resulted in a new SEZ and land capability district map (Terra Science Inc., 2014),
which is included as Figure 14 in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. It should also be noted that even with an
updated land capability map, property owners are still required to obtain parcel level site assessments
and/or land capability verifications from TRPA prior to project submittal.
In response to Question 31, this potential effect is the same as that analyzed in Impact 3.10-1 of the TRPA
RPU EIS (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.10-34 to 3.10-41), and therefore that analysis is incorporated herein. The
RPU EIS concluded that with existing regulatory measures in place this impact would have a less than
significant effect. Any new development or redevelopment project under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
would be required to comply with existing TRPA, federal, and state regulations, permitting requirements,
and environmental review procedures that protect SEZs, wetlands, and other sensitive habitats. These
regulations and procedures address potential construction-related impacts to SEZs and other sensitive
habitats through site-specific environmental review; require development and implementation of projectspecific measures to minimize or avoid impacts through the design and permitting process; and require
compensatory or other mitigation for any significant effects as a condition of project approval and
permitting. Specifically, existing regulations and permitting requirements would minimize the loss of
sensitive habitats during construction and provide habitat compensation for the loss of riparian, wetland,
and other sensitive habitats through CWA Section 404, TRPA, and other permitting/review processes.
Riparian habitat is considered a sensitive natural community by CDFW and TRPA. There are
approximately 0.44 acres of riparian habitat within the Tahoe Valley plan area (USFS, 1991). Wet
meadow and aspen are CDFW-designated sensitive natural communities that occur in the region
surrounding the Tahoe Valley plan area. Although aspen groves occur in moist habitats within the vicinity
of the Tahoe Valley plan area, according to recent aspen mapping, no aspen stands occur within the
Tahoe Valley plan area (LTBMU, 2003). There are no identified wet meadow habitats within the Tahoe
Valley plan area (USFS, 1991). Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
32.
Would the Project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? (CEQA IVd)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan Update and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the General Plan EIR.
Wildlife movement corridors are routes frequently utilized by wildlife that provide shelter and sufficient
food supplies to support wildlife species during migration. Movement corridors generally consist of
riparian, woodland, or forested habitats that span contiguous acres of undisturbed habitat. Wildlife
movement corridors are an important element of resident species home ranges, including black bear, deer,
and coyote. The majority of the Tahoe Valley plan area is developed and surrounded by urban
development as well as bisected by two highways (US 50 and SR 89) that substantially hinder movement
through the area. Therefore, there is very little access from the Tahoe Valley plan area to undisturbed
areas outside the project vicinity. In addition, no valuable resources occur in the vicinity to attract any
significant movement to the Tahoe Valley plan area as a destination or through the area to an adjacent
destination. Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
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Required Mitigation: None.
33.
Would the Project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as tree preservation policy or ordinance? (CEQA IVe)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan Update and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the General Plan EIR.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to the protection of
biological resources such as tree preservation policies. Consistent with existing conditions, development
or redevelopment projects associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan could result in removal of trees
and vegetation depending on the type, timing, and specific nature of proposed actions. However, any such
projects would be subject to subsequent project-level environmental review and permitting at which time
they would be required to demonstrate compliance with all federal, state, and TRPA regulations in
Chapter 62 and 63 of the TRPA Code.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
34.
Would the Project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? (CEQA IVf)
The Project does not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan
because no such plans exist for the project area. Thus, there will be no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
35.
Would the Project result in removal of native vegetation in excess of the area utilized for the
actual development permitted by the land capability/IPES system? (TRPA 4a)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis incorporates by reference the RPU EIS.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to native vegetation
protection during construction. Consistent with existing conditions, vegetation surrounding the
construction site of any project permitted by the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be required to comply
Section 33.6, Vegetation Protection During Construction, of the TRPA Code. Protective requirements
include installation of temporary construction fencing, standards for tree removal and tree protection,
standards for soil and vegetation protection, and revegetation of disturbed areas. Additionally, the
Citywide design standards and the proposed landscaping standards of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
requires the use of lawn and landscaping species listed in the TRPA-recommended and approved Native
and Adapted Plants for the Tahoe Basin, with the exception of accent plantings. Thus, there would be no
impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
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Required Mitigation: None.
36.
Would the Project result in removal of riparian vegetation other vegetation associated with
critical wildlife habitat, either through direct removal or indirect lowering of the groundwater
table? (TRPA 4b)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis incorporates by reference the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012, p. 3.10-34 through 3.10-60)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to vegetation removal
and groundwater management. Water supply within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is primarily obtained
from groundwater sources. Consistent with existing conditions, any project permitted through the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan would be required to meet TRPA requirements for water supply. TRPA regulations
prohibit the approval of any development requiring water unless there is adequate water supply within an
existing water right (Section 32.4.1 of the TRPA Code). Additionally, Section 33.3.6 of the TRPA Code
prohibits excavation that intercepts or interferes with groundwater except under specific circumstances
and with prior approval by TRPA (Section 33.3.6.A.2). For these reasons, consistent with existing
conditions, projects approved under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not directly or indirectly lower the
groundwater table.
Further, consistent with existing conditions, vegetation removal associated with projects that could occur
under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan with subsequent approval would be required to comply with existing
TRPA, federal, and state regulations, permitting requirements, and environmental review procedures that
protect habitat that supports riparian vegetation and critical wildlife. Specifically, riparian vegetation and
wildlife habitat are protected by Sections 61.1.6 (Management Standards for Tree Removal), 61.3.3
(Protection of Stream Environment Zones), and 63.3 (Fish Habitat Protection), and Chapter 62 (Wildlife
Resources) of the TRPA Code. For these reasons, development associated with the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan is not expected to result in the removal of riparian or other vegetation associated with critical
wildlife habitat, and so there will be no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
37.
Would the Project result in introduction of new vegetation that will require excessive
fertilizer or water, or will provide a barrier to the normal replenishment of existing species? (TRPA
4c)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis incorporates by reference the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012, p. 3.10-34 through 3.10-60)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to new vegetation.
Consistent with existing conditions, implementation of new development or redevelopment projects
associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be required to comply with the TRPA Code provisions
(e.g., Section 61.4, Revegetation) and Goals and Policies that prohibit the release of non-native species in
the Tahoe Region. Generally, native species require less fertilizer and water than non-native species. In
addition, the existing landscaping design standards of the Citywide designs standards require vegetation
maintenance plans to provide the appropriate amount of water to support the long-term growth of
landscape, using efficient watering methods which are proposed for incorporation in the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan. Provisions for fertilizer management and preparation of fertilizer management plans that
address the type, quantity, and frequency of use of fertilizers are included in Section 60.1.8 of the TRPA
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Code. Projects associated with implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be subject to
subsequent project-level environmental review and permitting, and at that time they would be required to
demonstrate that any proposed new vegetation would not require excessive fertilizer or water, or provide
a barrier to the normal replenishment of existing species. Thus, there would be no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
38.
Would the Project result in change in the diversity or distribution of species, or number of
any species of plants (including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, micro flora and aquatic plants)? (TRPA
4d)
See discussion and analyses in Questions 35 through 37, and 39 through 42, concluding a less than
significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
39.
Would the Project result in reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered
species of plants? (TRPA 4e)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis is tiered from the RPU EIS.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to unique, rare, or
endangered species of plants. The natural resource protection provisions of Chapters 61 and 62 of the
TRPA Code are still applicable to the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Consistent with existing conditions,
construction activities associated with implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan could affect specialstatus plant species and the presence of suitable habitat, depending on the type, timing, and specific nature
of any proposed actions. All projects associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be subject to
subsequent project-level environmental review and permitting. At a project-level, potential effects on
plant species would be determined based on the species’ distribution and known occurrences relative to
the project area, the presence of suitable habitat for the species in or near the project area, and
preconstruction surveys. TRPA’s existing policies and Code provisions address potential impacts to
special-status species through site-specific environmental review, require development and
implementation of project-specific measures to minimize or avoid impacts through the design process,
and require compensatory or other mitigation for any adverse effects on special-status species as a
condition of project approval (Sections 61.3.6 and 62.4 of the TRPA Code). Project-level planning and
environmental analysis would identify potentially significant effects, minimize or avoid those impacts
through the design process, and require mitigation for any significant effects as a condition of project
approval. Therefore, implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in the reduction in
the number of any unique, rare, or endangered species of plants, and so would have no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
40.
Would the Project result in removal of streambank and/or backshore vegetation, including
woody vegetation such as willows? (TRPA 4f)
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See discussion and analysis for Question 36 above, concluding no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
41.
Would the Project result in removal of any native live, dead or dying trees 30 inches or
greater in diameter at breast height (dbh) within TRPA’s Conservation or Recreation land use
classifications? (TRPA 4g)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis is tiered from the RPU EIS.
TRPA regulates the management of forest resources in the Lake Tahoe Basin to achieve and maintain the
environmental thresholds for species and structural diversity, to promote the long-term health of the
resources, and to create and maintain suitable habitats for diverse wildlife species. Provisions for tree
removal are provided in the TRPA Code (Chapter 36, and 71), and tree removal requires the review and
approval of TRPA.
Per TRPA Code, Sections 61.1.4, within lands classified by TRPA as conservation or recreation land use
or SEZs, any live, dead or dying tree greater than or equal to 30 inches diameter at breast height (dbh) in
westside forest types shall not be cut, and any live, dead or dying tree greater than or equal to 24 inches
dbh in eastside forest types shall not be cut. Within the non-SEZ urban area, individual trees larger than
30 inches dbh that are healthy and sound shall be retained as desirable specimen trees having aesthetic
and wildlife value. For trees within the SEZ and non-SEZ areas, there are the following exceptions: (1) all
reasonable alternatives are not feasible to retain the tree, including reduction of parking areas or
modification of the original design; or (2) if TRPA determines that they would contribute to a fire hazard,
pose an unacceptable risk to occupied or substantial structures or areas of high human use, or if removal
of severely insect-infested or diseased trees is warranted to help control an outbreak. In addition, trees and
vegetation not scheduled to be removed must be protected during construction in accordance with TRPA
Code, Chapter 33. Thus, there would be no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
42.
Would the Project result in a change in the natural functioning of an old growth ecosystem?
(TRPA 4h)
See discussion and analysis for Question 41 above, concluding no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
43.
Would the Project result in change in the diversity or distribution of species, or numbers of
any species of animals (birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and shellfish, benthic organisms,
insects, mammals, amphibians or microfauna)? (TRPA 5a)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis incorporates by reference the RPU EIS.
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The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter the regulations pertaining to the protection of animal species.
The resource management provisions contained in Chapters 60 through 68 of the TRPA Code are still
applicable to the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Any subsequent projects allowed within the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan would be subject to subsequent project-level environmental review and permitting. Consistent with
existing conditions, permit applicants would be required to demonstrate that any proposals would occur
consistent with TRPA Code provisions related to resource management, including specifically the
provisions of Chapters 62 and 63 that address protection of wildlife and fish resources, respectively. For
these reasons, adoption of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in the change in the diversity or
distribution of species, or numbers of any species or animals. Thus, there would be no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
44.
Would the Project result in reduction of the number of any unique, rare or endangered
species of animals? (TRPA 5b)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis incorporates by reference the RPU EIS. See also, discussion and analysis for Question 29 above.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to special-status or listed
species of animals. Consistent with existing conditions, development or redevelopment projects
associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan could affect unique, rare, or endangered species depending on
the type, timing, and specific nature of proposed actions. However, any such projects would be subject to
subsequent project-level environmental review and permitting at which time they would be required to
demonstrate compliance with all federal, state, and TRPA regulations pertaining to the protection of
animal species. The protections for rare and special-status species contained in Sections 61.3.6 and 62.4
of the TRPA Code are still applicable to the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. At a project-level, potential effects
on animal species would be determined based on the species’ distribution and known occurrences relative
to the project area, the presence of suitable habitat for the species in or near the project area, and
preconstruction surveys. TRPA’s existing policies and Code provisions address potential impacts to
special-status species through site-specific environmental review, require development and
implementation of project-specific measures to minimize or avoid impacts through the design process,
and require compensatory or other mitigation for any adverse effects on special-status species as a
condition of project approval (Sections 61.3.6 and 62.4 of the TRPA Code). Project-level planning and
environmental analysis would identify potentially significant effects, minimize or avoid those impacts
through the design process, and require mitigation for any significant effects as a condition of project
approval. Therefore, implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in the reduction in
the number of any unique, rare, or endangered species of animals. Thus, this would be a less than
significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
45.
Would the Project result in introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result in
a barrier to the migration or movement of animals? (TRPA 5c)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis incorporates by reference the RPU EIS. See also discussion and analysis for Question 32 above.
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The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to the introduction of
new species and barriers to the migration or movement of animals. The types of uses that would be
permitted in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan are not of the nature that would be expected to introduce any
new animal species into the area. Consistent with existing conditions, development or redevelopment
projects associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan could result in a barrier to the migration or
movement of animals depending on the type, timing, and specific nature of proposed actions. However,
any such projects would be subject to subsequent project-level environmental review and permitting at
which time they would be required to demonstrate compliance with all federal, state, and TRPA
regulations pertaining to maintenance of migration routes and movement of animals. The protections for
movement and migration corridors contained in Section 62.3.2 of the TRPA Code are applicable to the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Project-level planning and environmental analysis would identify potentially
significant effects, minimize or avoid those impacts through the design process, and require mitigation for
any significant effects as a condition of project approval.
Wildlife movement corridors are routes frequently utilized by wildlife that provide shelter and sufficient
food supplies to support wildlife species during migration. Movement corridors generally consist of
riparian, woodland, or forested habitats that span contiguous acres of undisturbed habitat. Wildlife
movement corridors are an important element of resident species home ranges, including black bear, deer,
and coyote. The majority of the Tahoe Valley plan area is developed and surrounded by urban
development as well as bisected by two highways (US 50 and SR 89) that substantially hinder movement
through the area. Therefore, there is very little access from the Tahoe Valley plan area to undisturbed
areas outside the project vicinity. In addition, no valuable resources occur in the vicinity to attract any
significant movement to the Tahoe Valley plan area as a destination or through the area to an adjacent
destination. Therefore, implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in a barrier to the
migration or movement of animals, and this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
46.
Would the Project result in deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat quantity or
quality? (TRPA 5d)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis incorporates by reference the RPU EIS. See also discussion and analysis for Questions 29
through 31 above.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to existing fish or
wildlife habitat quantity or quality. Consistent with existing conditions, development or redevelopment
projects associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan could affect fish and wildlife depending on the type,
timing, and specific nature of proposed actions. However, any such projects would be subject to
subsequent project-level environmental review and permitting at which time they would be required to
demonstrate compliance with all federal, state, and TRPA regulations pertaining to the protection of fish
and wildlife contained in Chapters 62 and 63 of the TRPA Code. Project-level planning and
environmental analysis would identify potentially significant effects, minimize or avoid those impacts
through the design process, and require mitigation for any significant effects as a condition of project
approval. Therefore, implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in the deterioration
of existing fish or wildlife habitat quantity. Moreover, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan specifically identifies
priority areas for SEZ restoration that would directly benefit water quality, scenic, recreation and habitat
quantity and quality. Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
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Required Mitigation: None
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6.4.7 Cultural Resources (CEQA) and Archaeological/Historical (TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to cultural, archaeological and historical
resources, discussing the Project impacts on cultural resources related to the disturbance of
archaeological, historical, architectural, and Native American/traditional heritage resources. The section
also addresses disturbance of unknown archaeological resources, as well as paleontological resources
(fossils). Table 19 identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation
measures are required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 19
Cultural Resources and Archaeological/Historical
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

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

X

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

X

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

X

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

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

51. Will the proposal result in an
alteration of or adverse
physical or aesthetic effect to a
significant archaeological or
historical site, structure, object
or building? (TRPA 20a)
52. Is the proposed project located
on a property with any known
cultural, historical, and/or
archaeological resources,
including resources on TRPA
or other regulatory official
maps or records? (TRPA 20b)
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53. Is the property associated with
any historically significant
events and/or sites or persons?
(TRPA 20c)

X

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

X

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

X

47.
Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5? (CEQA 5a)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan Update and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the General Plan EIR.
The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan contains historic sites CA-Eld-721-H and CA-Eld-2240-H as
identified by archaeological and historical investigations. Previous cultural resources studies within the
Tahoe Valley plan area suggest that it is sensitive for the presence of undiscovered prehistoric sites,
historic sites, and historic buildings and structures (e.g., Barton Ranch complex, motels/auto courts).
Therefore, known and undiscovered prehistoric and historic resources and human remains could be
impacted by the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, which would result in the construction of approximately 373
additional dwelling units as well as an additional 102,000 square feet of commercial floor area (CFA).
However, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan does not propose any alteration of known historic sites (including
the Barton House).
The City and TRPA have historic resource protection policies and standards in place that are designed to
ensure that known and undiscovered prehistoric resources, historic resources and human remains are not
impacted as a result of a project, activity, or soil disturbance.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan includes Policy NCR-6.1 that requires that identified historic and cultural
resources be preserved where feasible. Where it is found that a resource has no economically viable future
use, mitigation for the loss of the resource that would preserve public access to its historic or cultural
significance shall be required.
General Plan Policy NCR-4.1 and NCR-4.2 directs the City to designate and preserve sites of historical,
cultural, and architectural significance within the City and Section 67.3.4 of the TRPA Code of
Ordinances prohibits soil disturbance in areas where designated historic resources are present.
General Plan Policy NCR-4.3 requires archeological investigations for all applicable discretionary
projects, in accordance with CEQA regulations, for areas not previously surveyed and/or that are
determined sensitive for cultural resources. The City requires the preservation of discovered
archeologically significant resources in place if feasible, or provide mitigation prior to further
disturbance. Section 67.3.1 requires projects and activities to cease all operations if a potential
archeological, cultural, or historical resource is discovered, and a site survey to be performed by a
qualified archaeologist to evaluate the potential for significance of the resource.
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General Plan Policy NCR-4.5 requires applicants and contractors for projects and other ground disturbing
activities to notify the City if human remains are discovered and for all work to halt. The County Coroner
shall be notified pursuant to California’s Public Resources Code and Health and Safety Code. If the
remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner will notify the Native American Heritage
Commission, and the procedures outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5(d) and (e) shall be followed.
Section 67.3.2 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances requires a site survey to be performed by a qualified
archaeologist within a project area of known or newly discovered sites of cultural and/or historic
significance prior to TRPA project approval. The standard also requires consultation with the Washoe
Tribe of California and Nevada for the presence of Washoe sites. If resources are discovered and deemed
significant, then soil disturbance activity is prohibited until a resource protection plan is prepared that
includes measures to protect the resource.
Implementation of the policies and standards listed above would ensure that cultural and ethnic values of
known and undiscovered prehistoric resources, historic resources and human remains would not be
impacted. Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
48.
Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? (CEQA 5b)
See discussion and analysis for Question 47 above, concluding a less than significant impact..
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
49.
Would the Project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature? (CEQA 5c)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan Update and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the General Plan EIR.
A search of the University of California, Berkeley Museum of Paleontology collections database did not
identify any evidence of paleontological resources on the Tahoe Valley plan area. Paleontological
resources, however, have been identified in El Dorado County. Therefore, it is possible that
implementation of any ground-disturbing activities as a result of adoption of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
could uncover previously unknown paleontological resources and could result in physical impacts to
resources as a result of the construction of approximately 373 additional dwelling units as well as an
additional 102,000 square feet of commercial floor area (CFA) that would be transferred from outside of
the Tahoe Valley plan area.
The City has adopted General Plan Policy NCR-4.4 that requires paleontological resource evaluations be
prepared, and measures to mitigate impacts to paleontological resources be identified, when fossils are
discovered during ground-disturbing activities (CSLT 2011, p. NCR-7).
In addition, federal and state regulations, and TRPA Code (Chapter 67) address protection of
paleontological resources and provide processes to avoid or minimize impacts to identified and
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discovered resources. Because any development associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be
required to comply with these requirements during project specific review and construction activity, it
would not alter or adversely affect paleontological resources. Thus, this would be a less than significant
impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
50.
Would the Project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? (CEQA 5d)
The City and TRPA have historic resource protection policies and standards in place that are designed to
ensure that known and undiscovered prehistoric resources, historic resources and human remains are not
impacted as a result of a project, activity, or soil disturbance.
General Plan Policy NCR-4.1 and NCR-4.2 directs the City to designate and preserve sites of historical,
cultural, and architectural significance within the City and Section 67.3.4 of the TRPA Code of
Ordinances prohibits soil disturbance in areas where designated historic resources are present.
General Plan Policy NCR-4.3 requires archeological investigations for all applicable discretionary
projects, in accordance with CEQA regulations, for areas not previously surveyed and/or that are
determined sensitive for cultural resources. The City requires the preservation of discovered
archeologically-significant resources in place if feasible, or provide mitigation prior to further
disturbance. Section 67.3.1 requires projects and activities to cease all operations if a potential
archeological, cultural, or historical resource is discovered, and a site survey to be performed by a
qualified archaeologist to evaluate the potential for significance of the resource.
General Plan Policy NCR-4.5 and Tahoe Valley Area Plan Policy NCR-6.3 requires applicants and
contractors for projects and other ground disturbance activities to notify the City if human remains are
discovered and for all work to halt. The County Corner shall be notified pursuant to State Public
Resources Code and California’s Health and Safety Code. If the remains are determined to be Native
American, the coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission, and the procedures
outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5(d) and (e) shall be followed.
Section 67.3.2 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances requires a site survey to be performed by a qualified
archaeologist within a project area of known or newly discovered sites of cultural and/or historic
significance prior to TRPA project approval. The standard also requires consultation with the Washoe
Tribe of California and Nevada for the presence of Washoe sites. If resources are discovered and deemed
significant, then soil disturbance activity is prohibited until a resource protection plan is prepared that
includes measures to protect the resource.
Implementation of the policies and standards listed above would ensure that cultural and ethnic values of
known and undiscovered prehistoric resources, historic resources and human remains would not be
impacted. Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None

MARCH 16, 2015

T AHO E VALLEY AREA PL AN

PAG E 1 12

INITIAL STUDY/ MITIGATGED NEGATIVE DECLARATION/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST/FONSE

51.
Will the Project result in an alteration of or adverse physical or aesthetic effect to a
significant archaeological or historical site, structure, object or building? (TRPA 20a)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan Update and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the General Plan EIR. Also see discussion and analysis for
Question 47 above.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to the protection of
archaeological and historical resources.
The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan contains historic sites CA-Eld-721-H and CA-Eld-2240-H as
identified by archaeological and historical investigations. Previous cultural resources studies within the
Tahoe Valley plan area suggest that it is sensitive for the presence of undiscovered prehistoric sites,
historic sites, and historic buildings and structures (e.g., Barton Ranch complex, motels/auto courts).
Therefore, known and undiscovered prehistoric and historic resources and human remains could be
impacted by the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, which would result in the construction of approximately 373
additional dwelling units as well as an additional 102,000 square feet of commercial floor area (CFA).
However, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan does not propose any alteration of known historic sites (including
the Barton House).
The potential exists within the Tahoe Valley plan area, like elsewhere in the Tahoe Basin and consistent
with existing conditions, for previously undiscovered archaeological or historic resources to be
discovered during any earth-moving activities.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would accommodate development, which could occur on properties that
include known historical or archaeological resources; be associated with historically significant events or
individuals; or result in adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a significant historical or archaeological
site, structure, object, or building. Additionally, development permitted within the Tahoe Valley area
could result in physical changes that would affect unique ethnic cultural values or restrict historic or
prehistoric religious or sacred uses. However, federal and state regulations, TRPA Code (Chapter 67) and
General Plan policies address protection of these resources and provide processes to avoid or minimize
impacts to historic and archaeological resources. Because any development associated with the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan would be required to comply with these regulations, consistent with existing practices, it
would not alter or adversely affect archeological or historical resources. Thus, this would be a less than
significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
52.
Is the Project located on a property with any known cultural, historical, and/or
archaeological resources, including resources on TRPA or other regulatory official maps or
records? (TRPA 20b)
See discussion in Question 51 above that identified two mapped resources on TRPA’s official maps.
Because any development associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be required to comply with
TRPA regulations (Chapter 67) that prohibits grading, operation of equipment, or other soil disturbance in
areas where a designated historic resource is present, except in accordance with a TRPA-approved
resource protection plan, it would not alter or adversely affect cultural, historical, and/or archaeological
resources identified on TRPA’s or other regulatory maps. Thus, this would be a less than significant
impact.
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Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
53.
Is the Project associated with any historically significant events and/or sites or persons?
(TRPA 20c)
See discussions and analyses discussions for Questions 47 through 52 above, concluding a less than
significant impact..
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
54.
Does the Project have the potential to cause a physical change which would affect unique
ethnic cultural values? (TRPA 20d)
See discussions and analyses for Question 51 and 52 above. Implementation of, federal and state
regulations, TRPA Code (Chapter 67) and General Plan policies address protection of historic, cultural,
archaeological and paleontological resources and provide processes to avoid or minimize impacts to these
resources. Therefore any development associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in a
physical change which would affect unique ethnic cultural values. Thus, this would be a less than
significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
55.
Will the Project restrict historic or pre-historic religious or sacred uses within the potential
impact area? (TRPA 20e)
See discussion and analysis for Question 51 above, concluding a less than significant impact..
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None

MARCH 16, 2015

T AHO E VALLEY AREA PL AN

PAG E 1 14

INITIAL STUDY/ MITIGATGED NEGATIVE DECLARATION/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST/FONSE

6.4.8 Geology and Soils (CEQA) and Land (TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to geology, soils and land. Table 20 identifies the
applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 20
Geology and Soils and Land
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

56. Expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death
involving:
i) Rupture of a known
earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?
Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication
42?
ii) Strong seismic ground
shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground
failure, including liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? (CEQA VIa)

X

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

X

58. Be located on a geologic unit
or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a
result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or offsite landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
(CEQA VIc)

X
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CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

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

Less Than
Significant
Impact

X

60. Have soils incapable of
adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative
waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste
water? (CEQA VIe)
TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

No Impact

X

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

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

X

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

X

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

X

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

X

65. The continuation of or increase
in wind or water erosion of
soils, either on or off the site?
(TRPA 1e)

X

66. Changes in deposition or
erosion of beach sand, or
changes in siltation, deposition
or erosion, including natural
littoral processes, which may
modify the channel of a river
or stream or the bed of a lake?
(TRPA 1f)

X
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TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

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

Data
Insufficient

No

X

56.
Would the Project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
56.i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication
42? (CEQA VIa).
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan EIR and therefore this analysis
tiers from the General Plan EIR. (CSLT 2010, p. 4.8-28.)
The intention of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (PRC Section 2621-2630) is to reduce
the risk to life and property from surface fault rupture during earthquakes by regulating construction in
active fault corridors and prohibiting the location of most types of structures intended for human
occupancy across the traces of active faults. The act defines criteria for identifying active faults, giving
legal support to terms such as active and inactive and establishes a process for reviewing building
proposals in Earthquake Fault Zones. As defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act
(1972), an active fault is one that has had surface displacement within Holocene time or the last 11,000
years.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan is located in the Sierra Nevada geomorphic province, which is a block
mountain range tilting west approximately 400 miles long and 50 to 80 miles wide. Its east face is a high,
rugged multiple scarp, while the gentle western slope is overlapped by sedimentary rocks of the Great
Valley geomorphic province. Volcanic sheets are found to the north, extending south from the Cascade
Range. Elevations of the peaks within the province range from 1,000 to 14,495 feet (300 to 4,407
meters). The province is composed of Mesozoic granitic and ultramafic rocks, Paleozoic and Mesozoic
strongly metamorphosed sedimentary and volcanic rocks, and Cenozoic volcanic rocks.
The high crest culminates in Mount Whitney, with an elevation of 14,495 feet above sea level near the
eastern scarp. The metamorphic bedrock contains gold-bearing veins in the northwest-trending Mother
Lode. The northern Sierra Nevada boundary is marked where bedrock disappears under the Cenozoic
volcanic cover of the Cascade Range. The western slope of the Sierra Nevada is underlain by a series of
metamorphic rock assemblages that trend north-northwest to south-southeast between the Mesozoic
granitics of the Sierra Nevada batholith on the east and the sediment-filled Sacramento Valley to the west.
These metamorphic rocks were developed by convergent plate tectonics in the early Paleozoic to Late
Jurassic (400–120 million years ago) and consist of three northerly trending units bounded by faults and
classified on the basis of age and lithology: the Eastern, Central, and Western metamorphic terranes.2

2

California Geological Survey. 2002. Note 36: California Geomorphic Provinces.
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According to the California Division of Mines and Geology3, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan overlies
Quaternary period nonmarine alluvium, lake, playa and terrace deposits, both unconsolidated and semiconsolidated. The specific geologic units in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan include Qg (glacial outwash
deposits), Ql (older lake bed deposits), and Qlo (older lake sediments)4.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan is located in UBC Seismic Hazard Zone 3. This designation indicates that
earthquakes in the region have the potential to make standing difficult and to cause stucco and some
masonry walls to fall. Structures in this zone must be designed to meet the regulations and standards
associated with Zone 3 hazards set forth in the UBC and CBC. As described above, the Tahoe Valley
plan area is located in a region of California characterized by historical seismic activity. However, the
UBC recognizes no active seismic source in the Tahoe Valley plan area vicinity.5
The topography of the Lake Tahoe Basin is varied with elevations ranging from 6,200 feet at lake level to
10,000 feet at Freel Peak. This range in elevation and the numerous valleys and ridges in the region make
for a complex and diverse terrain. The City of South Lake Tahoe is relatively flat at its center, but
becomes steeper as it extendeds further from the lake. The Tahoe Valley plan area is relatively flat with
no distinct topographical features.
The Basin is located in a region of active and potentially active faults as evidenced by historical seismic
data and certain topographical features. Specifically, recent fault activity has been identified along the
major north-south fault zone that lies along the eastern edge of the Sierra Nevada. There are no active
faults within the City; however, there are several known faults within 10 miles of the Tahoe Valley plan
area including the active, class B, Genoa Fault.6 Table 21 identifies all known faults in the vicinity of the
Tahoe Valley plan area.
Table 21
Faults in the Vicinity of City of South Lake Tahoe
Name

Approximate Distance
and Direction from
Planning Area

Time of Most Recent
Deformation

West Tahoe-Dollar Point
Fault Zone

5 miles northwest

Quaternary (<2.0 Ma)

Genoa Fault Zone

8 miles east

Latest Quaternary (<15
ka)

Tahoe Valley Fault Zone

<1 mile west, south and
east

Tertiary or Earlier

East Tahoe Fault Zone

2 miles north

Quaternary (1.6 Ma)

Tahoe-Sierra Frontal
Fault Zone

4 miles northwest

Tertiary of Earlier

Active or Potentially
Active?
Potentially Active
Active

Potentially Active

Source: USGS Quaternary Fault Database; CGS, 2007

3

California Geological Survey. 2000. GIS Data for the Geologic Map of California.

4

California Department of Parks and Recreation. 2006. Upper Truckee River Restoration Project, Riparian Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility
Report.
5
International Conference of Building Officials. 1997.
6

City of South Lake Tahoe. May 17, 2011. City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan: Background Report. Page 8-36.

MARCH 16, 2015

T AHO E VALLEY AREA PL AN

PAG E 1 18

INITIAL STUDY/ MITIGATGED NEGATIVE DECLARATION/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST/FONSE

The Tahoe Valley plan area is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone; however,
several faults are located in the Lake Tahoe area that could subject the Tahoe Valley plan area to ground
shaking. Because individual projects within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be designed and
constructed in accordance with the current design requirements of UBC Seismic Zone 3, there would be
no substantial increased risk of injury or property damage from strong ground shaking or earthquakeinduced liquefaction or ground failure caused by unstable soils.
The risk of fault-related ground rupture is low within the Tahoe Valley plan area, but faults in the greater
vicinity could create the potential for seismic-related groundshaking and ground failure, such as
liquefaction. In addition, due to the high groundwater levels in the Tahoe Valley plan area, excavations
and construction of below-ground structures have the potential to intercept or interfere with groundwater
and may contribute to the potential for ground failure. However, all future development within the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan will be designed and constructed according to UBC Seismic Zone 3 requirements,
thereby minimizing risks associated with groundshaking. Future development in the area would also be
subject to the restrictions contained in Section 33.3.6 of the TRPA Code or Ordinances related to
excavation. Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
56.ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
See discussion and analysis for Question 56.i above.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
56.iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
See discussion and analysis for Question 56.i above.
The potential for seismic-related ground shaking in the Region could also contribute to public safety risks
and property damage associated with ground failure including liquefaction, lateral spreading, collapse,
and settlement. In addition, portions of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan have relatively high ground water
levels that can contribute to the potential for ground failure, particularly during excavation and
construction of below-grade structures (CSLT 2010, pp, 4.8-28 to 4.8-29). Hazards associated with
seismic-related ground failure are also regulated by the CBC standards which are adopted in Chapter 6.15
of the City Code to ensure that structures area properly designed and constructed to withstand anticipated
ground failure. Therefore, the risk of injury or property damage from strong ground shaking or resulting
ground failure would not be substantially increased from implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
and therefore a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
56.iv) Landslides?
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The varied topography within the Lake Tahoe Basin makes many areas susceptible to landslide hazards,
however, the Tahoe Valley plan area is located in a relatively alluvial fan with slopes that range from 0 to
5 percent. It is not anticipated that the Tahoe Valley Area Plan will not expose people or structures to
landslides.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
57.

Would the Project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? (CEQA VIb)

See discussions and analyses for Questions 62, 63 and 64 below.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
58.
Would the Project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the Project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? (CEQA VIc)
See discussions and analyses for Questions 56i through iv above and Question 59 below.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
59.
Would the Project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? (CEQA VId)
According to the Swelling Clays Map of The Coterminous United State, the Tahoe Basin falls within an
area that is underlain with little to no clays with swelling potential (USGS 1989). However, soil units
mapped within the Basin contain soils with low to high shrink/well potential (NRCS 2007).
The Tahoe Valley plan area is located within the Upper Truckee Hydrologically Related Area.7 Soil map
units within the Tahoe Valley plan area are predominantly coarse-textured and are not expansive.
Additionally, through adherence to existing regulation, projects implemented within the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan would be required to undergo site-specific environmental review and, as appropriate,
geotechnical analysis (TRPA Code Section 33.4 and City Code Title 6 and Title 7) to determine the
design, grading, and construction practices required to avoid or reduce geologic hazards including those
associated with unstable, expansive soils and slope failure. Absence of expansive soils and adherence to
existing regulations would ensure impacts would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required mitigation: None.

7

US Geological Survey (USGS). 2006. San Francisco Bay Region Geology and Geologic Hazards.
<http://geomaps.wr.usgs.gov/sfgeo/liquefaction/aboutliq.html> Accessed April 2008.
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60.
Would the Project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater? (CEQA VIe)
Development of septic systems or alternative wastewater disposal systems in areas of soils that are
inadequate to support such a use results in a significant impact.
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act requires all sewage and wastewater to be disposed of outside the
Lake Tahoe Basin. Therefore, the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal are prohibited in
the Lake Tahoe Basin.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required mitigation: None.
61.
Would the Project result in compaction or covering of the soil beyond the limits allowed in
the land capability or Individual Parcel Evaluation System (IPES)? (TRPA 1a)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the RPU EIS. As discussed in Impact 3.7-1 of the DEIS
(TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.7-18 to 3.7-19), the analysis concluded that increased coverage allowances up to 70
percent in conforming area plans would have a less than significant effect provided that it’s located on
high capability lands and the increased coverage comes from the transfer and retirement of existing
coverage.
The following maximum allowable coverage provisions (base allowable plus transferred) would apply in
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan:
For new development and redevelopment of all use types in the Town Center Core, Town Center
Gateway, Town Center Mixed-Use Corridor, Town Center Neighborhood Professional, and Town Center
Health Care districts, the maximum coverage is 70 percent of the project area located in high capability
lands.
In the Commercial Mixed-Use Services district, the maximum coverage for commercial and mixed-use
facilitates would be 70 percent of high capability lands for undeveloped parcels and 50 percent for
developed parcels. The maximum coverage for tourist accommodation facilities, multi-residential
facilities (five or more units), public service facilities, and recreation facilities is 50 percent of high
capability lands. All residential facilities (four units or less) would be limited to the Bailey limits.
The existing transfer provisions of the TRPA Code of Ordinances would apply to the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan with one modification to incentivize the relocation of land coverage from SEZs and retirement of
land coverage from non-sensitive lands. Pursuant to Section 30.3.3 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances and
Policy NCR-7.2 of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, development proposing coverage in excess of the base
allowable is required to transfer coverage up the maximum permitted as follows:
In the Town Center Gateway, Town Center Mixed-Use Corridor, Town Center Neighborhood
Professional, Town Center Healthcare, and the Commercial Mixed-Use districts, coverage shall be
transferred at a ratio of 1:1 from sensitive land up to the maximum land coverage of 70 percent. Pursuant
to TRPA Code Section 30.4.2, coverage from non-sensitive land shall be transferred at a ratio of 1:1 up to
50 percent, then on an increasing sliding scale based on the total resulting coverage on the receiving
parcel up to maximum land coverage of 70 percent, which is transferred at 2:1.
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Coverage transferred to the Tahoe Valley plan area can earn bonus coverage from the City’s coverage
pool as follows: Coverage transferred from the TRPA designated Stream Restoration Plan Area can earn
1 square foot of bonus coverage for every 1 square foot of SEZ coverage transferred; coverage transferred
from the Tahoe Valley Greenbelt project area may earn 1 square foot of bonus coverage for every 1
square foot of SEZ coverage transferred; and coverage transferred from the Upper Truckee River HRA
may earn one-half square foot of bonus coverage for every 1 square foot of SEZ coverage transferred.
For two parcels within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan where Barton Hospital is currently located (El Dorado
County APNs 023-081-03 and 023-081-09), coverage shall be transferred pursuant to following transfer
provisions:


Coverage transferred up to 70 percent shall be transferred pursuant to section 30.4.3 of
the TRPA Code.



Coverage greater than 70 percent shall be transferred at a ratio of 1:1 from sensitive lands
and at a ratio of 2.5:1 from non-sensitive lands up the minimum amount needed.



Coverage transferred shall be transferred from parcels that have not installed permanent
BMPs. (TVAP, Exhibit C, p. C-18, Linear Public Facilities and Public Health and Safety
Facilities.)

For the Barton Hospital parcels, coverage would be transferred pursuant to Table 30.4.4-1 of the TRPA
Code using the existing sliding scale up to 70 percent, and between 70 percent and 90 percent coverage
shall be transferred at a ratio of 2.5:1.
Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan could potentially result in an increase in coverage on
vacant and undercovered parcels containing high capability land as a result of constructing 373 residential
units and up to 102,000 square feet of commercial floor area. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would
incorporate the existing land coverage standards of Chapter 30 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances which
would allow development to exceed the base allowable coverage through transfer of coverage, and
pursuant to Chapter 13 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, adopt a substitute standard that would allow up
to 90 percent coverage on the two Barton Hospital parcels through transfers. Proposed coverage limits,
when combined with transfer incentives can potentially result in coverage reduction on sensitive land and
retirement of coverage on other high capability land as shown in Table 22.
Table 22
Coverage Reduction as a Result of Updated Mapping, Proposed Coverage Standards, and Transfer Incentive
Proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan
Coverage Reduction from Transfers from Sensitive Lands

43.5

Coverage Reductions from Transfers from Non-Sensitive Lands

72.4

Coverage Retirement from Transfers

28.9

Source: TRPA, Aerial LiDAR 2010, TRPA GIS, 2014; adapted by City of South Lake Tahoe.

Under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, development would continue to occur on a project-by-project basis.
Future development projects would be assessed on an individual basis and would be required to conform
to the existing land coverage requirements under Chapters 30 and 53 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances
and the proposed alternative land coverage management system of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
Continuation of existing coverage policies in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would focus on limiting
coverage outside the plan area boundaries, by providing incentives for concentrating coverage on high
capability lands in the town center and promoting the removal and transfer of coverage from SEZs and
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sensitive lands by allowing a maximum of 70 percent coverage. As depicted in Table 22, the net effect of
the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in an increase of 13.6 acres of additional base
allowable coverage as a result of updated land capability mapping, and 43.5 acres of transferred coverage
for a total net increase of 57.0 acres in coverage on vacant or undercovered parcels containing high
capability land in the Tahoe Valley plan area. To achieve this increased coverage, restoration and
transfers of existing coverage would be required. Applying the existing and proposed transfer provisions,
implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in the reduction of 43.5 acres of coverage in
sensitive land, or a reduction and relocation of 72.4 acres of coverage and permanent retirement of 28.9
acres of coverage in non-sensitive land. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in the decrease of land
coverage within the Upper Truckee HRA and sensitive land, while increasing coverage within high
capability lands as development is further concentrated in the town center to promote a compact land use
pattern. There is the a potential increase in coverage of 2.6 acres as the result of allowing up to 90 percent
coverage on the two Barton Hospital parcels within the Town Center Health Care district. To achieve
these additional 2.6 acres, either a transfer of 2.6 acres from sensitive lands is required (sending site must
be restored), or a transfer of 6.5 acres of non-sensitive lands and the permanent retirement of 3.9 acres of
hard coverage is required, or a combination thereof.
Table 23
1987 Bailey and the Proposed Land Capability Map Comparison of Change in Maximum Coverage (Based +
Transferred) on high capability land from potential Development (expressed in acres)
Proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan
Proposed Land Capability Map
Existing Coverage

127.1

New Base Allowable Coverage

13.6

Transferred of Coverage up to 50%

15.9

Transferred Coverage up to 70%

25.0

Transferred Coverage up to 90%

2.6

Total Maximum Coverage (Base + Transferred)

57.0

1

Source: TRPA, Aerial LiDAR 2010, TRPA GIS, 2014; adapted by City of South Lake Tahoe.
1. New base allowable coverage is based on individual parcels and does not include the US 50, SR 89 or City streets.

Although the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan would allow new base coverage and relocate existing
coverage to parcels in the Tahoe Valley plan area, all new impervious base coverage and transferred
coverage would still fall within the limits established by the Bailey Land Capability Classification
System. Although it is not possible to be certain where coverage transfers will come from (other than the
Upper Truckee River HRA), it is feasible to assume that existing and proposed land coverage policies and
regulations of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, which established maximum allowable coverage, prohibits
additional coverage in sensitive lands (with few exceptions allowed by TRPA Code), and establishes
transfer ratios that incentivize coverage removal will result in either restoration of sensitive lands or the
permanent retirement of coverage. Therefore, the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in
additional coverage that would be limited such that the total coverage permitted by the Bailey system is
not exceeded, and in many cases would result in a reduction of coverage. Thus, coverage impacts under
the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be less than significant.
In addition to the above analysis concluding no significant impact, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan also
adopts the following policies to ensure that land coverage limitations are not exceeded and incentives are
provided for the relocation of coverage from sensitive lands:
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Policy NCR-7.1 – Land Coverage Provide redevelopment incentives in centers that promote
reduction, relocation and transfer of land coverage to reduce onsite land coverage. The City will
endeavor to reduce overall coverage in order to benefit the objectives of the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan.
Policy NCR-7.2 – Land Coverage Transfer Incentives To promote SEZ restoration in the
Tahoe Valley plan area and the Upper Truckee Hydrologic watershed, all projects transferring
and removing coverage from designated sending areas to offset existing excess coverage pursuant
to Section 30.6 of the TRPA Code or to go up to the maximum coverage of 70 percent within
land capability districts 4-7, inclusive, may be awarded coverage from the City’s coverage pool,
subject to availability. Bonus coverage from the City may be earned pursuant to the transfer ratios
in the following table:
Sending Area

Bonus Coverage Earned
(per sq. ft.)

TRPA Designated Stream Restoration Plan Area

1

Tahoe Valley Greenbelt and Associated SEZs

1

Other SEZs in the Upper Truckee Watershed
Hydrologically Related Area Located within the
City Limits

0.5

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
62.
Will the Project result in a change in the topography or ground surface relief features of site
inconsistent with the natural surrounding conditions? (TRPA 1b)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.7-47 to 3.7-48.)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to grading. Consistent
with existing requirements, grading and construction activities associated with projects that could occur
under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan with subsequent approval would be required to comply with the
provisions of Chapter 33, “Grading and Construction,” of the TRPA Code and Chapters 7.15 and 7.20 of
the City Code. Chapter 33 includes specific provisions for timing of grading, winterization of
construction sites, specifications for cut and fills areas, protection of vegetation during construction, and
preparation of a Slope Stabilization Plan for projects at the request of TRPA.
Additionally, in accordance with Section 7.15.100 of the City Code, all projects are required to implement
temporary best management practices (BMPs) in accordance with the Handbook of Best Management
Practices and maintained throughout the construction period until winterization and installation of
permanent BMPs once construction has been finalized.
Any subsequent projects allowed within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be subject to permitting by
the City and/or TRPA. Consistent with existing requirements, permit applicants would be required to
demonstrate that any proposed grading would occur consistent with TRPA Code and City Code
provisions that are protective of topography and ground surface relief features and are intended to retain
natural conditions. Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
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Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required mitigation: None.
63.
Will the Project result in unstable soil conditions during or after completion of the
proposal? (TRPA 1c)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.7-47 to 3.7-48.)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to BMPs for soil erosion.
Consistent with existing requirements, soil disturbance associated with projects that could occur under the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan with subsequent approval would be required to comply with Chapters 33 and 60
through 68 of the TRPA Code and Chapter 7.20 of the City Code. See discussion under Question 62
above.
Any subsequent projects allowed within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be subject to permitting by
the City and/or TRPA. Consistent with existing requirements, permit applicants would be required to
demonstrate that any proposed soil disturbance would occur consistent with TRPA and City Code
provisions related to BMPs. Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required mitigation: None.
64.
Will the Project result in changes in the undisturbed soil or native geologic substructures or
grading in excess of 5 feet? (TRPA 1d)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.7-47 to 3.7-53.)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to grading, excavation,
and new disturbance. Consistent with existing requirements, projects that could occur under the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan with subsequent approval could result in new soil disturbance, changes to native
geologic substructures, and grading in excess of 5 feet. However, all projects would be required to
comply with the provisions of Chapter 30 of the TRPA Code and Chapter 7.20 of the City Code regarding
permanent disturbance and Section 33.3.6 of the TRPA Code regarding excavation depths that protect
subsurface groundwater. Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required mitigation: None.
65.
Will the Project result in the continuation of or increase in wind or water erosion of soils,
either on or off the site? (TRPA 1e)
See discussion and analysis for Question 62 above, concluding a less than significant impact..
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required mitigation: None.
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66.
Will the Project result in changes in deposition or erosion of beach sand, or changes in
siltation, deposition or erosion, including natural littoral processes, which may modify the channel
of a river or stream or the bed of a lake? (TRPA 1f)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.7-47 to 3.7-53.)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to the deposition of beach
sand, or changes in siltation, deposition, or erosion, including natural littoral processes, and the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan does not contain any lakes, streams or rivers. Thus, this would be a less than
significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required mitigation: None.
67.
Will the Project result in exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as
earthquakes, landslides, backshore erosion, avalanches, mudslides, ground failure, or similar
hazards? (TRPA 1g)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.7-47 to 3.7-53.) See also,
discussion and analyses for Questions 56i through 56iv above.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to geologic hazards.
Chapter 35, Natural Hazard Standards, of the TRPA Code includes provisions addressing avalanche,
floodplains, and wildfire and Chapter 6.15 of the City Code which addresses CBC and IBC building
standards, which includes protections for persons and property from seismic and geologic hazards.
Consistent with existing conditions, any subsequent project allowed within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
would be subject to project-level permitting and environmental review by the City and/or TRPA. Such
projects would be required to meet all applicable building codes and standards and would be required to
undergo site-specific geotechnical analysis as specified by Section 33.4 of the TRPA Code and Title 6
and Title 7 of the City Code. Therefore, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not expose people or property
to geologic hazards. Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required mitigation: None.
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6.4.9 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Table 24
identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are
required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

Table 24
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

68. Greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
(CEQA VIIa)

X

69. Conflict with an applicable
plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases? (CEQA
VIIb)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item
Same as Question 27: Will the
Project significantly alter climate,
air movement, moisture, or
temperature? (TRPA 2d)

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No Impact

No

X

Global climate change is caused in large part by anthropogenic (man-made) emissions of GHGs released
into the atmosphere through the combustion of fossil fuels and by other activities that affect the global
GHG budget, such as deforestation and land-use change. According to the California Energy
Commission (CEC), GHG emissions in California are attributable to human activities associated with
industrial/manufacturing, utilities, transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors as well as natural
processes (CEC 2006).
GHGs play a critical role in the Earth’s radiation budget by trapping infrared radiation emitted from the
Earth’s surface, which could have otherwise escaped to space. Prominent GHGs contributing to this
process include water vapor, CO2, N2O, CH4, ozone, certain HFCs and PFCs, and SF6. This phenomenon,
known as the “greenhouse effect,” keeps the Earth’s atmosphere near the surface warmer than it would
otherwise be and allows for successful habitation by humans and other forms of life. The combustion of
fossil fuels releases carbon that has been stored underground into the active carbon cycle, thus increasing
concentrations of GHGs in the atmosphere. Emissions of GHGs in excess of natural ambient
concentrations are thought to be responsible for the enhancement of the greenhouse effect and to
contribute to what is termed “global warming,” a trend of unnatural warming of the Earth’s natural
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climate. Higher concentrations of these gases lead to more absorption of radiation and warm the lower
atmosphere further, thereby increasing evaporation rates and temperatures near the surface.
Climate change is a global problem, and GHGs are global pollutants, unlike criteria air pollutants (such as
ozone precursors) and TACs, which are primarily pollutants of regional and local concern. Because GHG
emissions have long atmospheric lifetimes, GHGs are effectively well mixed globally and are expected to
persist in the atmosphere for time periods of several orders of magnitude longer than criteria pollutants
such as ozone. Given their long atmospheric lifetimes, GHG emission reduction strategies can be
effectively undertaken on a global scale whereby the mitigation of local GHG emissions can be offset by
distant GHG reduction activities
68.
Would the Project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment? (CEQA VIIa)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan Update EIR. (Cite 4.5-47 to
4.5-56.) Also see discussion and analysis for Question 27 above.
Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in some level of development and population
growth anticipated during the plan horizon. Although many of the sustainability- and conservationoriented land use and transportation policies of the Regional Plan and General Plan would reduce VMT,
increase opportunities for transit and non-motor vehicle travel, and allow or encourage redevelopment
that would improve energy efficiency, the combined influence of development and population growth
occurring during the planning horizon of the City General Plan and the TRPA Regional Plan would result
in an increase in overall greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that would make a cumulative contribution to
global climate change.
Increases of GHG emissions attributable to the General Plan and the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would
consist primarily of CO2. To a lesser extent, emissions of CH4 and N2O would also contribute to overall
increases in GHG emissions. Mobile-source emissions account for a majority of the increase in GHG
emissions, representing roughly 85 percent of the total GHG emissions increase. To a lesser extent,
electricity and natural gas consumption and use of wood-burning hearth devices also contribute to
increased GHG emissions, accounting for a majority of the remaining GHG emissions. While substantial
increases in total GHG emissions are anticipated, the General Plan would have substantially reduced
GHG emissions per new service population (i.e., total number of new residents and employees in the
Planning Area) as compared to development under the existing General Plan and 1987 TRPA Regional
Plan (13.54 versus 23.57 MTCO2e per year) (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.85-47 through 4.5-56).
An increase in greenhouse gas emissions would be considered significant if the project would obstruct
implementation of any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of
reducing GHG emissions. This standard of significance approach for analysis of climate change impacts
is generally supported by the California Air Resources Control Board (Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the
California Environmental Quality Act, October 2008). As previously discussed, AB 32 requires total
statewide GHG emissions to be reduced to 1990 emissions level by year 2020, which represents an
approximate 15 percent reduction, in comparison to current GHG emissions.
As discussed in Question 27 above, TRPA is requiring each local jurisdiction to develop a GHG reduction
strategy, using the Lake Tahoe Sustainability Action Plan as a guide in order to attain a 15 percent
reduction below the existing emissions inventory for Area Plans. As shown in Table 15 above,
accounting for the GHG emissions reduction associated with the removal of existing lodging units for
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operation would result in a 71 percent reduction under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Therefore, the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan would offset the contribution of GHG emissions greater than 15 percent.
In addition, the proposed Area Plan would be considered to have a significant impact from global climate
change if it would result in the exposure of residents to hazards associated with climate change.
The General Plan Update contains numerous policies that include specific, enforceable requirements
and/or restrictions and corresponding performance standards that would apply in the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan and would reduce VMT and air quality emissions, including construction-related and operationalrelated GHG emissions. These policies include actions that would promote the use of alternative fuels,
alternative means of transportation, energy conservation, integrating land use and transportation strategies
to reduce travel demand, and promoting sustainable development (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.5-49 through.4.555).
The following mitigation measure from the General Plan EIR are also adopted as policies in the General
Plan to reduce GHG emission:


Support local, TRPA, and statewide efforts to reduce emission of greenhouse gases linked to
climate change.



Develop a citywide greenhouse gas emission inventory and establish regular time frames for
updating the inventory.



Establish a greenhouse gas emission reduction target consistent with AB 32 and SB 375 reduction
efforts.



Analyze and mitigate significant increases in carbon emissions during project review pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act.

In addition to the measures described above, the Area Plan incorporates General Plan Policy NCR-5.10
(CSLT 2011, p. NCR-9) in Policy NCR-8.1 of the Area Plan to address short-term construction emissions
(Tahoe Valley Area Plan, p. 71), which include incorporating measures to reduce construction-related
GHG emissions to the extent feasible on a project-specific basis. Such measures may include, but are not
limited to, the following:


Implement measures recommended by the El Dorado County Air Quality Management District;



Prohibit open burning of debris from site clearing unless involved with fuels reduction project;



Restriction of idling of construction equipment and vehicles;



Apply water to control dust as needed to prevent dust impacts offsite; and



Utilize low emission construction equipment and/or fuels and use existing power sources (e.g.,
power poles), wherever feasible.

In May 2008, the California Office of the Attorney General issued a paper for use by local agencies in
carrying out their duties under CEQA as they relate to global warming, which include the measures
adopted in the General Plan Update. In addition, these measures are consistent with the recently adopted
Climate Change Scoping Plan associated with emission reduction measures for energy efficiency,
regional transportation-related greenhouse gas targets, and green building strategy (CARB, 2008). It is
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also important to note that the City has adopted a Sustainability Plan, which includes many of the same
measures adopted in the General Plan Update. The City’s General Plan Update policies and the City’s
Sustainability Plan are consistent with efforts by the State of California. Reductions in VMT attributable
to the proposed policies and action items would account for a reduction in mobile-source GHG emissions.
Additional reductions would also occur associated with implementation of proposed policies that would
decrease emissions from area sources, such as measures that would promote green building, energy
conservation, and sustainable development.
Implementation of relevant policies from the General Plan, the City’s Sustainability Plan (which calls for
development of a GHG inventory and reduction target), and associated mitigation measure MM 4.5.6 are
anticipated to mitigate GHG emissions in a manner consistent with current state efforts to reduce GHG
emissions under AB 32 and SB 375. Specifically implementation of IMP-8.6 (Greenhouse Gas Emission
Reduction Strategy in the years 2013-2015) in combination with implementation of Mitigation Measure
MM 4.5.6 that would require coordination with future TRPA GHG reduction efforts, and the
establishment of an emission reduction target consistent with AB 32 and SB 375 reduction efforts, would
ensure that City GHG emissions are mitigated. Thus, this impact is considered less than significant
(CSLT 2011a, p. 4.0-4 through 4.0-5). Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is consistent with and
implements the General Plan and is consistent with the General Plan EIR, development and population
growth anticipated during the Tahoe Valley Area Plan horizon is not expected to make a considerable
contribution to global climate change. Thus this impact is considered less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
69.
Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? (CEQA VIIb)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan is consistent with applicable plan, policies and regulations adopted in the
TRPA Regional Plan, Sustainable Communities Strategy, and the City General Plan to reduce emissions
of greenhouse gases. As discussed in Question 68 above, the City and/or TRPA would continue to
implement existing practices described in Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 of the RPU EIS, General Plan Policy
NCR-5.10, and Tahoe Valley Area Plan Policy NCR-8.1 which includes developing GHG reduction
measures on a project-specific basis within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Moreover, the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan would implement policies of the TRPA Regional Plan and the City General Plan which—
among others—calls for concentrating development and redevelopment in town centers (e.g., the TC-C,
TC-G, TC-MUC, TC-G, TC-NP, and TC-HC zoning districts) in a pedestrian- and transit-oriented
environment that focuses on enhancing non-auto modes such as walking, biking, and transit as a strategy
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
Refer to Question 27. Will the Project significantly alter climate, air movement, moisture, or
temperature? (TRPA 2d)
See discussion and analysis for Question 27 above, concluding a less than significant impact..
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
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Required Mitigation: None.
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6.4.10 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (CEQA) and Risk of Upset and Human Health
(TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to hazards and hazardous materials and risk of
upset and human health. Table 25 identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and
whether mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 25
Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Risk of Upset and Human Health
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

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

X

71. 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? (CEQA VIIIb)

X

72. Emit hazardous emissions or
handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing
or proposed school? (CEQA
VIIIc)

X

73. 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? (CEQA
VIIId)

X
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74. 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? (CEQA
VIIIe)

X

75. For a Project within the
vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the Project result in a
safety hazard for people
residing or working in the
project area? (CEQA VIIIf)

X

76. Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation
plan? (CEQA VIIIg)

X

77. 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? (CEQA VIIIh)
TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

X

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

78. Involve a risk of an explosion
or the release of hazardous
substances including, but not
limited to, oil, pesticides,
chemicals, or radiation in the
event of an accident or upset
conditions? (TRPA 10a)

X

79. Involve possible interference
with an emergency evacuation
plan? (TRPA 10b)

X

80. Creation of any health hazard
or potential health hazard
(excluding mental health)?
(TRPA 17a)

X

81. Exposure of people to
potential health hazards?
(TRPA 17b)

X
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70.
Would the Project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? (CEQA VIIIa)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis tiers from the General Plan EIR. (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.3-36 to 4.3-38.)
The primary source for the impact would occur as a direct result of demolition, update, or construction of
land uses within the Tahoe Valley plan area. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan is expected to result in some
increase in land uses within the project area. Increased density, development of new land uses, and
updates of previously constructed land uses may result in the need for transportation, storage, use, and
disposal of normal hazardous materials used during construction. However all development would be
required to adhere to federal, state, and local regulations regarding the handling, transportation, and
disposal of hazardous materials.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan may result in 373 new dwelling units and 77,000 to 102,000 square feet of
commercial floor area (CFA). Construction of new homes and commercial improvements would require
the routine transportation and use of hazardous materials including paints, adhesives, solvents, fuel,
lubricants, and other commonly used materials. The transportation of hazardous materials on area
roadways is regulated by the California Highway Patrol (CHP), U.S. Department of Transportation
(Hazardous Materials Transportation Act), and Caltrans. Use of these materials is regulated by the DTSC
(22 Cal. Code Regs §§66001, et seq.). The use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials by
developers, contractors, business owners, and others are required to be in compliance with local, state,
and federal regulations during project construction and operation. Facilities that use hazardous materials
are required to obtain permits and comply with appropriate regulatory agency standards and regulations
designed to avoid hazardous material releases. All existing and future development in the Tahoe Valley
plan area would be required to comply with federal, state, and local regulations regarding the handling
and transportation, disposal, and cleanup of hazardous materials.
The El Dorado County Department of Environmental Management is responsible for consolidating,
coordinating and making consistent the administration requirements, permits, inspection, and enforcement
activities of state standards regarding the transportation, use, and disposal of hazardous materials in the
County and the Tahoe Valley plan area. The City has incorporated specific, enforceable requirements
and/or restrictions and corresponding performance standards that address hazardous materials. General
Plan Policy HS-6.4 would require private waste collectors to provide household hazardous waste
collection programs and Policy HS-6.5 requires private waste collectors to transport hazardous waste
during non-peak hours (CSLT 2011, p. HS-7).
All existing and new development in the Tahoe Valley plan area would be required to comply with
federal, state, and local regulations regarding the handling and transportation, disposal, and cleanup of
hazardous materials. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
71.
Would the Project 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? (CEQA VIIIb)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis tiers from the General Plan EIR. (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.3-38 to 4.3-39.)
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The General Plan EIR (2010) identified that development and redevelopment within the City limits could
result in the release of hazardous materials into the environment under reasonably foreseeable upset or
accident conditions. Exposure to such materials could occur either through routine use or due to
accidental release and concluded that this was a potentially significant impact requiring mitigation (CSLT
2010, pp. 4.3-38-39). The General Plan EIR identified two mitigation measures that were incorporated
into the final adopted General Plan (2011). Policy HS-6.1 requires existing and new commercial and
industrial uses involving the use, handling, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials within the city to
disclose their activities in accordance with El Dorado County guidelines and the requirements of state
law. Policy HS-6.2 requires that all construction activity cease if contamination is discovered on
construction projects. Remediation is required to the satisfaction of the appropriate responsible agency
(i.e., El Dorado County Department of Environmental Management, Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Department of Toxic Substances Control, or the City of South Lake Tahoe) (CSLT 2011,
p. HS-7).
All existing and new development in the Tahoe Valley plan area is required to and will implement and is
consistent with regional, federal, state, and local regulations regarding the release of hazardous materials
into the environment due to reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions Therefore, this impact
would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
72.
Would the Project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? (CEQA
VIIIc)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis tiers from the General Plan EIR. (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.3-40 to 4.3-41.)
Hazardous materials may exist in the Tahoe Valley plan area in locations shown in Table 26 below as
well as other undiscovered or unregistered locations. Of the six sites discussed in Table 25 three are
currently undergoing remediation. Several other sites were indicated in the database search but these other
sites have been remediated and closed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Table 26
Active Hazardous Material Release Sites in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
Site/Facility Name

Regulatory
Database

Status

Big O Tires

SLIC

Perchloroethylene
1961
Lake
(PCE) release to
Boulevard
groundwater.

Lake Tahoe Laundry
SLIC
Works
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Table 26
Active Hazardous Material Release Sites in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
Site/Facility Name

Regulatory
Database

Status

Address Description

operation. PCE levels
are greatly reducing
in all wells. Site is on
its
way
towards
closure.
Lakeside
NAPA
SLIC
Automotive Store

Solvents released to 1935
Lake
groundwater.
Boulevard

Redwood Oil Company

LUFT

Gasoline and diesel
release
to
groundwater. Eligible 2060 Eloise Street
for closure as of
1/23/2014

LANDFILL

Active
site,
contamination
recorded.

South Tahoe
Co., Inc.

Refuse

USA Gas #7 (Oasis
LUFT
Service Station)

no

Tahoe

2140 Ruth Avenue

Gasoline release to
groundwater. Eligible
1140 Emerald Bay Road
for closure as of
3/6/2014

Source: LRWQCB, online Geotracker Database, July 24, 2014, http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov;
Environmental Protection Agency, Enviromapper, May 12, 2008, http://www.epa.gov/enviro/html/em/
Note: Portions of Lake Tahoe Boulevard and Emerald Bay Road coincide with US 50 and SR 89, respectively. Also,
while the EPA Enviromapper is cited, no active toxic releases were indicated in the EPA’s databases.

Of the above records, no remediation has been recorded for Big O Tires, or the Lakeside NAPA
Automotive Store. No remediation is required for the South Tahoe Refuse Company. Remediation for the
Lake Tahoe Laundry Works required the removal and disposal of a leaking tank in November 2003. The
record remains open, remediation is ongoing, and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
continues to monitor the site. Remediation at the Redwood Oil Company site included evacuation and
disposal of the leaking tank in August 1996, soil vapor extraction begun in June 2002, pumping and
treatment of groundwater begun in June 2002, and a closure report was submitted on July 13, 2014.
Remediation of the USA Gas #7 site included pumping and treating groundwater in both June and
September 1998, as well as evacuation and disposal of the leaking tank in April 2000. Remediation at this
site is ongoing. Figure 8 displays all of the known hazardous material contaminating activities/sites
within the Tahoe Valley plan area.
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Due to the fact that much of the Tahoe Valley plan area was developed prior to the ban on
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), it is conceivable that electrical transformers and industrial products
currently located within the area could contain PCBs and other heavy metals. Persistent residential
chemicals may also be present in the form of pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers used in typical
landscaping efforts by property owners in the past. Accidental release of these materials could occur as a
result of demolition, development, or update of land uses within the Tahoe Valley plan area, further
exposing people to toxic emissions. Sensitive receptors such as children, the elderly, or hospital patients
can be significantly affected by these emissions. As schools are located in close proximity and both a
hospital and housing typically utilized by senior citizens are located within the Tahoe Valley plan area,
this is a primary concern.
As discussed under Question 71 above, the transportation of hazardous materials is regulated by the CHP,
U.S. Department of Transportation, and Caltrans. Use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials is
regulated by DTSC as well as local, state, and federal regulations. This is true for both
demolition/construction and operation of projects. Facilities that use hazardous materials are required to
obtain permits and comply with appropriate regulatory agency standards designed to avoid hazardous
waste releases.
In regard to schools, there are four schools located within two miles of the Tahoe Valley plan area: South
Tahoe High School (which includes the Mount Tallac Continuation School and Transitional Learning
Center on the campus), Tahoe Valley Elementary School, South Tahoe Middle School, and Sierra House
Elementary School. All four schools are located outside the Tahoe Valley plan area, with South Tahoe
High School and Tahoe Valley Elementary School being located closest to the Tahoe Valley plan area –
approximately 0.16 miles and 0.13 miles, respectively.
In order to site and construct a state-funded school, a public school district must complete an extensive
and independent statutory review process in accordance with the siting requirements of the California
Department of Education. In addition to CEQA review and in order to ensure that each new school site is
safe from toxic hazards, new school sites may be subject to review from the following agencies: DTSC,
the State Allocation Board, which administers and allocates funding requests, and the Division of the
State Architect, which reviews the design, plans, and construction of public-funded schools. These review
processes are most typically done on a site-specific basis. The selection of new public school sites must
comply with the California Education Code (including Section 17521, requiring the governing board of
the school district to adopt a resolution in connection with consideration of a proposal for occupancy of a
building to be constructed on its property, and to conduct a public meeting), and the California Code of
Regulations (CCR), Title 5, Sections 14001 through 14012, which outlines the powers and duties and
establishes standards with which the California Department of Education and all public school districts
must comply in the selection of new school sites. Furthermore, no new schools are planned and the
number of students located within the City has declined. Therefore, impacts resulting from the
construction of new schools are expected to be less than significant.
The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in an additional 373 dwelling units and 77,000 to
102,000 square feet CFA. Construction of these additional uses is not expected to require the use of any
unusual amounts of construction-based hazardous materials, such as gasoline fuels, demolition materials,
asphalt, lubricants, toxic solvents, and other related materials. In addition, certain commercial uses store,
use, and routinely transport hazardous material to and from their facilities which could pose a potential
hazard to the environment and the public, such as the use of above and below ground storage tanks. All
existing and future development in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be required to comply with federal,
state, and local regulations regarding the handling, transportation, disposal, and cleanup of hazardous
materials. However, subsequent development could expose construction workers and future residents to
hazards associated with previous land uses and future land uses. This impact is potentially significant.
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Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures would apply to the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan:
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 Require all subsequent projects that would be located on sites suspected
or known to contain hazardous materials and/or are identified in a hazardous material/waste search to be
reviewed, tested, and remediated for potential hazardous materials in accordance with all local, state, and
federal regulations. The City and TRPA shall require written confirmation from applicable local, regional,
state, and federal agencies that known contaminated sites have been deemed remediated to a level
appropriate for land uses proposed prior to the City and TRPA approving site development or provide an
approved remediation plan that demonstrates how contamination will be remediated prior to site
occupancy. This documentation will specify the extent of development allowed on the remediated site as
well as any special conditions and/or restrictions on future land uses.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 Subsequent projects that meet the definition of a “Possible
Contaminating Activity” under Section 60.3.5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances shall demonstrate
compliance with the findings and requirements under Section 60.3.3.D of the TRPA Code of Ordinances
and demonstrate that adequate protections are in place to avoid soil and groundwater contamination and
protect public health of area residents. This demonstration shall be required prior to subsequent project
approvals and implemented as part of project design.
Implementation of the above mitigation measures would ensure that site-specific hazardous material
contamination and potential exposure from previous, current, or future land uses are addressed prior to
development in order to protect public health. Thus, implementation of these mitigation measures would
mitigate this impact to less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2.
73.
Would the Project 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? (CEQA VIIId)
This section addresses potentially adverse environmental, health, and safety hazards in the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan associated with hazardous or regulated material/waste. The State of California Hazardous
Waste and Substances Site List (also known as the “Cortese List”) is a planning document used by state
and local agencies and developers to comply with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
requirements for providing information about the location of hazardous materials sites. Government Code
Section 65962.5 requires the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA) to annually update
the Cortese List. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is responsible for providing a
portion of the information that comprises the Cortese List. Other state and local government agencies are
required to provide additional hazardous material release information that is part of the complete list. The
CAL-SITES Abandoned Sites Program Information System (ASPIS) Database is compiled by the
California Environmental Protection Agency to identify and track potential hazardous waste sites.
Searches of the above resources and records identified 30 hazardous material sites within the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan known to handle and store hazardous materials and/or sites associated with a hazardous
material-related release or occurrence. The terms “release” or “occurrence” include any means by which a
substance could harm the environment by spilling, leaking, discharging, dumping, injecting, or escaping.
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Material hazards indicated in the vicinity of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan primarily concern gasoline,
diesel fuel oil, methyl tertiary-butyl ether (MBTE), and perchloroethylene (PCE). Both gasoline and
diesel fuels by themselves can be inhalant and ingestion hazards to people and damaging to both animals
and plants. MBTE was a common gasoline additive, commonly added to fuel as an oxygenate. MBTE
was developed as a replacement for lead additives used prior to 1979. MBTE has been shown to be a
carcinogen when inhaled, but limited data is available concerning MBTE’s cancer-causing potential in
groundwater. Regardless, it is considered hazardous and several groundwater wells in the City have
shown MBTE contamination. PCE is a common chlorofluorocarbon (CFC) used most often in dry
cleaning operations. Exposure to PCE usually occurs through inhalation. Depending on the length and
severity of exposure, PCE can cause effects such as dizziness, fatigue, headaches, and sweating and in
higher exposures can lead to unconsciousness. Contact with PCE can cause skin, eye, nose, and throat
irritation. Long-term, low-dose exposure has been shown to cause kidney and liver damage and in some
cases cancer in study animals.
Table 25 and Figure 8 display all of the known hazardous material contaminating activities/sites within
the Tahoe Valley plan area. These known sites were identified through the Leaking Underground Fuel
Tank (LUFT) and the Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanup (SLIC) database as well as the Landfill
Database, which lists active but not necessarily polluting landfills. Several records were listed in the
Tahoe Valley plan area in the LUFT and SLIC databases that are not included in this table as those
records were closed and remediated. Table 25 only includes active records.
Future development or redevelopment within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan may 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, this impact is potentially significant.
Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures would apply to the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan:
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 as set forth in the discussion and analysis of Question 73
above.
Implementation of the above mitigation measures would ensure that site-specific hazardous material
contamination and potential exposure from previous, current, or future land uses are addressed prior to
development in order to protect public health. Thus, implementation of these mitigation measures would
mitigate this impact to less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2.
74.
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? (CEQA VIIIe)
As stated above, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in additional dwelling units and CFA.
Additional structures and residents within the plan area could potentially expose those people and
structures to typical hazards associated with general aviation aircraft overflights and approach to and
departure from the Lake Tahoe Airport.
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Hazards associated with airport operations are generally associated with aircraft accidents. Aircraft
accidents of most concern occur during takeoff and landing operations during which aircraft are operated
close to the ground and within close proximity to one another. Potential hazards around an airport can be
increased due to many external factors such as incompatible land uses in the vicinity of the airport,
installation of power transmission lines, wildlife hazards (i.e., bird strikes, migrating wildlife, etc.), and
construction of tall structures.
Lake Tahoe Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan
As part of the land use planning process mandated by the Division of Aeronautics and the California
Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, several Airport Land Use Commissions (ALUCs) have been
formed throughout the state to prepare and administer Comprehensive Land Use Plans (CLUPs)8 for each
public-use airport in the state. El Dorado County has an operating ALUC that has prepared CLUPs for
many of the airports in the county. However, the City of South Lake Tahoe has been designated as the
administrator of the Lake Tahoe Airport by Caltrans’ Division of Aeronautics. As such, the City operates
as its own ALUC and the City has developed the Lake Tahoe Airport CLUP.
The Lake Tahoe Airport CLUP provides land use compatibility guidelines on which compatibility of land
uses in the vicinity of the airport is determined. The primary action of the CLUP is to establish three
planning boundaries around the airport concerning height of ground structures, noise, and safety. The
Lake Tahoe Airport CLUP was adopted by the ALUC in 1990 with revisions in 1995, 2002, 2004, and
2007.
It is important to note that while CLUPs have been developed, ALUCs do not have the power to mandate
land uses in the vicinity of the airport under state law. The Division of Aeronautics allows for nonconforming land uses within the CLUP boundaries. For a jurisdiction to adopt such non-conforming uses,
however, a specific process must be conducted that allows for full disclosure of the discrepancy to the
public.
City of South Lake Tahoe Airport Ordinance
Chapter 2.65 of the South Lake Tahoe City Code is considered the Airport Ordinance. This ordinance is
enacted to protect the health, safety, and peace and to promote the welfare and convenience of the general
public making use of the Lake Tahoe Airport by providing regulations for the orderly flow of traffic of
aircraft, motor vehicles, and persons and the orderly and safe conduct of business thereon.
The Overflight Zone of the Lake Tahoe Airport is located over the southern portion of the proposed
Tahoe Valley Area Plan, generally the area south of US 50 as it travels eastward from the “Y”
intersection. As such, certain land uses are not allowed within this area, including privately owned
assembly and entertainment, collection stations, and sport assemblies. Development of these uses within
the plan area could represent elevated hazards to people on the ground during use of these types of
structures. The City’s General Plan includes Policy HS-7.1 which stipulates that land uses within the
CLUP boundaries adhere to the requirements of the CLUP.
Additional concern for flight safety, and thus the safety of people and structures on the ground, concerns
tall structures that may impede flights over the plan area. The portions of the plan area within the CLUP
boundaries lie under the horizontal imaginary surface, located 6,414 feet above mean sea level (msl). The
highest point within the proposed plan area is located at approximately 6,319 feet msl, resulting in a
minimum height restriction over the Tahoe Valley plan area of approximately 100 feet or approximately
8

A new term for CLUPs has been developed and new plans are typically known as Airport Land Use Plans (ALUPs).
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10 stories. The maximum structure height proposed in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is 45 feet. Therefore, it
is unlikely that any new structures would be constructed high enough to pierce the horizontal surface.
According to the current City General Plan, Policy HS-7.1 will implement the land use restrictions stated
in the CLUP. As such, development of the above land uses within the southern portion of the Tahoe
Valley plan area would not be allowed, regardless of the status of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. In addition
to the requirements of the General Plan, the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan specifically includes HNS1.1, which requires that land use development within the area be measured against both the requirements
of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan and the CLUP, ensuring that the safety and height requirements of the
CLUP are upheld. Implementation of this action item as well as required consistency with height
restrictions would ensure that the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in a less than significant
impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
75.
For a Project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the Project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? (CEQA VIIIf)
The Project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip and therefore has no impact on public
safety in the vicinity of a private airstrip.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
76.
Would the Project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? (CEQA VIIIg)
The City of South Lake Tahoe is responsible for emergency operations within the city limits. The City
has adopted a Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan (adopted July 2008) which has been approved by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and included as a local appendix to the El Dorado
County Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan. This plan provides guidance to the City for the development of
pre-mitigation and post-mitigation recovery for disasters in all hazard classification.
Chapter 2.60 of the City Code provides for the preparation and carrying out of plans for the protection of
persons and property within the City in the event of an emergency and the coordination of the emergency
functions of the City with all other public agencies, corporations, organizations, and affected private
persons. As required by Chapter 2.60.030 of the City Code, the City has established a Disaster Council,
which is responsible for reviewing and recommending emergency operation plans for adoption by the
City Council. The Disaster Council is also responsible for the review and potential amendments to the
Emergency Management Plan. Moreover, the City has adopted General Plan policies in the Health and
Safety Element: Policy HS-1.1 requires the City to periodically review and update the City’s Local
Emergency Operations Plan; Policy HS-1.3 requires the City to maintain a reverse 911 system; and HS1.4 requires the City to identify pre-planned areas for disaster staging and evacuations (CSLT 2011, p.
HS-2).
As described above, the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan is expected to result in an increase in dwelling
units and CFA within the plan area. Increased density has the potential to adversely affect emergency
response described in local, regional, and state emergency response and/or evacuation plans, including but
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not limited to the County Emergency Operations Plan, the City’s Emergency Operations Plan, and the
SLTFD Fire Planning Process. Increased density can result in greater numbers of residents and employees
within an area that would need to be protected and potentially evacuated. Increased square footage of
homes and CFA area represent greater resources that require protection and, in the event of an emergency,
response. As such, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is expected to result in an incremental impact on
emergency plans in plan area. However, existing roadways provide multiple options for evacuation of the
area and no roadway closures are expected as a result of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
Indirect effects to emergency response occur when construction and roadway improvements result in
temporary and permanent changes in circulation patterns and individual site access. Construction can
often disrupt emergency response and thus adversely affect response coordinated through local
emergency plans. Construction-related impacts would be temporary in nature – lasting only as long as
construction – and overall traffic improvements are expected to improve circulation within the Tahoe
Valley plan area, resulting in a net decrease in response times.
While temporary, construction-related impacts are not expected to be significant, the permanent effect of
additional residents, employees, and structures within the Tahoe Valley plan area could significantly
increase the amount and severity of emergency response required in the area, affecting emergency
response and evacuation plans. This impact is potentially significant.
Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 Subsequent projects shall incorporate all fire protection and design
provisions identified by the South Lake Tahoe Fire Department intended to improve access point(s) and
circulation of the subsequent project sites and the overall area in combination with other fire protection
requirements (defensible space, fire flow improvements, fire resistant building materials, landscape
treatments, placement of hydrants, and installation of sprinklers). The South Lake Tahoe Fire Department
shall review and approve the subsequent project site design prior to commencement of project
construction.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 Subsequent projects shall be required to prepare and receive approval of
a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) in accordance with local and state guidelines and standards, including
Caltrans Guidelines for Projects Located on the California State Highways in the Lake Tahoe Basin (as
applicable). Approval of the TMP shall be obtained from the City and Caltrans (if TMP impacts US 50 or
SR 89) prior to site disturbance. Provisions in the TMP shall include, but are not limited to:
Reduction, to the extent feasible, the number of vehicles (construction and other) on the roadways
adjacent to construction sites during project construction.


Reduction, to the extent feasible, the interaction between construction equipment and other
vehicles.



Improvement and maintenance of public safety aimed at driver and roadway safety.



Establishment and/or maintenance of safe routes through the project area for bicycles and
pedestrians.



Establishment and/or maintenance of adequate emergency access for police, fire, ambulance, and
other emergency service vehicles – as determined through direct consultation with those service
providers.
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Implementation of the above mitigation measures and mitigation measure HNS-1 (see response to
Question 128 below) will ensure that future projects within the Tahoe Valley plan area will not adversely
impact emergency response or emergency response plans, resulting in a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HAZ-3, MM HAZ-4 and MM HNS-1.
77.
Would the Project 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? (CEQA VIIIh)
The risk of wildfire through the City and the Tahoe Valley plan area is high due to both the extent and
nature of the forested area. A network of federal, state, and local agencies has been established with
responsibility for fire and emergency response. Primary response to the Tahoe Valley plan area would be
the responsibility of the SLTFD, but additional response is possible from adjacent departments, the
County, CAL-FIRE, and the U.S. Forest Service.
Development anticipated under the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan may increase the number of
dwellings and amount of CFA within the planning area. As such, additional resources and people in need
of protection would be located in the area, potentially exposing those structures and people to risks of
wildland fire. Following the Angora Fire, several efforts have been undertaken that will improve both
land management (fuel reduction) and fire response within the Tahoe Valley plan area. Furthermore,
recent changes to the allowed permits for removal and management of landscaping and vegetation around
structures (agreed between TRPA and SLTFD) will further decrease the risk of wildland fire.
The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan contains Policy HNS-1.3 which requires any new structure or
addition to implement fire prevention techniques consistent with current California Building and Fire
Codes.
Application and enforcement of TRPA Regional Plan policies, portions of the TRPA Code of Ordinances,
Area Plan policies, SLTFD permitting process, and local fire codes and guidelines and required
consistency with the Fire Planning Process for the City, the Lake Tahoe Basin Wildland Urban Interface
Plan, and various other plans and requirements already enforced within the Tahoe Valley plan area will
further reduce the risk of wildland fire to residents, employees, visitors, and structures within the area.
This impact, however, is potentially significant.
Mitigation Measures
Implementation of mitigation measures HAZ-3 and HAZ-4 and HNS-1 (in addition to existing efforts and
regulations regarding fire protection) would mitigate increases to potential exposure to wildlife hazards to
less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HAZ-3, MM HAZ-4 and MM HNS-1.
78.
Will the Project involve a risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances
including, but not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or radiation in the event of an accident or
upset conditions? (TRPA 10a)
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This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis tiers from the General Plan EIR. (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.3-40 to 4.3-41.)
The risk of explosion or release of hazardous substances is discussed and analyzed in detail for Question
72 above and the impact is potentially significant. With the adoption of mitigation measures HAZ-1 and
HAZ-2, this impact is reduced to a less than significant level.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2.
79.
10b)

Will the Project involve possible interference with an emergency evacuation plan? (TRPA

See discussion and analysis for Question 76 above that concludes that implementation of the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan will have a potentially significant impact on existing emergency evacuation plans.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HAZ-3, MM HAZ-4 and MM HNS-1.
80.
Will the Project result in creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard
(excluding mental health)? (TRPA 17a)
See discussions and analyses for Questions 70 through 73 above.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2.
81.

Will the Project result in exposure of people to potential health hazards? (TRPA 17b)

See discussions and analyses for Questions 70 through 73 above
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2.
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6.4.11 Hydrology and Water Quality
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to hydrology and water quality. Table 27
identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are
required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 27
Hydrology and Water Quality
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

82. Violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge
requirements? (CEQA IXa)

X

83. Substantially deplete
groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g.,
the production rate of preexisting nearby wells would
drop to a level which would
not support existing land uses
or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?
(CEQA IXb)

X

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

X

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

X

86. Create or contribute runoff
water which would exceed the

X

MARCH 16, 2015

No Impact

T AHO E VALLEY AREA PL AN

PAG E 1 46

INITIAL STUDY/ MITIGATGED NEGATIVE DECLARATION/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST/FONSE

capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems
or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted
runoff? (CEQA IXe)
87. Otherwise substantially
degrade water quality? (CEQA
IXf)

X

88. Place housing within a 100year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?
(CEQA IXg)

X

89. Place within a 100-year flood
hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood
flows? (CEQA IXh)

X

90. 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? (CEQA IXi)

X

91. Inundation by seiche, tsunami,
or mudflow? (CEQA IXj)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

92. Changes in currents, or the
course or direction of water
movements? (TRPA 3a)

X

93. Changes in absorption rates,
drainage patterns, or the rate
and amount of surface water
runoff so that a 20 yr. 1 hr.
storm runoff (approximately 1
inch per hour) cannot be
contained on the site? (TRPA
3b)

X

94. Alterations to the course or
flow of 100-yearflood waters?
(TRPA 3c)

X

95. Change in the amount of
surface water in any water
body? (TRPA 3d)

X

96. Discharge into surface waters,
or in any alteration of surface
water quality, including but

X
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not limited to temperature,
dissolved oxygen or turbidity?
(TRPA 3e)
97. Alteration of the direction or
rate of flow of ground water?
(TRPA 3f)

X

98. Change in the quantity of
groundwater, either through
direct additions or
withdrawals, or through
interception of an aquifer by
cuts or excavations? (TRPA
3g)

X

99. Substantial reduction in the
amount of water otherwise
available for public water
supplies? (TRPA 3h)

X

100. Exposure of people or property
to water related hazards such
as flooding and/or wave action
from 100-year storm
occurrence or seiches? (TRPA
3i)

X

101. The potential discharge of
contaminants to the
groundwater or any alteration
of groundwater quality?
(TRPA 3j)

X

102. Is the Project located within
600 feet of a drinking water
source? (TRPA 3k)

82.

X

Would the Project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
(CEQA IXa)

Subsequent development under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan could result in temporary and permanent
water quality impacts to surface runoff from construction and increases in impervious coverage.
However, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would continue to promote and implement existing policies related
to (1) construction of best management practices and permitting requirements; (2) reducing land coverage
impacts in low capability lands by transferring coverage to high capability lands and installing BMPs; (3)
promoting retrofit of existing development with BMPs through existing and proposed Tahoe Valley Area
Plan policies; and (4) implementing area-wide treatment systems. Application of existing transfer and
restoration provisions of the TRPA Code, and proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan policies for SEZ
restoration, BMP implementation, and area-wide treatment would allow continued compliance with water
quality standards and waste discharge requirements. Moreover, as discussed below in the Water Quality
Impacts of Concentrated Coverage and results of pollutant load modeling, implementation of the Tahoe
Valley Plan would result in a net reduction of pollutant loads to Lake Tahoe when compared to the
baseline conditions.
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This potential effect is the same as that analyzed in the City General Plan EIR, and so this analysis is
tiered from the General Plan EIR. (CLST 2010, 4.7-48 to 4.7-62.) The effect was also analyzed in the
Regional Plan EIS, and that analysis is incorporated by reference. (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.8-15 to 3.8-18.)
For this effect, this document focuses on aspects of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan that were not addressed in
the General Plan EIR or the RP EIS. Discussed below are the potential impacts associated with the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan’s substitute standards regarding coverage, and analysis of potential construction and
groundwater impacts that could occur as a result of circumstances specific to the Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
Applicable to the discussion of these effects below are the TRPA Code Chapter 60, City Code Chapter
7.15 (Urban Runoff and Storm Water Quality Management), and the City NPDES permit require the
installation and maintenance of both temporary construction BMPs and permanent BMPs which would
remain applicable in the Tahoe Valley plan area. The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan also contains the
following policies regarding BMPs, area-wide stormwater treatment systems and restoration activities:
Policy NCR-5.1
Construct the Tahoe Valley Water Quality Improvement Project as part of the
Greenbelt Project to treat stormwater from Tahoe Valley and adjacent residential areas, in order to reduce
fine sediment loads to the Upper Truckee River and Lake Tahoe, and restore disturbed SEZs.
Policy NCR-5.2
Incorporate site design elements to mimic and enhance natural
hydrologic functions such as preserving and protecting environmentally sensitive site features and
providing runoff storage, infiltration and groundwater recharge BMPs to reduce the transport of
runoff and pollutants from the site at which they are generated.
Policy NCR-5.3
Ensure installation and maintenance of Best Management Practices
(BMPs) as required by the City’s NPDES Permit and memoranda of understanding with TRPA.
Policy NCR-5.4
Coordinate with TRPA to support private property BMP certification
with a near-term focus on commercial and multi-family land uses that have drainage directly
connected to Lake Tahoe and/or the Upper Truckee River, or are in the same catchment as
Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) or public water quality improvement projects.
Policy NCR-5.5
Coordinate with TRPA to implement the EIP water quality improvement
projects in the Tahoe Valley area, with priority on Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) pollutant
load reduction opportunities
Policy NCR-5.6
Collaborate with Lahontan Water Quality Control Board and refine the
Pollutant Load Reduction Strategy for load reduction targets beyond the year 2016 and update the
Pollutant Load Reduction Plan as necessary to achieve the Lake Tahoe TMDL load reduction
targets. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan hereby incorporates by reference all monitoring, operations,
maintenance, and reporting required by the City’s NPDES permit, the adopted Pollutant Load
Reduction Plan and the Stormwater Management Plan, which will also be utilized by TRPA in
the 4-year Area Plan recertification process pursuant to TRPA Code Sections 13.8.2 and 13.8.5.
Policy NCR-5.7
Prevent contamination of source water in the Tahoe Valley area by
requiring projects located in a Source Water Protection Zone, as defined by Chapter 60 of the
TRPA Code, to incorporate appropriate source water protection and site-specific best
management practices including pretreatment technologies.
Policy NCR-5.8
Allow projects within the Tahoe Valley area, to provide in-lieu funding
for an area-wide municipal stormwater treatment if sufficient treatment capacity exists within an
area-wide water quality treatment system, subject to the requirements of TRPA Code Section
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13.5.3.B.3. Properties participating in an area-wide system would be considered as meeting their
water quality mitigation and BMP requirements of the TRPA Code. Require that full pretreatment
of drainage occurs on a private property before it is accepted into a City system.
Policy NCR-5.9
Ensure that all new development or redevelopment projects, and projects
subject to a special use permit install and maintain off-site water quality improvements, including
but not limited to curb, gutter, drainage facilities, stabilized road shoulders, at the direction of the
City engineer.
Water Quality Impacts of Concentration of Coverage
This potential effect is largely the same as that analyzed in the General Plan EIR, and therefore the
analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the General Plan EIR. (CLST 2010, p. 4.7-48 to 4.7-62.) The
potential effect is also the same as that analyzed in the RPU EIS. As discussed in Impact 3.8-4 of the
DEIS (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.8-32), the analysis concluded that increased coverage allowances up to 70
percent in conforming area plans would have a less than significant effect on surface water runoff,
provided that it’s located on high capability lands and the increased coverage comes from the transfer and
retirement of existing coverage.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would increase maximum allowable coverage in the designated Town
Centers from 30 percent for undeveloped parcels, and 50 percent on developed parcels, to 70 percent on
all parcels. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan also provides that for two parcels within the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan where Barton Hospital is currently located (El Dorado County APNs 023-081-03 and 023-081-09)
coverage may exceed 70 percent under certain conditions described in Section 6.4.8 Geology, Soils, Land
Capability, and Coverage.
The net effect of new development allocations authorized under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is estimated
to result in 57.0 acres of additional impervious coverage in high capability lands as compared to existing
conditions. To achieve this increased coverage, restoration and transfers of existing coverage would be
required. Applying the existing and proposed transfer provisions, implementation of the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan would result in the reduction of 57.0 acres of coverage in sensitive land, or a reduction and
relocation of 72.4 acres of coverage and permanent retirement of 28.9 acres of coverage in non-sensitive
land. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in the decrease of land coverage within the Upper Truckee
HRA and sensitive land, while increasing coverage within high capability lands as development is further
concentrated in the town center to promote a compact land use pattern (see Section 6.4.8 Geology, Soils,
Land Capability, and Coverage for analysis of potential changes in coverage). While coverage in Town
Centers would increase, the additional coverage would still be limited to high capability lands and would
be required to meet existing BMP standards to control potential increases in stormwater runoff and
pollutant loading from the additional coverage, including maintenance requirements.
The potential effects of concentrated coverage on water quality in the the Tahoe Valley Area Plan was
analyzed using the Pollutant Load Reduction Model (PLRM) – a publicly available computer model used
to evaluate and compare alternatives for storm water quality improvement projects in the Lake Tahoe
Basin. The PLRM is a tool to compare urban stormwater quality improvement alternatives in an urban
catchment based on the predicted load reductions of the pollutants of concern.
The PLRM summarizes output as average annual runoff volumes and pollutant loads for each modeled
scenario. The PLRM quantifies pollutant generation from an urban land use and associated land use
condition. Urban land use types include single family residential, multi‐family residential, commercial,
primary roads, and secondary roads, etc. Condition is defined as the existing state of a land use relative to
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the pollutant generation risk during a subsequent storm and is the integration of physiographic
characteristics, pollutant source controls, and the effectiveness of pollutant recovery efforts.
As discussed above and depicted in Table 28, a PLRM model run of the net effect of increased coverage
resulting from the Tahoe Valley Area Plan estimates that pollutant loadings to surface waters would be
reduced overall when compared to the baseline conditions that exist in the Tahoe Valley plan area.
Overall, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in reductions of: runoff volumes by 27%; Total
Suspended Sediment (TSS) by 23%; FSP by 25 %; Total Phosphorus (TP) by 20%; Soluble Reactive
Phosphorus (SRP) by 41%; Total Nitrogen (TN) by 21%; and Dissolved Inorganic Nitrogen (DIN) by
24%. The decrease in the pollutant load is the result of a number of factors including implementation of
BMPs on existing developed parcels that qualify for additional coverage. Currently, the compliance rate
for BMP installation in the Tahoe Valley plan area is approximately 32 percent. As existing parcels with
no BMPs are redeveloped, and BMPs are installed, pollutant loads are captured and treated. Furthermore,
implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in the construction of the Tahoe Valley
Stormwater System which would treat runoff from city streets and function as an area-wide treatment
system that adjacent commercial projects will plumb into. Because the stormwater system will be
maintained by the City, the area-wide treatment system is expected to be more effective in treating
pollutant loads than parcel-level BMPs.
Additionally, it can be assumed that some portion of the coverage transferred to the area plan will come
from properties that are not in compliance with TRPA BMP standards, thus the net effect of coverage
reduction and transfer to high capability lands in the Town Center would result in reduced pollutant loads.
Coverage that is specifically transferred to the Barton Hospital will directly result in net decrease of
pollutant loads because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan standards require coverage to be transfered from
parcels that are not in compliance with BMP standards. Thus, the water quality impacts of concentrated
coverage in Town Centers will be beneficial.
Table 28
Pollutant Load Reduction Model Results For the Tahoe Valley Area Plan\
Runoff Volume

TSS1

Ac
Ft/Yr

+/-

Lbs/Yr

+/-

Lbs/Yr

+/-

Lbs/Yr

+/-

Lbs/Yr

+/-

Lbs/Yr

+/-

Lbs/yr

+/-

Baseline

120.8

-

57,619.2

-

35,960.8

-

133.6

-

34.1

-

586.6

-

67.1

-

Tahoe
Valley
Plan

88.7

32.1 (26.6%)

44,271.5

13,347.7
(23.2%)

27,126.5

8,834.3
(24.6%)

107.2

26.4
(19.8%)

20.0

14.1
(41.4%)

464.6

122.0
(20.8%)

51.0

16.1
(23.9%)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

FSP2

TP3

SRP4

TN5

DIN6

Total Suspended Sediment
Fine Sediment Particles
Total Phosphorus
Soluble Reactive Phosphorus
Total Nitrogen
Dissolved Inorganic Nitrogen

Construction Impacts
This potential effect is the same as that analyzed in the General Plan EIR, and therefore the analysis is
tiered from and is consistent with the General Plan EIR. (CLST 2010, p. 4.7-57 to 4.7-62.) This analysis
addresses the specific circumstance of the project and considers the identified level of potential
development within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
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The Tahoe Valley Area Plan may result in the construction of 373 new dwelling units and 77,000 to
102,000 square feet of commercial floor area, potentially generating runoff containing various pollutants
that could contaminate surface and/or groundwater supplies (if not properly treated with water quality
controls) as runoff percolates into the soil. However, the statewide NPDES permits for construction
runoff, dewatering and other low-threat releases to surface water, and discharges from municipal storm
drain systems (MS4s) require the provision of water quality control measures that would protect
groundwater quality from future development activities. In addition, numerous other regulations at the
state, regional, and local levels are currently in place to protect and improve water quality in the region.
(CSLT 2010, p. 4.7-57.)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to discharge into surface
waters and surface water quality. Chapter 60 of the TRPA Code, which includes standards for discharge
limits to surface and ground waters and Chapter 7.15 of the City Code which regulates urban runoff and
stormwater quality. Additionally, consistent with existing conditions, all development, redevelopment,
and infrastructure improvements within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be required to meet the
discharge standards of the Lahontan Regional Water Control Board and the City’s municipal stormwater
discharge permit. All projects that would create more than one acre of disturbance are required to prepare
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with The City’s Stormwater
Management Plan (2007).
Because all existing state and local protections for surface water would remain in place, and water quality
BMPs (in accordance with Chapter 60 of the TRPA Code Chapter 7.15 of the City Code) would continue
to be required for all properties within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, construction activities within the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in discharges to surface waters or alteration of surface water
quality. This impact would be less than significant.
Groundwater Impacts
This potential effect is the same as that analyzed in the General Plan EIR, and therefore the analysis is
tiered from and is consistent with the General Plan EIR. (CSLT 2010, p. 4.7-37 to 4.7-43.) This analysis
addresses the specific circumstance of the Tahoe Valley planning area and considers the groundwater
elevations and areas of existing soil and/or groundwater contamination identified in the Tahoe Valley plan
area.
The Tahoe Valley plan area includes of areas of known high groundwater elevations, and areas of existing
soils and/or groundwater contamination, that could be intercepted by excavations from subsequent
development activities and/or altered through infiltration of surface water into the ground. Interception of
groundwater could result in alteration of the direction of groundwater flow, alteration of the rate of flow,
and could contaminate groundwater quality.
Groundwater interception or interference is prohibited under Section 33.3.6 of the TRPA Code, except
under certain circumstances, described as follows:
1. Excavation is prohibited that interferes with or intercepts the seasonal high water table by:
a. Altering the direction of groundwater flow;
b. Altering the rate of flow of ground water;
c. Intercepting ground water;
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d. Adding or withdrawing ground water; or
e. Raising or lowering the water table.
2. TRPA may approve exceptions to the prohibition of groundwater interception or interference if TRPA
finds that:
a. Excavation is required by the International Building Code (IBC) or local building code for
minimum depth below natural ground for above ground structures;
b. Retaining walls are necessary to stabilize an existing unstable cut or fill slope;
c. Drainage structures are necessary to protect the structural integrity of an existing structure;
d. It is necessary for the public safety and health;
e. It is a necessary measure for the protection or improvement of water quality;
f. It is for a water well;
g. There are no feasible alternatives for locating mechanical equipment, and measures are
included in the project to prevent groundwater from leaving the project area as surface flow, and
any groundwater that is interfered with is rerouted in the ground water flow to avoid adverse
impacts to riparian vegetation;
h. It is necessary to provide two off-street parking spaces, there is no less environmentally
harmful alternative, and measures are taken to prevent groundwater from leaving the project
area as surface flow;
i. It is necessary to provide below grade parking for projects that qualify for additional height
under subsection 37.5.4 or 37.5.9 to achieve environmental goals, including scenic
improvements, land coverage reduction, and area-wide drainage systems. Measures shall also be
included in the project to prevent ground water from leaving the project area as surface flow and
that any groundwater, that is interfered with is rerouted into the groundwater flow to avoid
adverse impacts to hydrologic conditions, SEZ vegetation, and mature trees; or
j. It is necessary for a marina expansion approved pursuant to Chapter 14: Specific and Master
Plans, and the environmental documentation demonstrates that there will be no adverse effect on
water quality.
Where active hazardous materials release sites are located (See Question 72, Table 25) there is the
potential for surface water infiltration associated with BMPs to disturb and/or distribute the pollutants
further prior to remediation. The EPA recommends keeping non-contaminated stormwater separate from
contaminated soils and water to prevent leaching and spreading of contaminants. Direct inﬁltration in
these locations may introduce additional pollutant loads to groundwater and nearby surface waters (EPA,
Design Principles for Stormwater Management on Compacted, Contaminated Soils in Dense Urban
Areas, April 2008). Although both parcel-specific BMP systems and area-wide systems have the
potential to create this adverse impact by infiltrating stormwater, area-wide systems are typically
implemented by government entities and their scale requires detailed site reconnaissance and
environmental analysis, including evaluation of Source Water Protection Maps in accordance with TRPA
Code section 60.3. Therefore, it is more likely that the potential for this impact would be identified and
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mitigated through an area-wide system than a parcel-specific BMP system implemented by a private
property owner. The possibility of surface water infiltration where active release sites are located is a
potentially significant impact.
Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure HYD-1 As part of soil/hydrologic investigations for subsequent development and
activities in the Tahoe Valley plan area, TRPA and the City will require that a determination of the
potential to encounter groundwater from site development may occur. Subsequent project stormwater
pollution prevention plans (SWPPP) will include a dewatering program and measures to mitigate
potential contamination of groundwater as well as design provisions to allow groundwater to flow
through or around underground structures. Measures to control water quality may include use of settling
tanks and Active Treatment Systems (ATS) for treatment of dewatering as well as contamination
prevention measures such as proper material storage, secondary containment systems, vehicle fluid drip
pans, temporary berms or dikes to isolate construction activities, use of vacuum trucks, and other
measures to capture contamination releases.
Mitigation Measure HYD-2 The City and TRPA shall consult with the Lahontan Regional Water
Quality Control Board and online Geotracker Database to determine the potential for hazardous material
releases on property where BMP installation is proposed prior to issuance of permits, approving the
installation of BMPs. Where City and/or TRPA staff determines a potential to exist, the property is
required to tie in to an existing area-wide system if one is available in lieu of parcel specific BMPs.
Where an area-wide system is not available, the site shall be deemed constrained, per TRPA Code
60.4.8.B, until the time that an area-wide system is available or the site has been remediated and closed by
the Water Quality Control Board.
MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2 (see Question 72 above).
Significance after Mitigation
Implementation of mitigation measures HYD-1 and HYD-2 as well as the TRPA Code would mitigate
potential groundwater impacts to less than significant. The reader is referred to Question 72 above,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for potential groundwater impacts associated with future land uses,
which would be mitigated through implementation of MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HYD-1, MM HYD-2, MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2.
83.
Would the Project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., 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)? (CEQA IXb)
This potential effect is the same as that analyzed in the City General Plan EIR, and so this analysis is
tiered from the General Plan EIR. (CLST 2010, 4.7-37 to 4.7-43.)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to surface water
management. Surface water and water rights in California are managed by the California State Water
Resources Board. Consistent with existing conditions, projects that could occur under the Tahoe Valley

MARCH 16, 2015

T AHO E VALLEY AREA PL AN

PAG E 1 54

INITIAL STUDY/ MITIGATGED NEGATIVE DECLARATION/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST/FONSE

Area Plan with subsequent approval that would require additional water supply affecting the amount of
surface water in Lake Tahoe or another water body would be required to comply with Chapters 32 and 60
of the TRPA Code. These regulations pertain to the provision of basic services to projects and the
protection of source water.
The potential impact of development and redevelopment within the Tahoe Region, including development
within the Tahoe Valley plan area, on the availability of public water supplies was analyzed in the RPU
EIS (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.13-11) and in the General Plan EIR (CLST 2010, 4.7-37 to 4.7-43 and 4.12-12 to
4.12-13). Because the regional water demand at build-out would be less than the regional surface water
allocation, and because TRPA Code Section 32.4 requires demonstration of adequate available water
supply within an existing water right prior to permit approval, implementation of the Tourist Core Area
Plan would not result in a substantial reduction in the amount of surface water or the water available for
public water supplies. Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
84.
Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result
in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? (CEQA IXc)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in Impact 4.7.6 (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.7-62 to 4.7-65) of
the City General Plan Update EIR, and therefore the analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the
General Plan EIR. Impact 4.7.6 concluded that development within the City limits would not have a
significant effect on drainage flows or result in increased flood hazards.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to the course or direction
of water movements. In accordance with Section 13.7.3 of the TRPA Code, TRPA would retain
responsibility for enforcing and implementing Chapter 93 o the TRPA Code. Stream modifications are
limited by the provisions of Chapter 63 which requires protection of fish resources, and Sections 61.3.3
and 30.5, which requires protection of SEZ areas, thereby protecting streams as well. Consistent with
existing requirements, projects that could occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan that could alter the
course or direction of water movements would be subject to subsequent permitting and environmental
review, and TRPA Code sections described above as well as all other federal, state, and local regulations
pertaining to the course or direction of water movements. Thus, this would be a less than significant
impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
85.
Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate
or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? (CEQA
IXd)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in Impact 4.7.6 (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.7-62 through 4.765) of the City General Plan Update EIS, and therefore the analysis is tiered from and is consistent with
the GP EIS. Impact 4.7.6 concluded that development within the City limits would not have a significant
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effect on drainage flows or result in increased flood hazards. Also see discussion and analysis for
Question 84 above.
A small area within the Tahoe Valley plan area is within Special Flood Hazard Areas designated on the
NFIP Flood Insurance Rate Maps. This area is located where the Upper Truckee River passes under US
Hwy 50 and the 100-year flood zone includes properties adjacent to Hwy 50 and the river.
Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would allow for new urban development, such
development could increase runoff or alter the existing natural drainage patterns of the planning area and
potentially exacerbate existing flooding issues if adequate drainage facilities are not provided. Chapter
7.20 of the City Code provides specific drainage requirement for building construction including grading
and drainage improvement standards to protect adjoining properties from drainage flow alternation at new
development sites. In addition, Chapter 6.65 of the City Code provides standards for the management of
existing floodplains including specific encroachment restrictions for these areas. This chapter includes
specific permit requirements and construction standards, which are designed to protect human life and
health and to minimize potential loss of property, structures, and infrastructure due to flooding. Moreover,
TRPA Code Section 35.4.2 prohibits additional development, grading, and filling of lands within the 100year floodplain with a few exceptions for public service, recreation and water quality control facilities. In
all instances, the exceptions must be found to be necessary and shall minimize impacts to the floodplain.
Thus, application of existing City Code and TRPA prohibition of development in the 100-year floodplain
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
86.
Would the Project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff? (CEQA IXe)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in Impact 4.7.6 (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.7-62 to 4.7-65) of
the City General Plan Update EIR, and therefore the analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the
General Plan EIR. Impact 4.7.6 concluded that development within the City limits would not have a
significant effect on drainage flows or result in increased flood hazards. Also see discussion and analysis
for Questions 82, 84 and 85 above, concluding a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
87.

Would the Project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? (CEQA IXf)

This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in Impact 4.7.6 (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.7-62 to 4.7-65) of
the City General Plan Update EIS, and therefore the analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the GP
EIS. Impact 4.7.6 concluded that development within the City limits would not have a significant effect
on drainage flows or result in increased flood hazards. Also see discussion and analysis for Questions 82,
84 and 85 above.
Because all existing state and local protections for surface water would remain in place, and water quality
BMPs (in accordance with Chapter 60 of the TRPA Code Chapter 7.15 of the City Code) would continue
to be required for all properties within the Tahoe Valley plan area, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not
result in discharges to surface waters or alteration of surface water quality. Potential water quality impacts
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relating to identified active release sites set forth above in Question 82 will be less than significant after
mitigation.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HYD-1, MM HYD-2, MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2.
88.
Would the Project 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? (CEQA IXg)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in Impact 4.7.6 (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.7-62 to 4.7-65) of
the City General Plan Update EIR, and therefore the analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the
General Plan EIR. Analysis of Impact 4.7.6 in the General Plan EIR concluded that development within
the City limits would not have a significant effect on drainage flows or result in increased flood hazards.
Also see discussion and analysis for Questions 84 and 85 above.
A small area within the Tahoe Valley plan area is within Special Flood Hazard Areas designated on the
NFIP Flood Insurance Rate Maps. This area is located where the Upper Truckee River passes under US
Hwy 50 and the 100-year flood zone includes properties adjacent to Hwy 50 and the river.
Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would allow for new urban development, such
development could increase runoff or alter the existing natural drainage patterns of the planning area and
potentially exacerbate existing flooding issues if adequate drainage facilities are not provided. Chapter
7.20 of the City Code provides specific drainage requirement for building construction including grading
and drainage improvement standards to protect adjoining properties from drainage flow alternation at new
development sites. In addition, Chapter 6.65 of the City Code provides standards for the management of
existing floodplains including specific encroachment restrictions for these areas. This chapter includes
specific permit requirements and construction standards, which are designed to protect human life and
health and to minimize potential loss of property, structures, and infrastructure due to flooding. Moreover,
TRPA Code Section 35.4.2 prohibits additional development, grading, and filling of lands within the 100year floodplain with a few exceptions for public service, recreation and water quality control facilities. In
all instances, the exceptions must be found to be necessary and shall minimize impacts to the floodplain.
Thus, application of existing City Code and TRPA prohibition of development in the 100-year floodplain
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
89.
Would the Project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows? (CEQA IXh)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in Impact 4.7.6 (CSLT 2010, p. 4.7-62 to 4.7-65) of the
City General Plan Update EIR, and therefore the analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the General
Plan EIR. Impact 4.7.6 concluded that development within the City limits would not have a significant
effect on drainage flows or result in increased flood hazards. Also see discussion and analysis for
Questions 84, 85 and 88 above.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to floodplains in Section
35.4 of the TRPA Code or Chapter 6.65 of the City Code. Portions of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan are
located within the 100-year floodplain. All future development within the Tahoe Valley plan area would
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be required to meet both the requirements of Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code and Chapter 6.65 of the City
Code related to floodplain management. Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code prohibits additional development,
grading or filling within the 100-year floodplain except for public outdoor recreation, public service and
water quality control facilities, and floodplain crossings. Chapter 6.65 of the City Code restricts or
prohibits uses which are dangerous to health, safety, and property due to water or erosion hazards, or
which result in damaging increases in erosion or flood heights or velocities; requires that uses vulnerable
to floods, including facilities which serve such uses, be protected against flood damage at the time of
initial construction; controls the alteration of natural floodplains, stream channels, and natural protective
barriers, which help accommodate or channel flood waters; control filling, grading, dredging, and other
development which may increase flood damage; and prevents or regulates the construction of flood
barriers which will unnaturally divert flood waters or which may increase flood hazards in other areas.
Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
90.
Would the Project 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? (CEQA IXi)
No levees or dams are located within the boundaries of or upstream from the Tahoe Valley Area Plan,
therefore no person or structures would be at a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flood as a
result of the dam or levee failure. Therefore this is a less than significant impact.
Flooding of the Tahoe Valley as a result of wave action from 100-year storm occurrence or seiches is
discussed and analyzed in Question 91 below.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
91.

Would the Project cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? (CEQA IXj)

This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in Impact 4.7.8 (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.7-66 to 4.7-69) of
the City General Plan Update EIR, and therefore the analysis is tiered from and is consistent with the
General Plan EIR. Impact 4.7.8 concluded that after adoption of Mitigation Measure 4.7.8 requiring the
City to update the Local Emergency Operations Plan and Emergency Management Plan to include
planning and response provisions for seiche wave hazards, the impact would be less than significant.
Also see discussion and analysis for Questions 84 and 85 above.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
92.
Will the Project result in changes in currents, or the course or direction of water
movements? (TRPA 3a)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis incorporates by reference the General Plan EIR. (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.7-34 through 4.7-37.)
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The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to the course or direction
of water movements. Stream modifications are limited by the provisions of Chapter 63 of the TRPA
Code, which requires protection of fish resources, and Sections 61.3.3 and 30.5, which requires protection
of SEZ areas, thereby protecting streams as well. Consistent with existing requirements, projects that
could occur under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan that could alter the course or direction of water movements
would be subject to subsequent permitting and environmental review, and TRPA Code sections described
above as well as all other federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to the course or direction of water
movements. Thus, this would be a less than significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
93.
Will the Project result in changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and
amount of surface water runoff so that a 20 yr. 1 hr. storm runoff (approximately 1 inch per hour)
cannot be contained on the site? (TRPA 3b)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis tiers from the RPU EIR. (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.8-31 to 3.8-53.) The General Plan EIR also
analyzed this impact, and this analysis therefore incorporates by reference the General Plan EIR. (CSLT
2010, pp. 4.7-62 through 4.7-64.) Also see discussion and analyses for Question 84-86 above.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to surface water runoff.
All projects within the Tahoe Valley plan area must demonstrate compliance with the land capability and
coverage provisions of Chapter 30 of the TRPA Code which is incorporated into the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan Development and Design Standards.
The potential effects of these changes related to water quality were analyzed in the RPU EIS (TRPA
2012a, pp. 3.8-32 to 3.8-53) and in response to Question 82 above. Coverage increases on high capability
land would be achieved through restoration and transfer of existing land coverage. Additionally, all
development within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be required to meet existing BMP standards to
control potential increases in stormwater runoff and pollutant loading from the additional coverage. As
specified in Section 60.4.6 of the TRPA Code, except where special conditions exist and are approved by
TRPA, infiltration facilities designed to accommodate the volume of runoff generated by a 20-year 1-hour
storm are required for approval of all projects within the Tahoe Basin, including the Tahoe Valley plan
area. Moreover, the pollutant load modeling and analysis discussed in Question 82 above, concluded that
implementation of the Tahoe Valley Plan would reduce pollutant loads when compared to the baseline
conditions. Therefore, future projects that may occur within the Tahoe Valley plan area would not inhibit
the ability to infiltrate surface water runoff from a 20-year 1-hour storm event. Thus, this impact would be
less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
94.
3c)

Will the Project result in alterations to the course or flow of 100-year floodwaters? (TRPA

This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis incorporates by reference the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.14-13.) Also see discussion and
analyses for Question 84-86 above.
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The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to floodplains in Section
35.4 of the TRPA Code or Chapter 6.65 of the City Code. Portions of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan are
located within the 100-year floodplain. All future development within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would
be required to meet both the requirements of Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code and Chapter 6.65 of the City
Code related to floodplain management. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
95.
3d)

Will the Project result in change in the amount of surface water in any water body? (TRPA

This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis incorporates by reference the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.13-11 to 3.13-15.)
Also see discussion and analyses for Question 84-86 above concluding that the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
would not result in significant increases in surface water in any water body.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to surface water
management. Surface water and water rights in California are managed by the California State Water
Resources Control Board. Consistent with existing conditions, projects that could occur under the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan that would require additional water supply affecting the amount of surface water in
Lake Tahoe or another water body would be required to comply with Chapters 32 and 60 of the TRPA
Code. These regulations pertain to the provision of basic services to projects and the protection of source
water.
The potential impact of development and redevelopment within the Tahoe Region, including development
within the Tahoe Valley plan area, on the availability of public water supplies was analyzed in the RPU
EIS (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.13-11 to 3.13-15) and discussed in detail in Questions 156 and 164 below.
Because the regional water demand at build-out would be less than the regional surface water allocation,
and because TRPA Code Section 32.4 requires demonstration of adequate available water supply within
an existing water right prior to permit approval, implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not
result in a substantial reduction in the amount of surface water or the water available for public water
supplies. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
96.
Will the Project result in discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water
quality, including but not limited to temperature, dissolved oxygen or turbidity? (TRPA 3e)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis incorporates by reference the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.8-24 to 3.8-31.) Also see discussion
and analyses for Questions 82-87 above.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to discharge into surface
waters and surface water quality. Chapter 60 of the TRPA Code, which includes standards for discharge
limits to surface and ground waters and Chapter 7.15 of the City Code which regulates urban runoff and
stormwater quality. Additionally, consistent with existing conditions, all development, redevelopment,
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and infrastructure improvements within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be required to meet the
discharge standards of the Lahontan Regional Water Control Board and the City’s municipal stormwater
discharge permit. All projects that would create more than one acre of disturbance are required to prepare
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with The City’s Stormwater
Management Plan (2007).
Because all existing state and local protections for surface water would remain in place, and water quality
BMPs (in accordance with Chapter 60 of the TRPA Code Chapter 7.15 of the City Code) would continue
to be required for all properties within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not
result in discharges to surface waters or alteration of surface water quality. Potential water quality impacts
relating to identified active release sites set forth above in Question 82 will be less than significant after
mitigation.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HYD-1, MM HYD-2, MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2.
97.
3f)

Will the Project result in alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground water? (TRPA

This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis tiers from the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, Chapters 3.8 and 3.13.) See also discussion and analysis
for Question 83 above.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to excavations that could
intercept or otherwise interfere with groundwater. Section 33.3 of the TRPA Code prohibits excavations,
except under certain defined and permitted conditions, that interfere with or intercept the high water table
by: altering the direction of groundwater flow; altering the rate of flow of groundwater; intercepting
groundwater; adding or withdrawing groundwater; or raising or lowering the groundwater table.
Additionally, excavation in excess of 5 feet below ground surface (or less in areas of known high
groundwater) is generally prohibited because of the potential to intercept or interfere with groundwater is
prohibited. Such excavations may be permitted under certain defined conditions (Section 3.3.6.B of the
TRPA Code), and in such cases it must be demonstrated in a soils/hydrologic report that no interference
or interception of groundwater would occur as a result of the excavation. Therefore, consistent with
existing conditions, future projects that may occur within the Tahoe Valley plan area are subject to
subsequent environmental review and permitting by the City and/or TRPA, which would require the
project applicant to demonstrate compliance with Chapter 33 of the TRPA Code and the protection of
groundwater. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
98.
Will the Project result in change in the quantity of groundwater, either through direct
additions or withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations? (TRPA 3g)
See discussions and analyses for Questions 95 through 97 above, concluding that this impact would be
less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
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Required Mitigation: None.
Will the Project result in substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise available
99.
for public water supplies? (TRPA 3h)
See discussion and analysis in Question 95 above and analyses in Questions 156 and 164 below which
conclude that potential impact of development and redevelopment within the Tahoe Region on the
availability of public water supplies, including development within the Tahoe Valley plan area, would
have a less than significant impact
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
100.
Will the Project result in exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as
flooding and/or wave action from 100-year storm occurrence or seiches? (TRPA 3i)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis tiers from the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.14-13 to 3.14-14.) Also see discussion and analysis
for Question 91 above, concluding that this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
101.
Will the Project result in potential discharge of contaminants to the groundwater or any
alteration of groundwater quality? (TRPA 3j)
See discussions and analyses for Questions 95 through 97 above.
Because all existing state and local protections for surface water would remain in place, and water quality
BMPs (in accordance with Chapter 60 of the TRPA Code Chapter 7.15 of the City Code) would continue
to be required for all properties within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not
result in discharges to surface waters or alteration of surface water quality. As discussed in detail above,
however, where active hazardous materials release sites are located (See Question 72, Table 25) there is
the potential for surface water infiltration associated with BMPs to disturb and/or distribute the pollutants
further prior to remediation. Potential water quality impacts relating to identified active release sites set
forth above in Question 82 will be less than significant after mitigation.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HYD-1, MM HYD-2, MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2.
102.

Is the Project located within 600 feet of a drinking water source? (TRPA 3k)

Sources of drinking water are located within 600 feet of the project area, however, the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to source water protection and is therefore
consistent with the goals of the Regional Plan and the RPU EIS. Chapter 60 of the TRPA Code includes
protections for drinking water sources. Specifically, Section 60.3.3.C.1 of the TRPA Code identifies a
Source Water Protection Zone that includes a 600-foot radius around wells, lake intakes, and springs
assessed by TRPA. Into total, TRPA’s Source Water Assessment Map identifies 10 wells located in the
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boundary of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan All development within Source Water Protection Zones is
subject to the requirements of Section 60.3.3.D, including installation of water quality BMPs and
development of a spill control plan. Any subsequent projects allowed within the Tahoe Valley plan area
would be subject to permitting by the City and/or TRPA. Consistent with existing conditions, permit
applicants within 600 feet of a drinking water source would be required to demonstrate compliance with
the source water protection provisions in Chapter 60 of the TRPA Code. Thus, this impact would be less
than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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6.4.12 Land Use and Planning
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to land use and planning. Table 29 identifies the
applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.

Table 29: Land Use and Planning

CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

103. Physically divide an
established community?
(CEQA Xa)

X

104. Conflict with any applicable
land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the Project
(including, but not limited to
the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental
effect? (CEQA Xb)

X

105. Conflict with any applicable
habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation
plan? (CEQA Xc)
TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

X

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

106. Include uses which are not
listed as permissible uses in
the applicable Plan Area
Statement, adopted
Community Plan, or Master
Plan? (TRPA 8a)
107. Expand or intensify an existing
non-conforming use? (TRPA
8b)

103.

No Impact

No

X

X

Would the Project physically divide an established community? (CEQA Xa)

Division of an established community commonly occurs as a result of development and construction of
physical features that constitute a barrier to easy and frequent travel between two or more constituent
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parts of a community. For example, a large freeway structure with few crossings could effectively split a
community. Likewise, geographic features could similarly affect the community, such as the development
of a large residential project on the opposite side of a river from the existing community. The Tahoe
Valley Area Plan would not include any features that would have the potential to divide the community.
Moreover, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would include planned improvements along US 50 and SR 89,
including signalization upgrades, specific roadway, pedestrian, and bicycle facility improvements which
would have a net benefit to circulation within the Tahoe Valley plan area, providing for greater
connectivity between land uses and between the Tahoe Valley plan area and the rest of the south shore
community.
Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not include any features that would have the potential to divide the
community. Furthermore, by allowing for circulation to travel more than one route through the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan, interconnectivity between land uses is increased rather than impeded. As such, the
proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in a beneficial impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
104.
Would the Project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the Project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect? (CEQA Xb)
Replacement of PAS 110
Upon adoption of the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan, the provisions of PAS 110 would become invalid
as the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is designed to replace the PAS as primary land use guidance for the Tahoe
Valley plan area. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be consistent with TRPA and City land use policy
provisions and regulations. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would involve adopting height, density and land
coverage standards consistent with the TRPA Code of Ordinances, as well as incorporating Regional Plan
policies that were developed to avoid and mitigate environmental impacts.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would adopt the same land coverage standards as those found in Chapter 30
of the TRPA Code, which limits maximum coverage in most cases in area plans to 70 percent, with a
substitute standard for the two parcels where the existing Barton Hospital is located, discussed below. In
addition, the applicable land coverage transfer provisions would be applicable to the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan including the requirement to offset new coverage through the payment of water quality mitigation
fees.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would adopt the same density standards as that provided for in Chapter 13
and 31 of the TRPA Code to ensure that adequate capacity exists for redevelopment and transfers of
development rights to the Town Center.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would adopt land use and conservation policies that direct development
away from SEZs and promote the restoration of disturbed SEZs. Moreover, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
identifies the construction of the Tahoe Valley Stormwater system and Tahoe Valley Greenbelt to provide
measureable improvements in water quality.
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The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would adopt updated design standards that are reflective of the unique
character of Tahoe Valley and respond to the local desire to implement a built environment that is
reflective of the natural and mountain environment.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan also includes provisions that allow building heights up to 45 feet, which is
less than that permitted by the TRPA Code. The visual effect of this building height is addressed in
Section 6.4.4 above, and was determined to be less than significant. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan also
incorporates view protection measures in the Development and Design Standards that are consistent with
Chapter 13 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances to avoid impacts to scenic views, vistas, and community
character.
Consistent with the Regional Plan and General Plan policies, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan incorporates
policies promoting the transfer of development to Town Centers while directing development away from
sensitive lands and promoting the restoration of sensitive lands within the planning area Consistent with
TRPA’s adopted Sustainable Communities Strategy, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan promotes an integrated
land use pattern that encourages the mixing of uses and creation of a higher intensity of use within the
Town Center Core District; such adjustment is in line with the policies of the Regional Plan and General
Plan, promoting the concentration of commercial, tourist and residential uses within town centers (see
Regional Plan Land Use Policies LU-3.3 and LU-4.1 and General Plan Policies LU-2.10 and LU-2.11).
The land use changes proposed by the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would promote the concentration of
similar development and uses within the plan area, such as the concentration of mixed-use opportunities
within close proximity of the “Y” intersection. Consolidation of mixed-uses in close proximity to one
another provides opportunities to reduce vehicle trips, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and improve air
quality.
Consistent with the City General Plan and the TRPA/TMPO Mobility Plan, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
includes provisions to improve the planning area’s connectivity to the residential neighborhood and
nearby recreation amenities through the construction and improvements of bike routes, paths, trails and
sidewalks, thus reducing reliance on automobile use. In addition, projects that result in increased daily
vehicle trips are required to offset the potential traffic and air quality impact in accordance with the
Chapter 65 of the TRPA Code. As such, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not conflict with TRPA or
General Plan policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact.
Barton Hospital Incentives
The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan would also involve the implementation of proposed Policies ED2.2 and ED -2.3 [Barton Hospital Incentives] that would exempt Barton Hospital’s healthcare facilities in
the Town Center Healthcare District from the CFA entitlement requirements of Chapter 50, Allocation of
Development, of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, upon adoption of a Campus Master Plan. This could
result in further focused development in this District but is expected to reduce vehicle miles traveled and
be consistent with goals and policies of the TRPA Regional Plan and City General Plan.
As identified in the Draft Tahoe Valley Area Plan, the plan would include the following policies in
relation to development in the Town Center Healthcare District:
Policy ED-2.2 – Barton Hospital Campus Master Plan Encourage and collaborate
with Barton Hospital to develop a Campus Master Plan for the Healthcare District that
promotes connectivity, walkability, and bikeability. (See also Policies LU-6.2 and LU6.3.)
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Policy ED-2.3 – Barton Hospital Incentives Provide flexibility for Barton Hospital to
engage in public-private ventures. Upon adoption of a Campus Master Plan, healthcare
services in which Barton Hospital owns a majority interest and are located within the
Town Center Healthcare District will be considered public services provide by a nonprofit organization, and may be exempt from the requirements for CFA entitlements
pursuant to TRPA Code Section 50.8.3.
Currently, Hospitals are defined by the TRPA Code as a public service use and are exempt from the CFA
entitlement requirements. Conversely, healthcare facilities that are owned by the Barton Hospital but are
not located on the South Avenue Hospital property are defined as commercial uses and are required to
obtain CFA, either through an allocation or transfer process. City General Plan Policy ED-2.4 encourages
the expansion of the healthcare industry, in particular in the Tahoe Valley plan area, and many of the
healthcare facilities located in the Town Center Health Care District are owned by Barton. Thus, the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan proposes a policy that would allow Barton facilities to convert CFA to public
service uses pursuant to TRPA Code Section 50.8.3 if they are located in the Town Center Healthcare
District, and only after the development of a focused Campus Master Plan that would guide future
development of healthcare services in the Town Center Healthcare District and alter existing development
patterns to create an integrated, connected, and walkable pedestrian environment. The exemption would
only apply to the Town Center Healthcare District (approximately 30 parcels and 27.5 acres) which is
primarily built out with existing Barton-related healthcare facilities that have already been assigned CFA.
Within the district only 3 vacant parcels remain totaling 1.33 acres. Therefore, the likely potential CFA
that would be converted would be approximately 40,000 square feet. The intent of the policy is to create
incentives to relocate Barton-owned healthcare facilities to a centralized location, thus providing
opportunities for reduced number of multiple vehicle trips associated with healthcare needs. All other
Barton facilities located outside the district would still be subject to the CFA entitlement process. It is
anticipated that these policies will not have a significant impact due to the limited nature of this
conversion, the opportunities to reduce vehicle trips and improve air quality, and the fact that future
projects are subject to all other applicable City and TRPA Code provisions designed to provide
environmental protections (e.g., air quality, water quality, land coverage). These benefits are
considerable and the substitute standard is consistent with Chapter 13 of the TRPA Code.
Extension of Town Center Overlay to Incorporate 1117 Bonanza Avenue
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan also proposes to extend the Tahoe Valley Area Plan boundary and the TRPA
Town Center Overlay boundary to incorporate APN 032-141-18 (1117 Bonanza Avenue) for the purposes
of developing affordable multi-family housing (see Figure 3). The parcel is approximately 0.95 acres in
size, privately owned, vacant parcel that is located adjacent to the Town Center Gateway District and
within 300 feet of the Town Center Core District. The parcel is currently zoned residential, thus this
proposed expansion is inconsistent with the TRPA Conceptual Land Use Map and would require an
amendment to the Regional Plan.

Pursuant to Chapter 13 of the TRPA Code (Section 13.5.3.G), modifications to a Town Center Overlay
boundary to incorporate an undeveloped parcel are permitted if they comply with the following:
1. At least three sides of the parcel to be included are adjacent to developed parcels.

MARCH 16, 2015

T AHO E VALLEY AREA PL AN

PAG E 1 67

INITIAL STUDY/ MITIGATGED NEGATIVE DECLARATION/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST/FONSE

2. Properties included in a Town Center are less than ¼ mile from existing commercial and Public
Service uses.
3. Properties included in a Town Center shall encourage and facilitate the use of existing or planned
transit stops and transit system.
APN 032-141-18 is surrounded by development on at least three sides. An existing motel is located to the
east, and to the south and west are existing single-family residential uses. To the north is a vacant parcel
owned by the California Tahoe Conservancy that is located in the TRPA Town Center Overlay district
and is designated as open space to be used for stormwater retention purposes and the construction of a
proposed Class I bike path (see Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Figure 13, Transportation and Circulation
Improvements). APN 032-141-18 is located directly adjacent to the proposed Town Center Gateway
District and is less than ¼ mile from the commercial center at the “Y” intersection and the “Y” transit
station and within 100 feet of the proposed Class I trail that is located on the CTC parcel that links the
Bonanza neighborhood to the proposed Tahoe Valley Greenbelt. The proposed modification is consistent
with Regional Plan and General Plan land use and housing policies to create additional housing choices in
the Tahoe Valley area, and to locate future growth in Town Centers and within close proximity to
commercial uses, public services, employment centers, transit service, and bike and pedestrian
infrastructure. Development of any future multi-family housing would be subject to TRPA’s growth
management system requiring the allocation of residential bonus units. Based on a parcel size of 0.54
acres, the maximum potential development is 14 units. TRPA has approximately 1,400 residential bonus
units available for the development of multi-family housing, thus no significant impact is expected to the
growth management system as a result of incorporating APN 032-141-18 into the Town Center Overlay
District. Moreover, the development of multi-family housing within close proximity to a service and
employment center is consistent with existing land use and sustainability policies and strategies to reduce
vehicle miles travelled, daily vehicle trips ends, and greenhouse gas emissions.
The incorporation of APN 032-141-18 into the TRPA Town Center Overlay would not have a significant
effect. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
105.
Would the Project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan? (CEQA Xc)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan does not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan because no such plans exist for the project area. Thus, there would be no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
106.
Will the Project include uses which are not listed as permissible uses in the applicable Plan
Area Statement, adopted Community Plan, or Master Plan? (TRPA 8a)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan proposes modifications to the land use mix of the Plan Area Statement to
improve the concentration and the mixing of commercial, tourist and residential uses. These adjustments
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to the permissible use list would result in permitting uses that are currently prohibited in portions of the
Tahoe Valley plan area. The following modifications are proposed (see Appendix B
1. Single-family dwellings would be permitted in the Town Center and the Gateway Districts.
2. Threshold related facilities would be permitted in the Town Center, Gateway, Neighborhood
Professional, and Commercial Mixed-use Service Districts.
3. Recycling and scrap would be permitted in the Commercial Mixed-Use Service District.
The modifications promote a land use pattern that allows for residential uses in close proximity to
commercial and employment centers and the mixing of residential, commercial, and tourist uses to
promote live/work units as part of a mixed-use project, thus increasing housing options in the Tahoe
Valley plan area and providing opportunities to live near potential employers and services.
The modifications to the uses are intended to make the Tahoe Valley Area Plan consistent with the types
of uses envisioned for areas designated as “Mixed-Use” by the TRPA Regional Plan and “Town Center”
by the City General Plan. Areas with these designations are intended to provide a mix of commercial,
public services, light industrial, office, and residential uses in a concentrated, higher density land use
pattern for public convenience, and enhanced sustainability. The proposed uses are consistent with the
types of uses envisioned for these areas, thus would not result in any land use incapability. The expansion
of the applicability of some uses to other areas of the Tahoe Valley plan area is not expected to have any
significant impact because the proposed uses would be consistent with the uses envisioned in the
Regional Plan and General Plan designated Town Centers.
The more concentrated land use pattern is expected to reduce automobile reliance, reduce emissions, and
increase feasibility of transit, decrease environmental impacts, and increase the availability of housing in
close proximity to employment and commercial service. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan includes provisions
to concentrate development in the Town Center which would result in greater opportunity for alternative
transportation options, reduced VMT, reduce air pollutant emissions, increase preservation and restoration
of open space as a result of transfer of development. Furthermore, any subsequent projects allowed within
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be subject to permitting by the City and/or TRPA. Consistent with
existing conditions, permit applicants would be required to demonstrate that any proposed project would
not have a significant effect on the environment including but not limited to traffic, land coverage, scenic
resources, air quality, water quality, etc. Thus this impact is considered less than significant.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan also proposes adjustment to the land use mix in the Town Center
Neighborhood Professional District to allow single-family dwelling units to have secondary units. This
provision would be applicable for all parcels, including those that are less than one acre in size. The intent
of the policy is to provide increased housing choices in the town center that is within close proximity of
transit/bike routes, and employment, commercial and public service centers. The secondary units would
be limited to the Neighborhood Professional District where single-family dwellings are allowed as a
special use. The existing land use pattern is primarily residential in nature with some healthcare and
professional office uses interspersed in the district. The majority of uses in the Town Center
Neighborhood Professional are single-family residential units and multi-family residential units, thus
development of secondary units would not cause an incompatible land use. An analysis of the district
indicates that approximately 53 parcels would be eligible to add a secondary unit. Of that total, 8 are
currently vacant. The secondary units would continue to be subject to TRPA’s growth management and
allocation system, transfer of existing units of use, development rights, or bonus units would be required
to construct the secondary unit. To develop all the parcels with secondary units would require the transfer
of either 53 residential units of use, or the transfer of 53 development rights and the assignment of 53
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allocations, or 53 residential bonus units, or a combination thereof. Because the development of
secondary units would require the transfer of units and/or development rights that would likely come from
adjacent residential plan areas, the resulting affect is a potential reduction in vehicle miles traveled
(VMT), depending on where the units come from, and potential reduction in daily vehicle trip ends.
Because the secondary units will be located in close proximity to existing transit routes, existing and
planned bicycling facilities, and employment, commercial and public service centers the allowance of
secondary units is consistent with Regional Plan land use policies and General Plan land use and housing
policies encouraging the location of residential units within town centers and within close proximity of
existing infrastructure. All secondary units would be required to adhere to City building and design
standards for parking, setbacks, and noise attenuation to ensure land use compatibility. Thus, this impact
would be less than significant.
Additionally, the Design Standards (draft Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Exhibit C, p. C-17) provide
requirements for secondary units on lots less than an acre in size in the Town Center Neighborhood
Professional District, as follows:


The unit is not intended for sale and may be rented for residential uses only.



The lot contains an existing single-family dwelling.



The second unit is either attached to the existing dwelling and located within the living area of the
existing dwelling or detached from the existing dwelling and located on the same lot as the
existing dwelling.



The total area of floor space for a secondary unit shall not exceed 640 square feet.



One covered or uncovered parking is required for the secondary unit.



Height, building setbacks, minimum lot size, architectural review and other zoning requirements
generally applicable to residential construction in the zone in which the property is located shall
apply.



Secondary units shall have the colors, materials and textures and architecture similar to the main
dwelling unit.



A secondary unit shall be considered a residential unit subject to TRPA’s residential allocation
limitations and transfer provisions.



A secondary unit shall be subject to the land coverage and Best Management Provisions of the
TRPA Code.

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
107.

Will the Project expand or intensify an existing non-conforming use? (TRPA 8b)

The Commercial Mixed-Use Services District currently contains a number of single family and multiresidential units that are non-conforming uses in this district. Consistent with the policies of the Regional
Plan and General Plan, promoting the concentration and mixing of uses, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
would amend the permissible use list to allow residential uses (single family, multi-family, employee
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housing, and multi-person dwelling) in the district. Single-family dwelling units would be limited to
mixed-use projects where the dwelling is associated with a commercial or light industrial use(s) on the
site. Standalone single-family residential units would continue to be prohibited and those existing would
continue to be non-conforming in the district. It is expected that existing standalone single-family
residential units would be phased out over time as applications for expansion and reconstruction would
not be consistent with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan provisions and would therefore not be approved.
While the Tahoe Valley Area Plan does not include any specific provision for the removal or phase out of
standalone residential units within the district, it is expected that the number of residential units within the
Commercial Mixed-Use Service District will decrease over time, ultimately reducing the number of
existing nonconforming uses located in that area.
The changes to the permissible use list would make existing multi-family dwellings a conforming use and
allow for new residential uses (i.e., employee housing and multi-person dwelling) and allow for their
expansion and intensification of use. However, as discussed above, the adjustment to the land use mix is
in line with the policies of the Regional Plan and General Plan, promoting the concentration of and
mixing of uses within close proximity to service and employment centers such as Tahoe Valley. The
proposed land use changes promote the concentration of multi-residential uses and single-family
live/work units within close proximity to the town center, thus reducing the need for vehicle trips and
reducing air pollutant emissions. Development of residential units would continue to be subject to the
TRPA growth management and allocation system and must meet the requirements of the City building
and design standards for parking, setbacks and noise attenuation. Therefore, this impact would be less
than significant.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan modifications will bring existing non-conforming uses into conformance
such as the recycling and scrap and amusement and recreation uses. Both uses currently exist in the
Commercial Mixed-Use District and these type of uses do not conflict with the overall existing industrial
type land uses that currently exist within the Commercial Mixed-Use District. Intensification of these
types of uses is consistent with the overall land use theme to allow for and continue growth of light
industrial uses in the Tahoe Valley plan area. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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6.4.13 Mineral Resources (CEQA) and Natural Resources (TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to mineral resources and natural resources. Table
30 identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are
required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 30: Mineral Resources and Natural Resources

CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

X

109. Result in the loss of
availability of a locallyimportant mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a
local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?
(CEQA XIb)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

110. A substantial increase in the
rate of use of any natural
resources? (TRPA 9a)

X

111. Substantial depletion of any
non-renewable natural
resource? (TRPA 9b)

X

108.
Would the Project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would
be of value to the region and the residents of the state? (CEQA XIa)
There are no mapped mineral resources within the Tahoe Valley plan area, nor does the City General
Plan, nor any specific plan or other plan, such as the TRPA Regional Plan and Plan Area Statement,
identify any sites within the Tahoe Valley plan area as an important mineral recovery site. Thus, there
would be no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
109.
Would the Project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? (CEQA XIb)
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See discussion and analysis for Question 108 above, concluding no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
110.
Will the Project result in a substantial increase in the rate of use of any natural resources?
(TRPA 9a)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis tiers from the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, 5-3.)
The use of natural resources, such as construction wood or metals, or gasoline would increase
incrementally as more commercial, tourist, and residential developments are constructed as envisioned in
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. The RPU EIS (TRPA 2012a, p. 5-3) acknowledged the potential increase in
the use of natural resources resulting from increased development and redevelopment within the Tahoe
Region, however any project permitted through the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be subject to project
level environmental review and site-specific mitigation measures if necessary. Therefore, any increase in
the rate of use of natural resources would not be substantial and would not be in quantities that would
result in a significant effect. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
111.
Will the Project result in a substantial depletion of any non-renewable natural resource?
(TRPA 9b)
Non-renewable natural resources such as gasoline and diesel would be consumed during the construction
of development projects; however, the potential for new development would be limited through
restrictions to TRPA regulated commodities (see project description) such as commercial floor area,
residential allocations and tourist accommodation units. Because construction would be limited and
would not require quantities of non- renewable resources beyond those of typical residential and
commercial construction, projects associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in
substantial depletion of any non-renewable natural resource. Thus, this impact would be less than
significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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6.4.14 Noise
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts related to noise. Table 31 identifies the applicable
impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to a
less than significant level.
Table 31
Noise
CEQA Environmental Checklist
Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

112. Exposure of persons to or generation
of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies? (CEQA
XIIa)

X

113. Exposure of persons to or generation
of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels? (CEQA
XIIb)

X

114. A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the Project
vicinity above levels existing without
the Project? (CEQA XIIc)

X

115. A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in
the Project vicinity above levels
existing without the Project? (CEQA
XIId)

X

116. 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? (CEQA XIIe)

X

117. 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? (CEQA XIIf)
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TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

118. Increases in existing Community
Noise Equivalency Levels (CNEL)
beyond those permitted in the
applicable Plan Area Statement,
Community Plan or Master Plan?
(TRPA 6a)

X

119. Exposure of people to severe noise
levels? (TRPA 6b)

X

120. Single event noise levels greater than
those set forth in the TRPA Noise
Environmental Threshold? (TRPA
6c)

X

112.
Would the Project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies? (CEQA XIIa)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the General Plan Update, and therefore the analysis
is tiered from and is consistent with the General Plan EIR. (CSLT 2010, Chapter 4.6.)
The potential for noise conflicts from development, including construction of additional residential,
commercial floor area, industrial facilities, recreational facilities, and infrastructure such as roadway
improvements, water and sewer lines that is expected to occur under the proposed Tahoe Valley Area
Plan, includes conflicts as a result of adjacent land uses and their operational aspects. The Tahoe Valley
Area Plan address these conflicts through the land use designation, zoning identification, and
development standard process, however, the potential exists for some development allowed under current
land use designations and zoning to have operational aspects that could create noise impacts on other
adjacent land uses. Thus, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan incorporates noise protection policies to maintain
the CNEL standards, to mitigate new transportation noise sources, to require acoustical analysis during
project review, to mitigate ground-borne vibration, and to ensure land use compatibility through
appropriate site design. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan noise policies are:


Poly HNS-2.1, Maximum Community Noise Equivalent Level



Policy HNS-2.2, Transportation Noise



Policy HNS-2.3, Project Review



Policy HNS-2.4, Construction Noise



Policy HNS-2.5, Land Use Compatibility

In addition, this potential effect is the same as that analyzed in the City General Plan DEIR (CSLT 2010,
p. 4.6-24 to 4.6-27) in Impact 4.6.1, and therefore this analysis tiers from and is consistent with the DEIR.
The DEIR concluded that application of the General Plan (CSLT 2011a, p. HS-9 through HS-13) noise
policies was adequate to mitigate any potential noise impacts. The City’s noise policies provide expanded
protection for ambient conditions, which are designed toward eliminating land use conflicts with respect
to noise. Policies include specific numeric noise level standards for new projects affected by or including
both transportation and non-transportation noise sources, as well as guidance in evaluating noise impacts
and for identification of noise mitigation measures. The applicable General Plan noise policies are:
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HS-8.1, Annoying and Excessive Non-Transportation Noise Protection



HS-8.2, Annoying and Excessive Non-Transportation Noise Mitigation



HS-8.3, Overall Background Noise Mitigation



HS-8.4, Annoying and Excessive Transportation Noise Protection



HS-8.5, New Transportation Noise Source Mitigation



HS-8.6, Acoustical Analysis Preparation



HS-8.7, California State Building Code Title 24 Consistency



HS-8.8, Lake Tahoe Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan Compliance



HS-8.9, Airport Noise Mitigation for Adjacent Residential Projects



HS-8.10, Airport Noise Level Compatibility

It should also be noted that existing noise standards set forth in Chapter 68 of the TRPA Code of
Ordinances are applicable to any future development in the Tahoe Valley area. Thus, application of the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan and General Plan noise policies and Chapter 68 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
113.
Would the Project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels? (CEQA XIIb)
The effects of ground-borne vibration can vary from no perceptible effects at the lowest levels, low
rumbling sounds and detectable vibrations at moderate levels, and slight damage to nearby structures at
the highest levels. At the highest levels of vibration, damage to structures is primarily architectural (e.g.,
loosening and cracking of plaster or stucco coatings) and rarely results in structural damage. The effects
of ground-borne vibration are influenced by the duration of the vibration and the distance from the
vibration source.
There are no federal, state, or local regulatory standards for vibration. However, various criteria have
been established to assist in the evaluation of vibration impacts. For instance, Caltrans has developed
vibration criteria based on human perception and structural damage risks. For most structures, Caltrans
considers a peak-particle velocity (ppv) threshold of 0.2 inches per second (in/sec) to be the level at which
architectural damage (i.e., minor cracking of plaster walls and ceilings) to normal structures may occur.
Below 0.10 in/sec there is “virtually no risk of ‘architectural’ damage to normal buildings.” Damage to
historic or ancient buildings could occur at levels of 0.08 in/sec ppv. In terms of human annoyance,
continuous vibrations in excess of 0.1 in/sec ppv are identified by Caltrans as the minimum level
perceptible for ground-borne vibration. Short periods of ground-borne vibration in excess of 0.2 in/sec
ppv can be expected to result in increased levels of annoyance to people in buildings (Caltrans, 2002).
Construction activities are expected to continue to occur within the Tahoe Valley plan area resulting in
ground-borne vibration. However, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan incorporates Policy HNS-2.4 requiring an
analysis of potential vibration impact be conducted for all construction activities that include impact
equipment and activities such as pile driving, soil compaction, or vibratory hammers that occur within
200 feet of existing structures. The analysis will address the potential for adverse vibration levels based
on the criteria contained in Table 32 below. The City will ensure that construction operations are
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designed to avoid or mitigate for vibrations above 0.02 in/second (0.5 mm/second). Thus, this impact is
less than significant.

Table 32
Effects of Vibration on People and Buildings
Peak Particle Peak Particle
Velocity
mm/second
inches/second

Velocity Human Reaction

Effect on Buildings

0 -.006

0.15

Imperceptible by people

0..6 - .02

0.5

Range of
perception

0.8

2.0

Vibrations
perceptible

0.1

2.54

Level at which continuous Virtually no risk
vibrations begin to annoy architectural damage
people
normal buildings

0.2

5.0

Vibrations annoying
people and buildings

1.0

25.4

Architectural damage

2.0

50.45

Structural
damage
residential buildings

to

6.0

151.0

Structural
damage
commercial buildings

to

threshold

Vibrations unlikely to cause
damage of any type
of Vibrations unlikely to cause
damage of any type

clearly Recommended upper level
of which ruins and ancient
monuments
should
be
subjected
of
to

to Threshold at which there is
a risk of architectural
damage to normal dwellings

Source: Caltrans, 1976
It should also be noted that TRPA Standard Conditions of Approval for Grading Projects and Standard
Conditions of Approval for Residential Projects require projects to utilize sonic pile driving wherever
feasible, and pre-drill pile driving holes to the extent feasible when approved by a design engineer.
Future projects are subject to Policy HSN-2.4 and TRPA standard conditions of approval to reduce
ground-borne vibration; thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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114.
Would the Project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project? (CEQA XIIc)
See discussion and analysis for Question 112 above, concluding that this impact would be less than
significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
115.
Would the Project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project? (CEQA XIId)
See discussion and analysis for Question 112 above, concluding that this impact would be less than
significant..
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant.
Required Mitigation: None
116.
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? (CEQA XIIe)
Helicopter Noise Associated with Barton Hospital
Helicopter noise occurs due to emergency operations associated with the day-to-day operations of Barton
Hospital. Section 68.9 (Exemptions to Noise Limitations) in Chapter 68 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances
provides exemptions from noise limitations for activities associated with emergency work to protect life
or property. In addition, the project does not result in an increase in these noise levels when compared to
CEQA standards.
Table 33
Significance of Changes in Noise Exposure (Based Upon CEQA)
Ambient Noise Level Without Project, CNEL/Ldn

Increase Required for Significant Impact

<60 dB

+5.0 dB or more

60-65 dB

+3.0 dB or more

>65 dB
Source: Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON)

+1.5 dB or more

Lake Tahoe Airport
Pursuant to the City Code Chapter 2.65.100, the Lake Tahoe Airport is closed to all operations between
the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m., except for emergency and mercy flights, military and government
owned aircraft, and aircraft operations that will not result in a Single Event Noise Exposure Level reading
exceeding 77.1. Thus, no nighttime noise impacts are expected from airport operations. In addition,
consistent with General Plan Policy HS-8.8, the City requires all projects located in the airport flight
safety overlay zone to comply with the Lake Tahoe Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan.
Concurrently, General Plan Policy HS 8.9 and City Code Chapter 6.55.200, requires all new residential
projects within the Lake Tahoe Airport’s 55 dB and 60 dB CNEL contours, as defined in the Lake Tahoe
Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, to be designed to limit intruding noise such that the interior noise
levels shall not exceed 45 dB CNEL in any habitable room. If the 45 dB CNEL standard is achieved with
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the windows and doors in the closed position, a mechanical air exchange will need to be provided as a
part of the project design. Future projects within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would also comply with the
General Plan and TRPA policies and standards, and so this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
117.
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? (CEQA XIIf)
The project area is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip and therefore does not expose people
working in the project area to excessive noise levels from aircrafts. Thus, there would be no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
118.
Would the Project result in increases in existing Community Noise Equivalency Levels
(CNEL) beyond those permitted in the applicable Plan Area Statement, Community Plan or Master
Plan? (TRPA 6a)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis tiers from and is consistent with the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.6-16 to 3.6-19.)
The potential for noise conflicts from development, including construction of additional residential,
commercial floor area, industrial facilities, recreational facilities, and infrastructure such as roadway
improvements, water and sewer lines that is expected to occur under the proposed Tahoe Valley Area
Plan, includes conflicts as a result of adjacent land uses and their operational aspects. The Tahoe Valley
Area Plan addresses these conflicts through the land use designation, zoning identification, and
development standard process, however, the potential exists for some development allowed under current
land use designations and zoning to have operational aspects that could create noise impacts on other
adjacent land uses. Thus, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan incorporates noise protection policies to maintain
the CNEL standards, to mitigate new transportation noise sources, to require acoustical analysis during
project review, to mitigate ground-borne vibration, and to ensure land use compatibility through
appropriate site design. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan noise policies are:


Poly HNS-2.1, Maximum Community Noise Equivalent Level



Policy HNS-2.2, Transportation Noise



Policy HNS-2.3, Project Review



Policy HNS-2.4, Construction Noise



Policy HNS-2.5, Land Use Compatibility

In addition, this potential effect is the same as that analyzed in the City General Plan DEIR (CSLT 2010,
pp. 4.6-24 to 4.6-27) in Impact 4.6.1, and therefore the General Plan DEIR discussion and analysis is
incorporated herein by reference. The General Plan DEIR concluded that application of the General Plan
(CSLT 2011a, p. HS-9 through HS-13) noise policies was adequate to mitigate any potential noise
impacts. The City’s noise policies provide expanded protection for ambient conditions, which are
designed toward eliminating land use conflicts with respect to noise. Policies include specific numeric
noise level standards for new projects affected by or including both transportation and non-transportation
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noise sources, as well as guidance in evaluating noise impacts and for identification of noise mitigation
measures. The applicable General Plan noise policies are:


HS-8.1, Annoying and Excessive Non-Transportation Noise Protection



HS-8.2, Annoying and Excessive Non-Transportation Noise Mitigation



HS-8.3, Overall Background Noise Mitigation



HS-8.4, Annoying and Excessive Transportation Noise Protection



HS-8.5, New Transportation Noise Source Mitigation



HS-8.6, Acoustical Analysis Preparation



HS-8.7, California State Building Code Title 24 Consistency



HS-8.8, Lake Tahoe Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan Compliance



HS-8.9, Airport Noise Mitigation for Adjacent Residential Projects



HS-8.10, Airport Noise Level Compatibility

It should also be noted that existing noise standards set forth in Chapter 68 of the TRPA Code of
Ordinances are applicable to any future development in the Tahoe Valley area. Thus, application of the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan and General Plan noise policies and Chapter 68 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
119.

Would the Project result in exposure of people to severe noise levels? (TRPA 6b)

This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis tiers from and is consistent with the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.6-11.)
Increased Traffic Noise
Based upon a comparison of Tables 34 and 35 the Tahoe Valley Area Plan will result in an increase in
traffic noise levels between 0 dB and 1 dB CNEL. This is not considered to be a significant increase in
noise levels under CEQA. Projects would be required to comply with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan CNEL
noise standards and policies to reduce excessive transportation noise levels and other provisions of
Chapter 68 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances including Section 68.8.3 that requires major roadway
projects on roadway segments that are not meeting CNEL standards to incorporate noise mitigating
design features. The requirement would be effective January 1, 2015, to provide time for completion of
targeted transportation noise study that is necessary to identify areas requiring mitigation. Furthermore, as
analyzed in Section 6.4.18, Transportation, the implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would
reduce region-wide vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by 10,702 below the region-wide modeled total of
1,932,441(see discussion and analyses for Question 142 below). In addition, planned improvements
associated with pedestrian, bicycling, and transit improvements are further expected to reduce vehicle
trips, thereby reducing overall noise levels associated with traffic. Thus, people would not be exposed to
severe noise levels.

Table 34
Predicted 2014 No Project and 2014 plus Proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan Traffic Noise Levels
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Traffic Noise Levels (CNEL, dB)

Roadway

Segment

Distance 2014 2014
+
No
(feet)
Project ALT 3

∆
Change

Distance to Noise Level Contours (feet)
2014 No Project
(CNEL, dB)

2014 + Proposed
Tahoe Valley Area
Plan (CNEL, dB)

65

60

55

65

60

55

Lake Tahoe
Blvd

SR 89/US 50 to Julie Lane

100

61

61

0

56

121

260

57

123

265

US 50

Lake Tahoe Blvd to 3rd Street

100

66

66

0

113

244

525

114

245

528

US 50

3rd St to Tahoe Keys Blvd

100

66

66

0

116

251

541

119

256

552

US 50

Tahoe Keys Blvd to River
Drive

100

66

67

1

126

271

584

128

275

592

SR 89

US 50 to 10th St

100

60

60

0

46

100

216

47

101

218

SR 89

US 50 to E St

100

64

64

0

81

173

374

81

175

377

3rd St

US 50 to Washington Ave

100

53

54

1

17

37

79

17

37

80

3rd St

US 50 to South Ave

100

50

51

1

10

22

48

12

25

54

Tahoe Keys
Blvd

US 50 to Eloise Ave

100

57

57

0

31

66

143

31

67

144

Tahoe Keys
Blvd

South of US 50 into Parking
Area

100

37

37

0

1

3

6

1

3

6

Distances to traffic noise contours are measured in feet from the centerlines of the Roadways.
Traffic noise levels do not account for shielding from existing noise barriers or intervening structures. Traffic noise levels may vary
depending on actual setback distances and localized shielding.
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. and JC Brennan & Associates
1
2
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Table 35
Predicted 2035 No Project and 2035 plus Proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan Traffic Noise Levels
Traffic Noise Levels (CNEL, dB)

Roadway

Segment

2035 +
Proposed
2035
Distance
∆
Tahoe
No
(feet)
Change
Project Valley
Area
Plan

Distance to Noise Level Contours (feet)
2035 No Project
(CNEL, dB)

2035 + Proposed
Tahoe Valley Area
Plan (CNEL, dB)

65

60

55

65

60

55

Lake Tahoe
Blvd

SR 89/US 50 to Julie Lane

100

62

62

0

65

139

300

66

141

305

US 50

Lake Tahoe Blvd to 3rd Street

100

66

66

0

123

264

569

123

266

573

US 50

3rd St to Tahoe Keys Blvd

100

67

67

0

126

271

584

128

276

595

US 50

Tahoe Keys Blvd to River
Drive

100

67

67

0

135

291

628

137

295

635

SR 89

US 50 to 10th St

100

60

60

0

48

104

223

49

105

226

SR 89

US 50 to E St

100

64

64

0

82

176

380

83

178

384

3rd St

US 50 to Washington Ave

100

53

54

1

17

37

79

17

37

80

3rd St

US 50 to South Ave

100

50

51

1

10

22

48

12

25

54

Tahoe Keys
Blvd

US 50 to Eloise Ave

100

57

57

0

31

68

145

31

68

146

Tahoe Keys
Blvd

South of US 50 into Parking
Area

100

37

37

0

1

3

6

1

3

6

Distances to traffic noise contours are measured in feet from the centerlines of the Roadways.
Traffic noise levels do not account for shielding from existing noise barriers or intervening structures. Traffic noise levels may vary
depending on actual setback distances and localized shielding.
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. and JC Brennan & Associates
1
2

Increased Noise from Additional Light Industrial, Public Service and Commercial Uses
The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan could include development of additional commercial or light
industrial uses that contain noise sources, but it is not expected to exceed the Tahoe Valley Area Plan’s
noise level standards of 55dB and 65dB. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan incorporates two noise protection
policies. Policy HNS-2.3 requires acoustical analysis as part of the environmental review process for
when noise-sensitive land uses are proposed, and Policy HNS-2.5 requires the incorporation of noise
reducing measures on a project specific basis. Such measure may include but are not limited to:


Construction of barriers, berms, and/or acoustical shielding;



Establishment of setbacks;



Noise reducing acoustical treatment; or



Use of building layout.

Additional policies in the General Plan would also be applicable to future development in the Tahoe
Valley plan area. General Plan Policy HS-8.1 requires that annoying and excessive non-transportation
noise not exceed the exterior noise level standards shown in Table HS-1 of the General Plan. In addition,
Policy HS-8.2 requires appropriate mitigation to be incorporated in a project’s design to achieve the noise
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standards. City site design standards also require projects (industrial and stationary sources) that may
potentially exceed a plan area noise standard to include a noise analysis as part of the environmental
review process and incorporate design features and self-monitoring components to ensure compliance
with noise standards.
Application of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan and General Plan policies would ensure that people would not
be exposed to severe noise levels.
Construction Noise
Construction activities are expected to occur within the Tahoe Valley plan area. Construction activities
associated with new development and redevelopment include site preparation (e.g., demolition, clearing,
excavation, grading), foundation work, paving, building construction, utility installation, finishing, and
cleanup. These activities typically involve the use of noise-generating equipment such as cranes,
excavators, dozers, graders, dump trucks, generators, backhoes, compactors, and loaders. Noise levels
associated with these types of equipment are typically between 70 and 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. In unique
circumstances, specialized construction equipment (such as pile drivers) or techniques (such as blasting)
that are inherently louder than typical construction equipment (typically between 94 and 101 dBA Lmax
at 50 feet) may be required. This noise increase would be of short duration and would likely occur
primarily during daytime hours. Construction noise impacts are not considered significant under CEQA if
the construction activity is temporary, the use of heavy equipment and noise activities is limited to
daytime hours, and all feasible noise abatement measures are used for noise-producing equipment. All
construction activities are not considered to be adverse noise sources as long as construction occurs
between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. pursuant to Chapter 68 Noise Limitations, of the TRPA
Code of Ordinances. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
120.
Will the Project result in single event noise levels greater than those set forth in the TRPA
Noise Environmental Threshold? (TRPA 6c)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis incorporates by reference the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, Chapter 3.6.)
Single-event noise standards are set for in Section 68.3.1 of the TRPA Code for aircraft, watercraft, motor
vehicles, motorcycles, off-road vehicles, and over-snow vehicles. The Regional Plan also sets forth single
event numerical standards as set forth in Table 36.

Table 36
TRPA Regional Plan
Single Event Numerical Standard – Threshold dBA (Maximum)
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Source

Overall

Aircraft

80
77.12

Less than 35
Mph

Greater than 35
MPH

Monitoring Distances

--

--

6,500m – start of takeoff roll
2,000m – runway threshold approach

--

--

6,500m – start of takeoff roll
2,000m – runway threshold approach

Watercrafts
1.

Pass-By Test

82 Lmax

-

-

50 ft. – engine at 3,000 rpm

2.

Shoreline Test

75 Lmax

-

-

3.

Stationary Test

Microphone 5 ft. above water, 2 ft, above
curve of shore, dock or platform. Watercraft in
Lake, no minimum distance.

88 dBA Lmax for
boats
manufactured
before January 1,
1993
90 dBA Lmax for
boats
manufactured
after January 1,
1993

-

-

--

76

82

50 ft.

--

82

86

50 ft.

Motorcycles

--

77

86

50 ft.

Off-road Vehicles

--

72

86

50 ft.

82

--

50 ft.

Motor Vehicles
Less than 6,000

GVW

Greater than 6,000 GVW

2

Snowmobiles
-Between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m.

Microphone 3.3 ft. from exhaust outlet – 5 ft.
above water

The TRPA Regional Plan Goals and Policies also contain applicable goals and policies in the Noise
Subelement, as described below:


Goal N-1: Single Event Noise Standards Shall Be Attained and Maintained. People can be
annoyed by a specific noise source. Thresholds have been adopted that apply to aircraft, boats,
motor vehicles, off-road vehicles, and snowmobiles to reduce impacts associated with single
noise events.



Policy N-1.1. Unless superseded by an update to the 1996 Airport Master Plan, an ordinance and
enforcement program shall permit only aircraft that meet the single event noise thresholds to use
the airport.



Policy N-1.2. Boats will only be allowed on Lake Tahoe if in compliance with the single-event
threshold.



Policy N-1.3. Motor vehicles and motorcycles shall comply with the appropriate noise thresholds.



Policy N-1.4. Off-road vehicle use is prohibited in the Lake Tahoe Region except on specified
roads, trails, or designated areas where the impacts can be mitigated.



Policy N-1.5. The use of snowmobiles will be restricted to designated areas.
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Policy N-1.6. Permit uses only if they are consistent with the noise standards. Noise mitigation
measures may be required on all structures containing uses that would otherwise adversely impact
the prescribed noise levels.

Development within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, could involve uses that include these types of motorized
vehicles. As is the case under existing conditions, new uses involving over-snow or other vehicles would
be required to meet the TRPA Code provisions pertaining to single-event noise. Thus, this impact would
be less than significant.
With respect to possible single event noise arising from construction, see discussion and analyses for
Questions 112, 113 and 118.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
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6.4.15 Population and Housing
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to population and housing. Table 37 identifies
the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to
reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 37
Population and Housing
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

121. Induce substantial population
growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
(CEQA XIIIa)

X

122. Displace substantial numbers
of existing housing,
necessitating the construction
of replacement housing
elsewhere? (CEQA XIIIb)

X

123. Displace substantial numbers
of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement
housing elsewhere? (CEQA
XIIIc)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No Impact

No

124. Alter the location, distribution,
density, or growth rate of the
human population planned for
the Region? (TRPA 11a)

X

125. Include or result in the
temporary or permanent
displacement of residents?
(TRPA 11b)

X

MARCH 16, 2015

T AHO E VALLEY AREA PL AN

PAG E 1 86

INITIAL STUDY/ MITIGATGED NEGATIVE DECLARATION/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST/FONSE

126. Affect existing housing, or
create a demand for additional
housing?
To determine if the proposal
will affect existing housing or
create a demand for additional
housing, please answer the
following questions: (1) Will
the proposal decrease the
amount of housing in the
Tahoe Region? (2) Will the
proposal decrease the amount
of housing in the Tahoe
Region historically or
currently being rented at rates
affordable by lower and verylow-income households?
(TRPA 12a)

X

127. Will the proposal result in the
loss of housing for lowerincome and very-low-income
households? (TRPA 12b)

X

121.
Would the Project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)? (CEQA XIIIa)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan EIR and therefore this analysis
tiers from the General Plan EIR (CSLT 2010, p. 4.2-12).
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan may result in an increase in dwelling units and CFA within the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan as a result of demolition and construction of land uses. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan is
expected to result in 373 dwelling units (approximately 910 new residents) as well as 102,000 square feet
of CFA transferred to the Tahoe Valley Area Plan (approximately 204 full-time equivalent employees) by
the year 2034. The rate of growth is assumed to occur over 20 years as a result of residential allocations
assignments, bonus unit assignments, conversion of tourist accommodation units, and transfer of existing
development to the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. At build out, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would potentially
result in 97 affordable residential units and 276 market rate units. The 97 affordable units would require a
bonus unit assignment from TRPA which currently has 1,474 available through 2032. The 276 market
rate units would require a residential allocation which is within TRPA’s residential allocations limits of
2,600 allocations through the year 2032. Conversion of use and transfer of existing develop are not
considered additional growth by the TRPA Code of Ordinances.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would implement the mixed-use zoning concepts envisioned by the Regional
Plan and the General and analyzed in the RPU EIS (TRPA 2012a) and the General Plan EIR (CSLT 2010,
p. 4.2-12). The TRPA Regional Plan and the City General Plan would result in changes to the overall
density and distribution of the region’s population and gradually increase the density of the population
within centers such as the Tahoe Valley plan area and simultaneously phase out lower-density uses
outside these centers. Although this represents a change in the density and distribution of the region’s
population, such changes are not anticipated to result in environmental degradation. The transition to
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higher-density, compact, transit-oriented development is anticipated to reduce environmental impacts
associated with traffic (vehicle miles traveled), air quality, land disturbance, infrastructure expansion, and
other environmental issue areas and to provide opportunities for stream environment restoration and
improved water quality control facilities which would be beneficial. The proposed changes to land use
zoning and development patterns associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would bring the existing
PAS into alignment with the location, distribution and growth rate of the human population planned for
the region consistent with the TRPA Regional Plan and the City General Plan. Growth within the Tahoe
Valley plan area would continue to be constrained to that which is allowed by the growth management
system set forth in Chapter 50 of the TRPA Code. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
122.
Would the Project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? (CEQA XIIIb)
The Project does not displace housing or necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere
but rather incentivizes the transfer of existing residential uses located in sensitive land or distant from
community centers to transfer to community mixed-use centers. The intent of the plan is promote
residential uses within the mixed-use centers to promote walkability and feasibility of alternative
transportation options and adhere to statutory requirements of the Sustainable Communities Strategy to
reduce passenger vehicle-related greenhouse gas emission in California. Thus, this impact would be less
than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
123.
Would the Project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere? (CEQA XIIIc)
See discussions and analyses for Questions 121 and 122 above, concluding that this impact would be less
than significant..
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
124.
Will the Project alter the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the human
population planned for the Region? (TRPA 11a)
See discussions and analyses for Questions 121 and 122 above, concluding that this impact would be less
than significant..
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
125.
Will the Project include or result in the temporary or permanent displacement of residents?
(TRPA 11b)
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See discussions and analyses for Questions 121 and 122 above, concluding that this impact would be less
than significant..
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
126.

Will the Project affect existing housing, or create a demand for additional housing?

(1) Will the proposal decrease the amount of housing in the Tahoe Region? (2) Will the proposal
decrease the amount of housing in the Tahoe Region historically or currently being rented at rates
affordable by lower and very-low-income households? (TRPA 12a)
(1)

The vision for the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is a central destination that provides full services for
tourists and permanent residents. The potential development and redevelopment associated with
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is anticipated to create an increase in temporary and permanent jobs,
which would result in a commensurate increase in the demand for housing
The amount and timing of additional housing units within the Region and similarly the Tahoe
Valley plan area is limited by TRPA’s existing growth management provisions. The TRPA Code
provides incentives for the development of affordable and moderate-income housing, as discussed
below under Item 2. Also, the creation off workforce and affordable housing is a priority of the
City of South Lake Tahoe. The Housing Element of the City’s General Plan includes several
goals and actions related to increasing housing opportunities within the City, including affordable
housing units at Lake Tahoe (Goal HE-1 and Goal HE-2, CLST 2011). The City has programs in
place to facilitate housing including reserving one-third of its annual allocation for multiresidential projects, collaborating with TRPA to convert illegal mother-in-law units to legal units
of use, and when funding is available supporting the First-Time Homebuyer and ModerateIncome Homebuyers Programs. The City will also collaborate with TRPA and other local
jurisdictions on the development of a regional housing needs assessment and implementing
policies that are called for in TRPA’s Goals and Policies (TRPA, 2012d, p. A5-1).
Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in a decrease in the amount of
housing available in the Tahoe Region.

(2)

This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and
therefore tiers from the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, 3.12-8 to 3.12-13.)
The Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) is mandated by State Housing Law as part of
the periodic process of updating local housing elements of the General Plan. The RHNA
quantifies the need for housing within each jurisdiction during specified planning periods. The
total RHNA allocation for the projection period from January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013 was a total
of 218 units from very low to above moderate units (CSLT 2011, p. HE-53). The City met its
obligation of 291 units for the 2006-2013 projection period. The total RHNA allocation for the
June 2014-June 2022 projection period is 336 units. The City has provided 95 units towards the
RHNA obligation so far this period. The City recently adopted (June 2014) an updated Housing
Element to provide direction on addressing housing issues and the RHNA allocation. .
Additionally, Regional Plan Policy HS-1.2 requires local governments to assume their “fair
share” of the responsibility to provide low and very low income housing. The TRPA Code also
provides incentives for the development of affordable and moderate income housing, including
increased density (Section 31.4.1 of the TRPA Code), height (Section 37.5.5 of the TRPA Code),
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and exemption from residential allocation requirements (Section 52.3.4 of the TRPA Code).
Finally, in accordance with Regional Plan Goal HS-3 and Policy HS-3.1 (TRPA 2012d), TRPA is
required to develop and implement a Regional Housing Needs Program. The Housing Needs
Program will evaluate progress towards the adopted housing goals and recommend policy and
ordinance changes necessary to achieve those goals. Changes may include, but are not limited to,
the conversion of residential allocations to bonus units that would be available only for the
construction of affordable and/or moderate-income housing, the creation of new bonus units for
affordable housing and modification of development standards to promote housing affordability.
Additionally, the following Policies in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan will promote housing
affordability:
Policy LU-2.11 designates the Tahoe Valley as a primary area in the City for resident-serving
commercial uses, workforce housing and affordable housing. Furthermore, the policy encourages
transforming the area into a contemporary, pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use, commercial service
district served by a transit center and alternate transportation opportunities.
Policy LU-5.1 – Town Center Core Create a compact, mixed-use, vibrant Town Center Core
district focused on the “Y” intersection that includes resident-serving commercial uses, retail and
entertainment uses, and workforce and affordable housing.
Policy H-1.1 – Housing Options Provide for a range of housing options that include affordable,
moderate-income, and workforce housing so that people can live and work in the City.
Policy H-1.7 – Tahoe Livable Communities Program Collaborate and support efforts of the
California Tahoe Conservancy to remove blighted properties and repurpose associated
development commodities. Encourage the use of residential commodities for affordable housing
in Tahoe Valley area.
Policy H-1.8 – Regional Housing Needs Assessment Collaborate with TRPA on the Regional
Housing Needs Assessment to develop updated policies and implementation strategies to remove
barriers and facilitate the development of affordable housing. Regional housing policies and
programs should complement and not conflict with or duplicate state or local housing policies and
programs.
For these reasons implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan and other housing programs
implemented on a regional scale is likely to increase the number of affordable units within the
Tahoe region.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
127.
Will the Project result in the loss of housing for lower-income and very-low-income
households? (TRPA 12b)
See discussion and analysis for Question 126 above, concluding that this impact would be less than
significant..
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
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Required Mitigation: None.
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6.4.16 Public Services
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to public services. Table 38 identifies the
applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 38
Public Services
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

X

Police protection?

X

Schools?

X

Parks?

X

Other public facilities? (CEQA
XIVa)
TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

X
Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

Will the proposal have an
unplanned effect upon, or result in
a need for new or altered
governmental services in any of the
following areas?
129. Fire protection? (TRPA 14a)

X

130. Police protection? (TRPA
14b)
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131. Schools? (TRPA 14c)

X

132. Parks or other recreational
facilities? (TRPA 14d)

X

133. Maintenance of public
facilities, including roads?
(TRPA 14e)

X

134. Other governmental services?
(TRPA 14f)

X

128.
Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any
of the public services: Fire protection? Police protection? Schools? Parks? Other public facilities?
(CEQA XIVa)
Schools
The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan could result in 373 additional dwelling units, generating
approximately 126 new students. As described above, the Lake Tahoe Unified School District has been
experiencing a drop in student enrollment of 34 percent over 19 years. However, the trend was reversed
for the 2013/2014 school year, but is still well below the highest enrollment in 1996/97. As such, it is
expected that any additional students generated as a result of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan will be
adequately served by existing educational facilities in the City, several of which are located in close
proximity to the Tahoe Valley plan area. As the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not require the provision
of new or updated schools to serve students generated in Tahoe Valley plan area, there would not be an
adverse impact to schools.
Police Services
Police service in the Tahoe Valley plan area is provided by the City of South Lake Tahoe Police
Department. The South Lake Tahoe Police Department has a jurisdictional area of approximately 13
square miles, five of which include waters of Lake Tahoe. The department is located at 1352 Johnson
Boulevard and currently has 33 full-time officers with 4 vacancies that are in the process of being filled.
Of the 33 officers, five are Sergeants and two are Lieutenants. (Email Comm.; Lt. David Stevenson,
12/8/2014.)
As of 2014, the current staffing level at the South Lake Tahoe Police Department is approximately 1.6
officers per 1,000 residents, based on a Census population of 21,286 (this does not take into consideration
transient visitors to the area). According to U.S. Bureau of Justice statistics (2008), Municipal and
township police departments employed an average of 2.3 full-time officers per 1,000 residents.
Dispatch service is provided by the Operations Division of the police department. The dispatch center
logs when a call is made to report a crime, when an officer is dispatched, when the officer arrives at the
scene, and when the officer leaves the scene. An analysis of the of the dispatch logs indicates that the
average response time for all calls (emergency and non-emergency) is approximately 9 minutes.
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Fire Protection Services
The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in an increase in dwelling units and CFA within the
Tahoe Valley plan area, resulting in an increased need for fire and emergency response. This impact
would be potentially significant.
The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan could potentially result in 373 additional dwelling units and
102,000 square feet of CFA within the plan area. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan incorporates supporting
policies to ensure that the increase in development potential will not cause an increase in demand for fire
and emergency response that would result in a significant impact. The following proposed policies related
to fire protection are incorporated in the Safety and Noise Section of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan:


Policy HNS-1.3 Fire Protection Require any new structure or any addition, alteration or repair,
to implement fire prevention techniques consistent with the current California Building and Fire
Codes in order to obtain a building permit.



Policy HNS-1.4 – Defensible Space and Fire-Safe Landscaping Require property owners to
maintain defensible space through annual landscape maintenance, including the removal of
dead/dying material and pruning/thinning of flammable vegetation. Ensure that landscape plans
for new and rehabilitated structures conform to defensible space requirements of Section 4291 of
the California Public Resources Code.



Policy HNS-1.6 – Water Lines Require all public water providers to maintain adequate water
supply systems and flows to meet fire suppression needs throughout the City.



Policy HNS-1.7 – Minimum Fire Flow Requirements Require that all new construction meet
the minimum fire flow requirements as set forth in the current California Building and Fire
Codes.



Policy HNS-1.8 – Healthcare Campus District Collaborate with Barton Healthcare System to
ensure adequate access is provided for emergency vehicles in any new construction or
reconstruction of facilities in the Healthcare District.

In addition to the proposed policies of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan listed above, the City has adopted
policy provisions in the General Plan (CSLT 2011, p. PQP-9) and fire protection standards in Title 5 of
the City Code to ensure adequate fire protection services in the future. These provisions include
maintaining adequate staffing levels, maintaining appropriate response times, requiring projects to install
fire resistant materials and interior sprinklers, incorporating fire safe landscaping and defensible space in
all remodeled and new construction. Taken together with compliance with the California Fire Code, these
existing provisions would help prevent and minimize the occurrence of fires. Prior to any project
approval, the South Lake Tahoe Fire Department is consulted during project review to ensure that any
subsequent project would not adversely affect the Fire Department’s ability to provide fire and emergency
response to a project within the Tahoe Valley plan area as a whole. The development within the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan would concentrate development or commodities, including residential units of use, that
could already be constructed in the City in a single area, thereby resulting in a gross, but not net, increase
in population. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan also proposes economic redevelopment that would increase
the property tax base and sales tax, thereby increasing City revenues available to pay for added services,
including additional fire personnel officer. Added equipment facilities could result in an impact that is
potentially significant requiring mitigation.
Mitigation Measures
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To ensure added facilities and equipment are provided for an expanded population base, the following
mitigation measure is required for Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
Mitigation Measure HNS-1: Conduct an AB 1600 Nexus Study and adopt Development Impact Fees to
charge new development for the impacts on capital facilities in the City.
Significance after Mitigation
Because new development would be required to pay its fair share for impacts to capital facilities,
implementation of Mitigation Measure HNS-1 would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Fire Flow
Water infrastructure located within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan may not support adequate fire flow to
serve the needs of the South Lake Tahoe Fire Department. However, implementation of General Plan,
Municipal Code, California Fire Code protection policies and standards, and Tahoe Valley Area Plan
Health and Safety Policy HSN-1.3 would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
According to Lukins Brothers Water Company (Lukins) Water System Rehabilitation and Replacement
Design Report, adopted in 20009 (per comm: Jennifer Lukins, 3/10/2015), the water purveyor for the
northwest portion of the Tahoe Valley plan area, some of the water lines underlying the Tahoe Valley
plan area are smaller than eight inches in diameter, generally considered the minimum required to provide
adequate fire flow to hydrants and risers. In the case of a significant fire event, adequate flow may not be
maintained to firefighters responding to the blaze. Older, smaller diameter lines (e.g., 4 inches) within the
Tahoe Valley plan area will require update in order to adequately provide fire flow to the area.
The Lukins system rehabilitation report identifies needed improvements and recommended eleven
construction phases to bring the water system up to current fire flow standards. Phase 1 of the waterline
replacement was completed in the spring of 2014 and involved the installation of a 12-inch main along
12th Street, the installation of fire hydrants, and upgrading residential service connection to 1-inch pipes to
accommodate fire sprinkler requirements (Lukins 2014.)
Although the Lukins system is not completely upgraded at this time, the requirement of existing policies
and standards of the General Plan, City Municipal Building Code, Tahoe Valley Area Plan, and the
California Fire Code, which requires all new construction meet the minimum fire flow requirements,
installation of sprinklers and fire resistance materials, and incorporation of fire safe landscaping and
defensible space, would help prevent and minimize the occurrence of fires. Implementation of these
measures reflects the SLTFD’s orientation toward preventing structural fires by incorporating these
measures in projects, thus reducing the likelihood of a fire and reducing the need for additional staffing.
See discussion and analysis in Question 132 below for parks and recreation impacts.
With respect to other public facilities, the City has facilities located throughout the City of South Lake
Tahoe, which are used for various purposes including social gathering and recreation uses. However,
within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan there are no city-owned recreational facilities.
Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan may result in increased demand for community facilities
and services as well as a need for new or physically altered governmental facilities. However, the changes
in demand to community services and facilities are not expected to result in substantial effects to the
physical environment. However, as with other projects developed within the Tahoe Valley plan area and
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consistent with existing conditions, environmental review of specific projects would be required to ensure
that physical impacts on the environment area fully mitigated.
Given current staffing levels, the proximity of existing police, fire, and emergency service facilities,
implementation of City General Plan policies to minimize fire risk and reduce demand, as well as
declining school enrollment, it is not anticipated that implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
would create a need to construct new facilities that, in turn, could require new or improved facilities, the
construction of which could result in adverse effects to the environment. However, as with other projects
developed within the Tahoe Valley plan area and consistent with existing conditions, environmental
review of specific projects would be required to ensure that staffing needs are identified and properly
mitigated.
Health Services
Barton Memorial Hospital has served the South Lake Tahoe community since 1963 as a regional medical
center. Since its inception, the hospital has been fully accredited by the Joint Commission on
Accreditation of Health Care Organizations and the State of California. Part of the Barton HealthCare
System, Barton Hospital, is South Lake Tahoe’s largest medical facility and largest employer (900
employees). The hospital and its associated medical clinics and emergency medical centers perform
approximately 3,180 surgeries (2,800 within the City limits and 380 outside the City limits) and 20,000
emergency visits per year (Lyn Barnett, per. comm. 4/17/2014).
The Barton HealthCare System facilities located within the Tahoe Valley plan area include:
Barton Memorial Hospital and Helicopter Landing Pad. Located at 2170 South Avenue, South Lake
Tahoe.
Barton Community Clinic. Located at 2201 South Avenue, South Lake Tahoe.
Barton Administrative Building. Located at 2155 South Avenue, South Lake Tahoe.
Tahoe Medical Offices. Located at 2169 South Avenue, South Lake Tahoe.
Barton Physician Offices. Located at 2175 South Avenue, South Lake Tahoe.
Barton Physician Offices. Located at 1139 Third Street, South Lake Tahoe
Barton Physician Offices. Located at 1090 Third Street, South Lake Tahoe.
Barton Laboratory. Located at 1067 Fourth Street, South Lake Tahoe.
Barton Offices. Located at 1111-1113 Emerald Bay Road, South Lake Tahoe.
Barton Offices. Located at 2092 Lake Tahoe Boulevard, South Lake Tahoe.
The following facility is outside of the Tahoe Valley plan area but still may serve residents and visitors to
the area:
Stateline Medical Center. Located at 155 Highway 50, Stateline, Nevada.
Lake Tahoe Surgery Center. Located at 212 Elks Point Road, Zephyr Cove, Nevada.
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Tahoe Orthopedics & Sports Medicine. Located at 212 Elks Point Road, Zephyr Cove, Nevada.
Adoption of the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan could result in development of 323 additional dwelling
units as well as 102,000 additional square feet of CFA, incrementally increasing demand for health
services in the Tahoe Valley plan area. Furthermore, the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan would
establish a Town Center Healthcare District east of the “Y” intersection. Establishment of this district
would allow for the consolidation of health services within the Tahoe Valley plan area and the City as a
whole, increasing convenience for users, providing adequate access through improvements to circulation
and pedestrian/bicycle facilities to and from the district, and other similar ancillary benefits of
consolidation. As health services-related land uses consolidate into the Town Center Healthcare District,
existing structures within the district would require update and, in some cases, reconstruction in order to
support those types of services. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan includes the following objective and policy
regarding Health Care District:


Policy LU-6.2 – Barton Hospital Campus Encourage Barton Healthcare to consolidate its
facilities within the Town Center Hospital Campus District (TC-HC). This district would provide
for healthcare services such as an orthopedic center, employee housing, temporary housing for
patients’ family members, and a parking garage. Encourage Barton Healthcare to prepare a
Campus Master Plan for the Town Center Healthcare District that provides a blueprint for future
development and redevelopment that connects existing and future facilities through an integrated
pedestrian and bike friendly system.



Policy LU-6.4 – Parking The Campus Master Plan should include an analysis of parking needs
in the Town Center Healthcare District and incorporate parking management strategies to
centralize and consolidate parking to create a “park-once” environment that is efficient,
convenient and accessible by all the facilities located within the district.



Policy ED-2.1 – Healthcare Encourage additional healthcare-related facilities to locate in the
Town Center Healthcare District.



Policy ED-2.2 – Barton Hospital Campus Master Plan Encourage and collaborate with
Barton Hospital to develop a Campus Master Plan for the Town Center Healthcare District that
promotes connectivity, walkability, and bikeability. (See also Policies LU-6.2 and LU-6.3.)



Policy ED-2.3 – Barton Hospital Incentives Provide flexibility for the Barton Hospital to
engage in public-private ventures. Upon adoption of a Campus Master Plan, healthcare services
in which Barton Hospital owns a majority interest and are located within the Town Center
Healthcare District will be considered public services provided by a non-profit organization, and
may be exempt from the requirements for CFA entitlements pursuant to TRPA Code Section
50.8.3.

Update of older structures and the construction of new health care facilities would result in typical
construction- and operational-related concerns of such uses. These effects include, but are not limited to,
air quality impacts from both construction and operation, traffic impacts related to greater vehicle trips,
biological and hydrological resources impacts (site dependent), and other similar effects of construction
and operation of new structures within the Tahoe Valley plan area. These effects are discussed in the
pertinent technical sections of this IS/IEC. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would increase demand but also
increase the effectiveness of health services, as well as potentially creating additional services within the
City. There is currently no application for the development of a healthcare Campus Master Plan as
generally described in LU-.6.2 above and such a development request would require subsequent project-
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level environmental review by the City and potentially TRPA if a proposed project creates more than
40,000 square feet of new floor area.
The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan could result in development of 323 additional dwelling units and
102,000 square feet of CFA, and thus an associated increase in demand for healthcare services within the
Tahoe Valley plan area. Additionally, as described above, the establishment of the Town Center
Healthcare District is expected to result in the update and/or development of health care-related structures
within the Tahoe Valley plan area. The reader is referred to Question 104 regarding proposed Policy ED2.2 that would exempt certain health care services from the requirements of CFA entitlements.
Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan will have a less than significant impact to governmental
services, except for impacts to capital facilities which will be reduced to a less than significant level by
the adoption of Mitigation Measure HNS-1.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HNS-1.
129.
Will the Project have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services: fire protection? (TRPA 14a)
See discussion and analysis for Question 128 above.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HNS-1.
130.
Will the Project have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services: police protection? (TRPA 14b)
See discussion and analysis for Question 128 above.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation.
Required Mitigation: MM HNS-1.
131.
Will the Project have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services: schools? (TRPA 14c)
See discussion and analysis for Question 128 above.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
132.
Will the Project have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services: parks or other recreational facilities? (TRPA 14d)
This effect was analyzed in the RPU EIS and therefore tiers from the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, Chapter
3.11.) This effect was also analyzed in the General Plan EIR, and this incorporates by reference the
analysis from the General Plan EIR. (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.14-9 to 4.14-9.)
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Within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan there are no City-owned or City-operated recreational facilities.
Informal recreational activities available within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan include dispersed recreation
activities, such as bicycling, running, jogging, walking, skateboarding, and in-line skating.
The City of South Lake Tahoe Parks and Recreation Department maintains the following facilities outside
of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Table 39 provides a list of these facilities along with their location and a
description of the amenities offered.
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Table 39
Parks and Recreation Facilities within City of South Lake Tahoe
Name

Address

Facilities

Recreation and Swim Pool Complex

1180 Rufus Allen Blvd.

Pool, weight room, multi-purpose
gym, BBQ, new outdoor
playground, sand volleyball court,
meeting and party room rentals,
adult, youth and teen programs,
snack bar, and swim shop.

Ice Arena

1176 Rufus Allen Blvd.

NHL size ice surface with public
skating, classes and hockey
programs. Café, video arcade, disc
sales, party room rentals, and pro
shop.

Campground by the Lake

1150 Rufus Allen Blvd.

Open April–October. Cabins,
group sites, hook ups.

Bijou Municipal Golf Course

3464 Fairway Ave. & Johnson
Blvd.

Open May–October. 9-hole
executive golf course with pro
shop, practice net, putting green,
snack bar and rentals.

South Lake Tahoe Recreation Area, El
Dorado Beach, Boat Ramp & Parking

On US 50 at Lakeview Ave.

Concessionaire, picnic and BBQ
areas. Boat ramp availability
depends on lake level.

Conolley Beach

Behind Timber Cove Lodge on
US 50

Public beach.

Lakeview Commons and El Dorado
Beach

On US 50 across from
Campground by the Lake

Public beach.

Regan Beach

½ mile west of El Dorado Beach
off Lakeview Avenue at
Sacramento Avenue
1201 Al Tahoe Blvd.

Public beach, playground,
volleyball court, concessions, and
restrooms.

South Lake Tahoe Community Play
Fields

1300 Al Tahoe Blvd.

110,000 sq. ft. synthetic turf multiuse play fields with warm-up area,
parking, and restrooms.

South Lake Tahoe Senior Center

3050 Lake Tahoe Blvd.

Explore Tahoe — An Urban Trailhead

4114 Lake Tahoe Blvd.

Facility with meeting rooms and
programs.
Tahoe Visitor’s Center.

Bijou Community Park

Group picnic shelters,
gazebo/bandstand, playground,
game court area, sand volleyball
courts, horseshoe pits, fitness trail,
27-hole disc golf course,
skateboard park (helmets and pads
required), and a central
concession/restroom building.

The Lake Tahoe Unified School District maintains South Tahoe High School (located east of the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan), which has tennis courts, ball fields, and a gymnasium, and Tahoe Valley Elementary
School (located north of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan), which has play areas. Forest lands managed by the
U.S. Forest Service located near the Tahoe Valley Area Plan provide opportunities for active and passive
outdoor recreation.
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In addition, bike and pedestrian trails have been incorporated in some of the open spaces within the Tahoe
Valley plan area providing connections to adjacent neighborhoods and to regional recreation amenities.
Further, the City General Plan incorporates policies designed to meet any increase in demand for
recreational opportunities. (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.14-9 to 4.14-9.)
Under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, it is assumed that approximately 374 new residential units will be
developed in the Tahoe Valley plan over the next 20 years. Using the City’s average household
population of 2.5 persons, this new development would increase the area’s population by about 683
persons. There would also be additional activity associated with the anticipated 102,000 square feet of
commercial floor area. However, this minimal growth potential is not expected to have an impact on
existing facilities. Moreover, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in the development of a new open
space greenbelt, and bike and pedestrian trails to serve the existing and future population of the Tahoe
Valley plan area. Therefore, a substantial increase in the use of the existing parks and recreational
facilities in the Tahoe Valley plan area and surrounding region is not anticipated based on the small
amount of anticipated growth and no substantial physical deterioration of these facilities would occur as a
result of implementing the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
133.
Will the Project have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services in maintenance of public facilities, including roads? (TRPA 14e)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise policies and practices pertaining to maintenance of
public facilities, including roads. The City General Plan, Public/Quasi-PublicFacilities and Services
Element (CSLT 2011, p. PQP-4) lists the following goal and policy:


Goal PQP-1.1 To ensure the timely maintenance, expansion, and upgrades of public facilities and
services for the entire community.



Policy PQP-1.5 The City shall require that new development pay it fair share of the cost of
providing new public services and/or the costs of expanding/upgrading existing facilities in
services impacted by new development.



Policy PQP-1.8 The City shall identify operations and maintenance costs and priorities for
existing infrastructure, and identify and develop a fair, equitable, and stable fiscal program to
finance the ongoing maintenance of infrastructure

Therefore, subsequent projects under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be required to pay all appropriate
fees associated with the maintenance of public facilities. Any subsequent projects proposed within the
Tahoe Valley plan area would be subject to permitting by City and/or TRPA. Consistent with existing
requirements, permit applicants would be required to demonstrate how any additional public maintenance
requirements would be accomplished. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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134.
Will the Project have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services in other governmental services? (TRPA 14f)
There are no other known governmental services that would be directly affected by development
associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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6.4.17 Recreation
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to recreation. Table 40 identifies the applicable
impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to a
less than significant level.
Table 40
Recreation
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

135. 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? (CEQA XVa)

X

136. Include recreational facilities
or require the construction or
expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the
environment? (CEQA XVa)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No Impact

No

137. Create additional demand for
recreation facilities? (TRPA
19a)

X

138. Create additional recreation
capacity? TRPA 19b)

X

139. Have the potential to create
conflicts between recreation
uses, either existing or
proposed? (TRPA 19c)

X

140. Result in a decrease or loss of
public access to any lake,
waterway, or public lands?
(TRPA 19d)

X

135.
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? (CEQA XVa)
See response to Question 132 above.
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As described above, there are currently no City-owned or City-operated parks or active recreational
facilities within the Tahoe Valley plan area; however, there are some recreational facilities provided at the
public schools adjacent to the Tahoe Valley plan area as well as informal recreational activities available
throughout the Tahoe Valley plan area including bicycling, running, jogging, walking, skateboarding, and
in-line skating. In addition, bike and pedestrian trails have been incorporated in some of the open spaces
within the Tahoe Valley plan area providing connections to adjacent neighborhoods and to regional
recreation amenities.
Under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, it is assumed that approximately 374 new residential units will be
developed in the Tahoe Valley plan over the next 20 years. Using the City’s average household
population of 2.5 persons, this new development would increase the area’s population by about 683
persons. There would also be additional activity associated with the anticipated 102,000 square feet of
commercial floor area. However, this minimal growth potential is not expected to have an impact on
existing facilities. Moreover, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would result in the development of a new open
space greenbelt, and bike and pedestrian trails to serve the existing and future population of the Tahoe
Valley plan area. Therefore, a substantial increase in the use of the existing parks and recreational
facilities in the Tahoe Valley plan area and surrounding region is not anticipated based on the small
amount of anticipated growth and no substantial physical deterioration of these facilities would occur as a
result of implementing the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
136.
Would the Project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? (CEQA
XVb)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan includes recreation goals, policies and implementation strategies that would
encourage the development of additional recreational improvements within the Tahoe Valley plan area.
These improvements include the following:


Creating additional public open spaces (limited or no development);



Constructing the Tahoe Valley Greenbelt (public open space with recreation access and recreation
amenities);



Encouraging public plazas and gathering spaces in commercial nodes;



Improving the safety, convenience and attractiveness of pedestrian facilities;



Constructing Class I bike paths, Class II bike lanes, and Class III bike routes linkages;



Improving bicycle route crossings at major streets, state highways and the “Y” intersection;



Improving the bike way-finding signage program; and
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Promoting the Town Center Core District as a recreation “hub” at Highway 50/89 intersection.

Environmental impacts of development and operation of these additional recreation amenities and
improvements cannot be directly quantified as none of these proposed improvements have been designed
and no specific proposals for construction of these improvements has been received by either TRPA or
the City. However, general impacts are expected to be largely similar to other construction expected
within the Tahoe Valley plan area (air quality impacts from both construction traffic/equipment; potential
soils impacts from grading and ground development as well as additional public use of open space; traffic
generated through maintenance and use of these amenities; etc.). The potential environmental effects of
constructing these recreational facilities are addressed as part of overall development of the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan throughout this document at a programmatic level and mitigation measures are provided where
necessary to minimize project impacts. In addition, each improvement would be subject to its own
environmental review at a project-specific level prior to construction. Implementation of the policies
contained in the proposed Area Plan and the mitigation measures identified herein, and the completion of
project-level environmental review for each improvement will reduce this impact to a less than
significant level.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
137.

Will the Project create additional demand for recreation facilities? (TRPA 19a)

See response to Question 132 above concluding that this impact would be less than significant..
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
138.

Will the Project create additional recreation capacity? (TRPA 19b)

See discussions and analyses in Questions 136 through 137 above that concludes that any potential new
demand that is created by development within the Tahoe Valley plan area is expected to be easily met.
Furthermore, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan also proposes policies and implementing strategies to enhance
public transit, biking and pedestrian linkages to recreation uses within and beyond the boundaries of the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan. By providing access to a wider range of public recreation opportunities within
and outside the boundary will limit the disproportional effect on any one recreation site or activity.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
139.
Will the Project have the potential to create conflicts between recreation uses, either
existing or proposed? (TRPA 19c)
Any projects permitted through the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be subject to subsequent project-level
environmental review and permitting. Goal R-5 of the Regional Plan specifically addresses
incompatibility of recreational uses and the associated system for regulating PAOTs (Section 50.9 of the
TRPA Code), which would preclude any conflicts between existing or proposed recreational uses (TRPA
2012d, pp. 5-7 and 5-8). Additionally, the potential for expanded land uses to create conflicts between
existing land uses was analyzed in Impact 3.11-2 of the RPU EIS (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.11-21) and was
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found to be less than significant due to the existing protections in the goals and policies of the Regional
Plan.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
140.
Will the Project result in a decrease or loss of public access to any lake, waterway, or public
lands? (TRPA 19d)
TRPA policy encourages the preservation and enhancement of the high-quality recreation experience
through the preservation of high-quality undeveloped shorezone and other natural areas and through the
provision of additional access to such areas. The Tahoe Valley plan area does not encompass any
shorezone. However, a portion of the Tahoe Valley plan area (18.9 acres) is already preserved as
publicly-owned open space.
The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan includes recreation goals and policies that would result in better
utilization of public land in the Tahoe Valley plan area for recommended recreation amenities and
provide for additional public open space amenities that are linked to adjacent neighborhoods and regional
recreation sites. Specific recreational improvements called for in the Tahoe Valley plan area include
restoring two disturbed sites recently acquired by the California Tahoe Conservancy to open space, and
developing the Tahoe Valley Greenbelt as an open space and recreation amenity that can be accessed
from the commercial nodes and adjacent residential areas. Also called for in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
is increased safety, convenience, access and attractiveness of pedestrian facilities and trails, construction
of Class I bike paths, Class II bike lanes, and Class III bike routes, improvements to bike crossings, and
other transportation and recreation improvements integrating the trail system to other regional recreation
facilities that provide access to natural areas and public lands.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would specifically implement the following policies related to recreation:


Policy REC-1.1 – Hierarchy and Interconnection Develop an interconnected system of open
spaces, community parks, plazas, bike and pedestrian trails, and other types of public and private
spaces as part of new development and redevelopment of existing sites.



Policy REC-1.3 – Private Improvements Encourage the private sector to make recreational
improvements on their land. Improvements may include establishing community event areas,
providing paths and walkways that connect to adjacent sidewalks and bike paths, establishing
appropriate space for the outdoor display of for sale or rent recreation equipment.



Policy REC-1.4 – Access Enhance the existing trail and bike system that connects the Tahoe
Valley area to recreation opportunities in the south shore.



Policy REC-2.1 – Preservation Preserve and maintain open spaces within the Tahoe Valley plan
area that provide a visual break from the urban environment as well as views of surrounding
mountains, forests, and stream environment zones. Depending upon their ecological sensitivity,
open spaces may incorporate paths, boardwalks, pedestrian and bicycle trails, and benches.



Policy REC-2.2 – Public Access Ensure that public access does not jeopardize restoration
activities and water quality and stormwater treatment projects on publicly-owned open space
lands.
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Policy REC-2.3 – Multi-Use Encourage the multi-use of open spaces in the Tahoe Valley area
for storm water treatment, pedestrian and bicycle connectivity, passive recreation uses and as a
visual break from the developed environment.



Policy REC-2.4 – Tahoe Valley Greenbelt Construct the Tahoe Valley Greenbelt Project as
multi-use area incorporating stormwater treatment facilities, pathways, and open space. Allow for
the accommodation of active and passive recreation uses that include but are not limited to
installing bike/pedestrian paths, pedestrian amenities, and interpretive signage.



Policy REC-2.5– Adjacent Uses Encourage commercial uses located adjacent to the Tahoe
Valley Greenbelt to provide direct access to the greenbelt and use it as a visual amenity.



Policy REC-3.1 – Recreation Hub Promote the Town Center Core District as a recreation hub
by allowing for a mix of uses that promote outdoor recreation concessionaires, recreation based
commercial services, and temporary activities. Connect the recreation hub to recreation
opportunities by upgrading existing bike and pedestrian trails, constructing new connections, and
increasing transit service. Improve access to recreation opportunities by installing way-finding
and interpretive signage within the Town Center Core District and improve access along bike
trails.



Policy REC-3.3 – Neighborhood/Pocket Parks Develop neighborhood/pocket parks within the
Neighborhood Professional District and surrounding residential areas.

Therefore, implementation of the proposed policies above, creating and preserving additional open space,
construction of additional bike trails, and constructing the Tahoe Valley Greenbelt are consistent with
TRPA policies encouraging the preservation of natural areas. Providing access to public recreation lands
will result in a beneficial impact.
Environmental Analysis: Beneficial Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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6.4.18 Transportation and Traffic (CEQA) and Traffic and Circulation (TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to transportation, traffic and circulation. Table 41
identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are
required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 41
Transportation, Traffic and Circulation
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Measures

141. Conflict with an applicable
plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of
effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all
modes of transportation
including mass transit and
non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the
circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and mass
transit? (CEQA XVIa)
142. Conflict with an applicable
congestion management
program, including, but not
limited to level of service
standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards
established by the county
congestion management
agency for designated roads or
highways? (CEQA XVIb)
143. Result in a change in air traffic
patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results
in substantial safety risks?
(CEQA XVIc)
144. Substantially increase hazards
due to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
(CEQA XVId)
145. Result in inadequate
emergency access? (CEQA
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No Impact

X

X

X

X
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XVIe)
146. Conflict with adopted policies,
plans or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such
facilities? (CEQA XVIf)
TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item
147. Generation of 100 or more
new Daily Vehicle Trip Ends
(DVTE)? (TRPA 13a)
148. Changes to existing parking
facilities, or demand for new
parking? (TRPA 13b)
149. Substantial impact upon
existing transportation
systems, including highway,
transit, bicycle or pedestrian
facilities? (TRPA 13c)
150. Alterations to present patterns
of circulation or movement of
people and/or goods? (TRPA
13d)
151. Alterations to waterborne, rail
or air traffic? (TRPA 13e)

X

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

X

X

X

X

X

152. Increase in traffic hazards to
motor vehicles, bicyclists, or
pedestrians? (TRPA 13f)

X

141.
Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components
of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? (CEQA XVIa)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter, revise or conflict with any applicable plan, ordinance or
policy establishing the measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. Consistent
with the Regional Plan, development and redevelopment associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan as a
whole, and individual projects therein, that would generate a net increase of 100 daily vehicle trips or
more would be required to prepare a project-level traffic analyses in accordance with Sections 65.2.4.B
and 65.2.5.B of the TRPA Code. For any new trips that are generated, TRPA requires an applicant to
offset the potential regional traffic and air quality effects of the new trips by requiring an applicant either
to: (1) contribute to the Air Quality Mitigation Fund, or (2) implement regional and cumulative mitigation
measures equivalent or greater in cost than the calculated Air Quality Mitigation Fee. In accordance with
Section 65.2.4.C of the TRPA Code, regional and cumulative mitigation measures may include, but not
be limited to transit facility construction; transportation system management measures (such as bicycle
and pedestrian facilities and use of alternative fuels in fleet vehicles); or transfer and retirement of offsite
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development rights. The air quality mitigation fee amount would be assessed in accordance with the
current mitigation fee schedule in the TRPA Rules of Procedure. Furthermore, all individual projects
would be required to meet all applicable LOS standards for roadways and intersection and Vehicle Miles
of Travel (VMT) standards which are further discussed in the analysis in question 142 below. Thus, this
impact would be less than significant.

Also see discussion and analysis in Question 19 above which conclude that all signalized
intersections are found to attain LOS standards and analysis in Question 142 below which
concludes that the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan is forecast to result in a reduction in regionwide VMT of 10,702 or 0.55 percent below the baseline region-wide modeled total of 1,932,441.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
142.
Would the Project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including,
but not limited to, level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?
(CEQA XVIb)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter, revise or conflict with the applicable congestion
management program including but not limited to, level of service standards and travel demand measures,
or other standards established by the congestion management agency for designated roads or highways.
TRPA is the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency in the Tahoe Basin and has established
Level of Service standards for roadways and intersections and Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) standards.
The potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan Update EIR, which included an
evaluation of LOS for key roadway segments intersections. At full build out under the General Plan the
General Plan EIR concluded that all roadway segments and all intersections would achieve the LOS
standards under year 2030 traffic conditions (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.4-30 through 4.4-40). The amount and
location of potential development allowed in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is consistent with the City
General Plan. All intersections would provide adequate (D or better) LOS under current traffic control.
The RPU EIS also evaluated roadway LOS in 2035 along US 50 and SR 89. The assumptions regarding
future development in the Tahoe Valley plan area are articulated in Appendix E.7 of the RPU EIS
(2012a). These assumptions include an increase in residential, tourist accommodation, and commercial
uses in the Tahoe Valley plan area, consistent with increases that could occur under implementation of the
Regional Plan. The amount and location of potential development allowed in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
is consistent with the Regional Plan and the RPU EIS analysis. Therefore, based on this modeling,
roadway and intersection LOS standards along roadway segments in the Tahoe Valley would be
acceptable in 2035 (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.3-42 to 3.3-44). Any subsequent project implemented under the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan that would generate a net increase of 100 daily vehicle trips or more would be
required to prepare a project-level traffic analyses in accordance with Sections 65.2.4.B and 65.2.5.B of
the TRPA Code. Any impacts on roadway or intersection LOS would require mitigation at a project level.
The effect of daily trip generation is important as it relates to region-wide vehicle miles traveled (VMT).
VMT is dependent on the origin and destination of persons traveling to and from uses within the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan and the net increase in region-wide trips after taking into account transferred
development. VMT is a measure of automobile travel within the transportation system, and an indicator
of the degree of integration between the transportation system and planned uses (i.e., a lower VMT
indicates greater beneficial integration of transportation systems and land uses to reduce personal vehicle
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travel). VMT is also a proxy for regional traffic congestion, as well as for air quality. TRPA adopted a
VMT Threshold Standard of 2,067,600 VMT for air quality purposes, which represents a 10 percent
reduction from the 1981 VMT level.
The potential effects are the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan Update EIR, and the TRPA
Regional Plan Update EIS. The General Plan EIR concluded that General Plan along with other growth in
the Tahoe region would result in a 24% increase in region-wide daily The VMT analysis was based on the
City’s Land Use Policy LU-1.7 which identified the City’s desired to obtain 940 residential allocations,
222 residential bonus units and up to 386,000 square feet of commercial floor area from the 4,000
residential allocations, 1,000 residential bonus units, and 400,000 square feet being proposed in the
Regional Plan Update. The extent of the new CFA was based on the conclusions of the 2005 City of
South Lake Tahoe Business Development Incentive Study, Retail Market Analysis, which identified that
386,000 additional square feet of retail space was needed to recapture 25 percent of the existing retail
sales leakage currently being fulfilled outside the City (CSLT 2010, pp. 3.0-23 to 3.0-24 and p. 4.4-41).
Subsequently, TRPA adopted an updated Regional Plan that only allocated 2,600 new residential
allocations, 600 new residential bonus units, and 200,000 square feet of commercial floor area for the
entire Tahoe Basin over the next 20-years.
The TransCAD model resulting in these figures has the capability to reflect the reduction in auto use and
VMT that would accompany the increased mix of land uses under envisioned in the General Plan as auto
trip lengths decline, as well as the shift in travel mode that occurs as an increasing proportion of all trips
occur within the shorter trip lengths where bicycling and walking are more relatively attractive. The
traffic reduction benefits of mixed and concentrated land use are thus reflected in the VMT figures.
However, the model does not reflect the additional growth in bicycle, pedestrian, and transit use that
could accompany implementation of the many policy statements supporting non-auto uses in the proposed
General Plan Update and within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
The potential effect on VMT was also analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update EIS. Like the General
Plan EIR, the RPU EIS also analyzed the Regional Plan at buildout. However, as discussed above, growth
potential analyzed is less than that analyzed in the General Plan EIR and thus the resulting VMT in the
RPU EIS is less. The total amount of new development in the Tahoe Valley plan is constrained by the
growth control system in the Regional Plan. As such the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is required to be
consistent with the amount, location, and type of development within the Regional Plan. The Regional
Plan EIS estimated VMT at buildout in 2035 to be 2,131,000 VMT (assumptions regarding allocations in
the City and other jurisdictions are articulated in Appendix E.7 of the RPU EIS [2012a]). These
assumptions include an increase in residential, tourist accommodation, and commercial uses in the Tahoe
Valley plan area. The projected 2035 VMT reduction for the Regional Plan was 7.2 percent less than the
1981 VMT of the Tahoe Region (TRPA 2012a: pp. 3.3-47 to 3.3-49), falling short of the 10 percent
threshold criterion. The RPU EIS called for mitigation to achieve the required VMT reduction. Sections
50.4.2 and 50.4.3 of the TRPA Code implement this mitigation through a program that includes the
phased release of land use allocations followed by monitoring and forecasting of actual roadway traffic
counts and VMT. New CFA, TAUs, and residential allocations will be authorized for release by the
TRPA Governing Board every 4 years. Approval of the release of allocations will be contingent upon
demonstrating, through modeling and the use of actual traffic counts, that the VMT Threshold would be
maintained over the subsequent 4-year period.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan is consistent with the Regional Plan and analysis of VMT contained in the
Regional Plan EIS. The City of South Lake Tahoe is also subject to the residential allocation procedures
established by the TRPA Code that phases the release of land use allocations contingent upon VMT
Threshold being maintained.
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Further, as shown in Table 42 the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan is forecast to result in a reduction in
region-wide VMT of 10,702 or 0.55 percent below the baseline region-wide modeled total of 1,932,441.
This includes consideration of proposed VMT reduction measures and environmental improvements in
the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. To the degree that adoption of the Area Plan results in expanded
implementation, this is considered to be a beneficial impact.
TABLE 42
IMPACT ON REGIONAL VEHICLE MILES OF TRAVEL AT BUILDOUT OF AREA PLAN
Additional
Reductions in
VMT

Model Regional
Vehicle Miles of
Travel

Model Change from
Baseline Conditions

Transit
Improv
ements

Bicycle
/
Pedestr
ian
Improv
ements

Total
Impact on
VMT

% Total Impact
on Regional VMT

WITH REGIONAL PLAN UPDATE LAND USE
Baseline
Conditions

1,932,331

0

0

0

-

-

Proposed Tahoe
Valley Area Plan

1,924,144

-8,297

-850

-1,555

-10,702

-0.55%

Source: TRPA Regional Transportation Model

Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
143.
Would the Project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? (CEQA XVIc)
The Project does not change air traffic patterns or air traffic. With respect to air traffic safety risks, see
response to Question 74 above. Thus, there would be no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
144.
Would the Project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (CEQA XVId)
Consistent with the TRPA Regional Plan and City General Plan, implementation of the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan is expected to enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety. Figure 13 of the Transportation and
Circulation Element includes the existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan.
Further, Policy T-3.4 of the Transportation and Circulation Element requires sidewalks for all new and
expanded uses. The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan improvements would separate pedestrian and
bicycle travel from roadway travel lanes, thus reducing the potential for conflicts between motor vehicles,
bicyclists, and pedestrians. Specifically, by virtue of adding sidewalks, dedicated bike paths, enhanced
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transit, and other amenities, safety conditions would be improved and the potential for conflict would be
reduced. Furthermore, all transportation and traffic related facilities proposed in the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan would conform to the appropriate federal, state and local roadway, sidewalk intersection design
standards (e.g., ASHTOO, MUTCD, Caltrans Highway Design Manual and City Roadway Design
Standards) for public health and safety reasons.
The Transportation Element of the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan includes policies that provide for
minimizing through traffic on residential streets, Complete Street strategies on collector streets, and
improvements to separate bicycle/pedestrian and vehicular traffic. It would also result in a net reduction
in vehicle-miles of travel. To the degree that adoption of the Area Plan results in expanded
implementation of these strategies, this impact would be beneficial.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
146.
Would the Project conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities? (CEQA XVIf)
The implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would implement policies of the adopted TRPA
Regional Plan and City General plan which encourages a land use pattern that promotes the use of
alternative modes of transportation. Tahoe Valley Area Plan policies call for construction of pedestrian
sidewalk, bike paths, bike lanes and expansion of transit routes to recreation sites. It is expected that the
adding sidewalks, dedicated paths, and enhanced transit options will improve safety conditions and allow
efficient movement of people in the Tahoe Valley plan area. To the degree that adoption of the Area Plan
results in expanded implementation of these strategies, this impact would be beneficial. Environmental
Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
147.
Will the Project result in generation of 100 or more new Daily Vehicle Trip Ends (DVTE)?
(TRPA 13a)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis tiers from and is consist with the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, Chapter 3.3.)
While the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan would permit development which could result in generation
of 100 or more DVTE, this change is consistent with the increase in development envisioned in the
Regional Plan and analyzed in the RPU EIS, which projected to result in a 10 percent reduction in VMT
region wide. Further, the proposal under consideration is not a single project (to which the standard of
100 or more DVTE is applicable), but an Area Plan, the implementation of which would likely result in
some level of traffic increase.
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to trip generation.
Consistent with the Regional Plan, development and redevelopment associated with the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan as a whole, and individual projects therein, is likely to generate 100 or more new daily vehicle
trip ends (DVTE). Any subsequent project implemented under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan that would
generate a net increase of 100 daily vehicle trips or more would be required to prepare a project-level
traffic analyses in accordance with Sections 65.2.4.B and 65.2.5.B of the TRPA Code. For any new trips
that are generated, TRPA requires an applicant to offset the potential regional traffic and air quality
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effects of the new trips by requiring an applicant either to: (1) contribute to the Air Quality Mitigation
Fund, or (2) implement regional and cumulative mitigation measures equivalent or greater in cost than the
calculated Air Quality Mitigation Fee. In accordance with Section 65.2.4.C of the TRPA Code, regional
and cumulative mitigation measures may include, but not be limited to transit facility construction;
transportation system management measures (such as bicycle and pedestrian facilities and use of
alternative fuels in fleet vehicles); or transfer and retirement of offsite development rights. The air quality
mitigation fee amount would be assessed in accordance with the current mitigation fee schedule in the
TRPA Rules of Procedure. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
See also response to Question 142 above.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
148.
Will the Project result in changes to existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking?
(TRPA 13b)
While the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan could result in changes to existing parking facilities, the
changes would be consistent with the development envisioned in the Regional Plan and analyzed in the
the RPU EIS and this analysis tiers from the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, Chapter 3.3.) Therefore, the
potential changes to existing parking facilities would comply with the Regional Plan and would occur in
compliance with the City and TRPA Codes.
The City Code (Chapter 6.10) and Tahoe Valley Area Plan design standards (Appendix C, Draft Tahoe
Valley Area Plan) require any subsequent development under the Area Plan to meet standards for parking
supply and design. As this would ensure the adequate design and provision of parking, this impact would
be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
149.
Will the Project result in substantial impact upon existing transportation systems, including
highway, transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities? (TRPA 13c)
See discussions and analyses for Questions 147, 148, 150, 151 and 152.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
150.
Will the Project result in alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of
people and/or goods? (TRPA 13d)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis is tiered from the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, Chapter 3.3.)
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise the regulations pertaining to roadway and
intersection level of service (LOS). The total amount of new development in the Tahoe Valley plan area is
constrained by the growth control system in the Regional Plan and the proposed new permissible uses in
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the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be consistent with the types of uses envisioned in the Regional Plan
(see project description of this IS/IEC). As such, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is within the development
potential envelope of the Regional Plan, and no additional information on potential future projects within
the Tahoe Valley plan area is known. Therefore, there is no need to further analyze roadway and
intersection LOS beyond what was contemplated for the Regional Plan.
The RPU EIS also evaluated roadway LOS in 2035 along US 50 and SR 89. The assumptions regarding
future development in the Tahoe Valley plan area are articulated in Appendix E.7 of the RPU EIS
(2012a). These assumptions include an increase in residential, tourist accommodation, and commercial
uses in the Tahoe Valley plan area, consistent with increases that could occur under implementation of the
Regional Plan. The amount and location of potential development allowed in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
is consistent with the Regional Plan and the RPU EIS analysis. Therefore, based on this modeling,
roadway and intersection LOS standards along roadway segments in the Tahoe Valley would be
acceptable in 2035 (TRPA 2012a, pp. 3.3-42 and 3.3-44). Any subsequent project implemented under the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan that would generate a net increase of 100 daily vehicle trips or more would be
required to prepare a project-level traffic analyses in accordance with Sections 65.2.4.B and 65.2.5.B of
the TRPA Code. Any impacts on roadway or intersection LOS would require mitigation at a project level.
Thus, this impact would be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
151.

Will the Project result in alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic? (TRPA 13e)

Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan will not result in alterations to waterborne, rail or air
traffic. Thus, there would be no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
152.
Will the Project result in increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or
pedestrians? (TRPA 13f)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and therefore this
analysis is tiered from the RPU EIS. (TRPA 2012a, Chapter 3.3.)
Consistent with the TRPA Regional Plan and City General Plan, implementation of the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan is expected to enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety. Figure 8-1 of the Transportation and
Circulation Element includes the existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the Tahoe
Valley plan area.
Further, Policy T-3.4 of the Transportation and Circulation Element requires sidewalks for all new and
expanded uses. The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan improvements would separate pedestrian and
bicycle travel from roadway travel lanes, thus reducing the potential for conflicts between motor vehicles,
bicyclists, and pedestrians. Specifically, by virtue of adding sidewalks, dedicated bike paths, enhanced
transit, and other amenities, safety conditions would be improved and the potential for conflict would be
reduced. Furthermore, all transportation and traffic related facilities proposed in the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan would conform to the appropriate federal, state and local roadway, sidewalk intersection design
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standards (e.g., ASHTOO, MUTCD, Caltrans Highway Design Manual and City Roadway Design
Standards) for public health and safety reasons.
The Transportation Element of the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan includes policies that provide for
minimizing through traffic on residential streets, Complete Street strategies on collector streets, and
improvements to separate bicycle/pedestrian and vehicular traffic. It would also result in a net reduction
in vehicle-miles of travel. To the degree that adoption of the Area Plan results in expanded
implementation of these strategies, this impact would be beneficial.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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6.4.19 Utilities and Service Systems (CEQA) and Energy and Utilities (TRPA)
This section presents the analysis for potential impacts to utilities, service systems and energy. Table 43
identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are
required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 43: Utilities, Service Systems and Energy

CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

153. Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality
Control Board? (CEQA
XVIIa)

X

154. Require or result in the
construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities
or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant
environmental effects? (CEQA
XVIIb)

X

155. Require or result in the
construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which
could cause significant
environmental effects? (CEQA
XVIIc)

X

156. Have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the Project
from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?
(CEQA XVIId)

X

157. Result in a determination by
the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may
serve the Project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the
Project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?
(CEQA XVIIe)

X
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158. Be served by a landfill with
sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the Project’s
solid waste disposal needs?
(CEQA XVIIf)

X

159. Comply with federal, state,
and local statutes and
regulations related to solid
waste? (CEQA XVIIg)
TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

X

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

160. Use of substantial amounts of
fuel or energy? (TRPA 15a)

X

161. Substantial increase in
demand upon existing sources
of energy, or require the
development of new sources of
energy? (TRPA 15b)

X

Except for planned improvements,
will the proposal result in a need
for new systems, or substantial
alterations to the following
utilities:
162. Power or natural gas? (TRPA
15a)

X

163. Communication systems?
(TRPA 15b)

X

164. Utilize additional water which
amount will exceed the
maximum permitted capacity
of the service provider?
(TRPA 15c)

X

165. Utilize additional sewage
treatment capacity which
amount will exceed the
maximum permitted capacity
of the sewage treatment
provider? (TRPA 15d)

X

166. Storm water drainage? (TRPA
15e)

X

167. Solid waste and disposal?
(TRPA 15f)

X
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153.
Would the Project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board? (CEQA XVIIa)
STPUD currently quantifies expected and current wastewater generation in terms of sewer units. A sewer
unit represents a single point source for wastewater, such as a kitchen or bathroom. Each sewer unit is
assumed to generate on average 80 gallons per day (gpd) during normal flows.
Under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, the Tahoe Valley area could experience development of 373
additional dwelling units by the year 2032. According to current generation rates provided by STPUD
(STPUD assumes that new multi-family dwellings are likely to include three sewer units per dwelling
unit), this would result in approximately 1,119 new sewer units, which equates to 89,520 gpd of
additional wastewater or 0.089 million gallons per day (mgd). While exact commercial wastewater
generation flows cannot be determined by STPUD until specific commercial uses are identified, it is
estimated that 102,000 square feet of CFA could generate approximately 31,824 gallons per day or 0.031
mgd of wastewater flow.
As the STPUD wastewater treatment plant currently exhibits excess capacity of 3.2 mgd on average dry
days and 1.5 mgd on peak dry days, the project is not expected to require additional treatment capacity at
the wastewater treatment plant. Moreover, STPUD wastewater demand projections for 2028 were
estimated to be 5.8 mgd9, which is well within the maximum capacity of 7.7 mgd.
As described above, the wastewater generated by potential increases in development within the Tahoe
Valley area would not require additional capacity or infrastructure. Therefore, the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan would have a less than significant impact on wastewater collection and treatment systems.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
154.
Would the Project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects? (CEQA XVIIb)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan EIR and therefore this analysis
tiers from the General Plan EIR. (CSLT 2010, pp. 4.12-12 to 4.12-16 and 4.12-26 to 4.12-27.)
See discussion and analysis for Question 153 above that concludes adequate wastewater capacity exists
and therefore the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities is unlikely.
With respect to water supply systems, The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan could result in an additional
373 dwelling units and 102,000 square feet of CFA within the Tahoe Valley plan area. This could result
in the similar need for updated water delivery infrastructure in both the Lukins and STPUD service areas.
The portion of the Tahoe Valley plan area served by Lukins currently contains water delivery pipes and
other infrastructure that is of a size incapable of delivering adequate fire flow to hydrants within that area.
Lukins Brothers Water Comopany (LBWC) staff has indicated that upgraded and/or new water mains and
water storage facilities would be required in order to expand service and meet volume, pressure, and fire
flow requirements for new development resulting from development under the Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
9

South Tahoe Public Utility District. October 2009. Recycled Water Facilities Master Plan.
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In addition, the LBWC has applied to the California Public Utilities Commission to raise its service rates
in order to fund improvements to address existing fire flow pressure issues, and has recently completed
phase 1 improvement installing a new 12 inch main and 1 inch residential service connections along 12th
Street. Because of existing standards requiring adequate water pressure to meet fire flow requirements,
development in the Lukins service area are required to implement measures, such as enlarging service
pipes, to ensure adequate protection.
The remainder of the Tahoe Valley plan area is served by STPUD. While STPUD does not experience
the flow concerns indicated for the Lukins service area, the average age of STPUD infrastructure within
the Tahoe Valley plan area is 40 years (Dudek, 2008). Due in part to this age and to the general state of
the water infrastructure within the Tahoe Valley plan area, STPUD experiences 10 percent unaccounted
water loss, which is consistent with the industry benchmark (ibid.). Furthermore, information provided
by STPUD on their pressurized mains indicates that some lines in the eastern Tahoe Valley plan area are
only 4 inches in diameter (STPUD GIS Pressurized Main Layer, 2014). These lines would need to be
increased in size if they were to serve increased uses within the Tahoe Valley plan area. STPUD is
currently installing replacement lines and water meters along Tahoe Keys Boulevard and State Streets
located adjacent to the Tahoe Valley plan area.
Updates of water supply infrastructure commonly involve typical construction impacts including, but not
limited to, potential impacts to surface waters, air quality (from exhaust equipment and particulate matter
or dust), biological resources, and soils issues. These specific types of impacts are addressed
programmatically with overall implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan in the appropriate sections
herein. Future environmental review of individual water infrastructure improvement projects may require
project-specific environmental documentation, likely to be prepared with STPUD acting as lead agency
once specific projects are designed. A research of the CEQAnet database indicates that STPUD issued a
Notice of Exemption for the water meter installation project located along Tahoe Keys Boulevard and the
State Streets.
The following list includes those Tahoe Valley Area Plan and General Plan policies that contain specific,
enforceable requirements and/or restrictions and corresponding performance standards that address these
potential impacts.
Tahoe Valley Area Plan


Policy PS-2.1 – Lukins Brothers Water
Coordinate with South Tahoe Public Utility District and Lukins Brothers Water in upgrading
water system in the Tahoe Valley area.

General Plan


Policy PQP-1.1: Infrastructure Expansion in Under-Served Areas. The City shall coordinate and
prioritize infrastructure expansion and/or improvements in areas that are under-served.



Policy PQP-1.2: Provider Requirements. The City shall work within available legal means to
ensure statutory requirements are met by all providers.



Policy PQP-1.3: Utility Service Agency Coordination Meetings. The City shall conduct periodic
coordination meetings with utility service agencies.



Policy PQP-1.4: Public Facility Master Plans. The City shall prepare and annually review and
regularly update public facility master plans to ensure compliance with appropriate regional,
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State, and Federal laws, use of modern and cost effective technologies, and compatibility with
current land use policy.


Policy PQP-1.5 Fair Share Costs on New Developments. The City shall require that new
development pay its fair share of the cost of providing new public services and/or the costs of
expanding/upgrading existing facilities and services impacted by the new development.



Policy PQP-1.7 Ultimate Capacity Needs. The City shall ensure, through the development review
process, that public facilities and infrastructures are designed and constructed to meet ultimate
capacity needs, pursuant to a master plan, to avoid the need for future replacement to achieve
upsizing.



Policy PQP-2.2 Coordination with Urban Water Management Plan. The City should coordinate
with and support the planning efforts of the South Tahoe Public Utility District (STPUD),
including all measures contained in the Urban Water Management Plan.



Policy PQP-2.4 Sustainable Water Use. The City shall encourage efficient practices that ensure
water is used in a sustainable manner.



Policy PQP-2.5 Sustainable Water Distribution. The City shall support local water supply
agencies in upgrading public water systems, as needed, to ensure efficient and sustainable water
distribution.



Policy PQP-2.7 Water and Wastewater Management Strategy. The City shall support water and
wastewater agencies in developing an innovative water and wastewater management strategy that
considers water supply and treatment systems.



Policy PQP‐6.2 The City shall coordinate efforts with water providers to ensure that fire
protection needs and adequate water flows are met throughout the community. The City shall also
work with water providers to design systems and processes, and build infrastructure necessary to
ensure fire protection.



Policy HS‐2.4 The City shall require all public water providers to maintain adequate water supply
systems and flows to meet fire suppression needs throughout the city.



Policy HS‐2.5 The City shall require that all new construction meets the minimum fire flow
requirements as set forth in the California Building and Fire Codes.

The existing General Plan and proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan policies listed above would ensure that
the City coordinates with STPUD and the other water purveyors in the Tahoe Valley plan area on the
planning and construction of water supply infrastructure required by new development (Policy PQP-2.7).
These policies would also ensure that the City requires new development to pay its fair share of the costs
of expanding and upgrading existing facilities and services impacted by the new development as well as
to meet minimum fire flow requirements (Policy HS-2.4 and HS-2.5). As such, this impact is considered
to be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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155.
Would the Project require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects? (CEQA XVIIc)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan EIR and therefore this analysis
tiers from the General Plan EIR. (CSLT 2010, Chapter 4.7.)
See also responses to Questions 82 and 84-86 above.
All development permitted though the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be required to meet TRPA BMP
standards to reduce runoff and pollutant loading from impervious cover as specified in Section 60.4.6 of
the TRPA Code, except where special conditions exist and are approved by TRPA, infiltration facilities
designed to accommodate the volume of runoff generated by a 20-year, 1- hour storm are required for
approval of all projects. Therefore, there would be no unplanned alterations or improvements to existing
stormwater drainage systems associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Thus, this impact is less than
significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
156.
Would the Project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? (CEQA XVIId)
This potential effect is the same as those analyzed in the City General Plan EIR and therefore this analysis
tiers from the General Plan EIR. (CSLT 2010, Chapter 4.11.)
The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan could result in up to 373 residential dwelling units as well as up to
102,000 square feet of new CFA by the year 2032 (though it should be noted that potential CFA
development in the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan is considerably less than that analyzed in the City’s
General Plan EIR [CSLT 2010, Chapter 4.11], which concluded a less than significant impact). This
would result in an annual water demand of approximately 179 acre-feet annually. This water demand is
well within STPUD’s projected water demands through year 2030 (4,587 acre-feet annually10), its water
allocation, as well as the total annual 12,493 acre-feet allocation for use within the Tahoe Valley plan area
under the Truckee-Carson-Pyramid Lake Water Rights Settlement Act and the California-Nevada
Interstate Compact Concerning Water of Lake Tahoe, Truckee River, Carson River, and Walker River
Basins. As identified in STPUD’s Urban Water Management Plan, groundwater levels are stable in the
STPUD service area and are considered a reliable source of water during drought years. Thus, adequate
groundwater supply exists to meet the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan’s demands under existing and
future conditions.
Furthermore, all development permitted by the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be required to comply with
Section 32.4 of the TRPA Code, which requires that a project applicant demonstrate the availability of
adequate water quantity and quality for both domestic consumption and fire protection prior to project
approval. This is demonstrated at a project-level through the acquisition of a Will Serve Letter from the
applicable water purveyor.
Additionally, any project proposing construction, reconstruction, or expansion of a structure would be
required to meet the Basic Services and Facilities Standards con contained in the TRPA Code. Therefore,
10

South Tahoe Public Utility District. April 2011. Draft Urban Water Management Plan.
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implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not create water use in excess of the maximum
permitted capacity of the service provider. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
157.
Would the Project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the Project that it has adequate capacity to serve the Project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? (CEQA XVIIe)
See response to Question 153 above.
All development permitted by the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be required to comply with Section 32.5
of the TRPA Code, which requires that all projects be served by facilities that provide treatment and
export of wastewater from the Tahoe Region. Section 50.4.1(C) of the TRPA Code prohibits distribution
of allocations to jurisdictions with insufficient wastewater capacity to support residential development,
and Section 13.10.7 of the TRPA Code requires demonstration of adequate sewer capacity prior to
occupancy of a transferred unit (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.13-16). Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
158.
Would the Project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the Project’s solid waste disposal needs? (CEQA XVIIf)
This potential effect is the same as that analyzed in the General Plan Update EIR. (CSLT 2010, Chapter
3.11.) The Tahoe Valley Area Plan provides for 1,162 new residential units and up to 386,000 square feet
of CFA over the next 20 years. Based on a per capita residential solid waste generation rate of 0.25 tons
per resident per year (CIWMB, 2007b) and a 2009 average of 2.460 persons per household (DOF, 2009),
the anticipated residential development would be expected to generate an additional 715 tons of solid
waste per year by 2030. Based on an average per employee solid waste generation rate of 1.3 tons per
employee per year (CIWMB, 2007c) and an estimated 2,245 new employees in the Tahoe Valley plan
area, the anticipated commercial development would be expected to generate an additional approximately
2,919 tons per year. Therefore, full buildout of the proposed General Plan Update would result in the
generation of approximately 3,634 additional tons of solid waste per year by 2030 (or about 10 tons per
day) with a portion of that attributable to the Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
The South Tahoe Refuse (STR) is under contract with the City to collect solid waste from city households
and businesses as well as to process and transfer all solid waste for disposal or recycling. STR’s main
facility, which consists of a transfer station, materials recovery facility, and the Tahoe Basin Container
Service, has a total permitted capacity of 370 tons per day, but currently receives 200 to 250 tons per day.
The remaining capacity of 120 to 170 tons per day is sufficient to serve the growth anticipated under the
proposed General Plan Update. Any additional staffing or equipment required to increase service to the
city would be funded through the additional service rates that would be collected by STR from the new
development. Solid waste is expected to be disposed of at the Lockwood Regional Landfill in Sparks,
Nevada. This landfill has a total capacity of approximately 43 million tons and is expected to reach
capacity by the year 2025. However, multiple large-scale expansions to the facility are expected before
this capacity is reached. In addition, the city currently achieves a nearly 50 percent diversion rate
(CIWMB, 2008a); therefore, the increase in solid waste requiring disposal at the landfill would be
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anticipated to be about half that generated by the planned development or approximately 1,817 tons year
or 5 tons per day. In addition, implementation of the City’s Sustainability Plan includes developing a
recycling action plan to achieve a 55 percent diversion rate.
Both the STR main facility and the Lockwood Regional Landfill have sufficient capacity to manage the
growth anticipated under the proposed General Plan Update as well as the Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
Therefore, this impact is considered to be less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
159.
Would the Project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste? (CEQA XVIIg)
The Lockwood Regional Landfill will receive solid waste generated within the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
and have sufficient capacity to serve the needs as discussed in Question 158 above. Existing resource
recovery operations provide recycling of various materials, including green waste and construction
material, which further reduces the quantity of waste sent to the landfill pursuant to state law. All projects
proposed within the Tahoe Valley plan area would be subject to Chapter 4.150 of the City Code
regulating refuse and garbage, as well as TRPA Regional Plan Land Use Element Goal 5, Policy ,1 Public
Services Element Goal 3, Policy 2, and the City General Plan Policy PQP-3.3 requiring the transport of
solid waste outside the Basin in compliance with California state laws. Thus, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
complies with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
160.

Will the Project result in use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy? (TRPA 15a)

All development permitted through the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would occur in accordance with the
Regional Plan and City Code. While any new construction would require electric and natural gas service
as part of the basic services (Chapter 32 of the TRPA Code) the entire area within the Tahoe Valley plan
area is located within close proximity to existing electric and gas infrastructure. Additionally, projects
requiring new or modified connections would be subject the requirements and fees of the applicable
utility providers. The utility companies project that based on their forecasting and recent growth trends,
the available capacity would far exceed the demand generated at build-out of the Regional Plan (TRPA
2012a, p. 3.13-20). Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Also see discussion and analysis for Question 110 above.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
161.
Will the Project result in substantial increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or
require the development of new sources of energy? (TRPA 15b)
See discussion in Question 160 above that concludes that the available capacity would far exceed the
demand generated at build-out of the TRPA Regional Plan; therefore, demand create by implementation
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of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not exceed available capacity, or require the development of new
sources of energy. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
162.
Except for planned improvements, will the Project result in a need for new systems, or
substantial alterations to power or natural gas? (TRPA 16a)
See discussion and analysis for Question 160 above that concludes that the available capacity would far
exceed the demand generated at build-out of the TRPA Regional Plan; therefore, demand create by
implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result in a need for new systems, or substantial
alterations to power or natural gas. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
163.
Except for planned improvements, will the Project result in a need for new systems, or
substantial alterations to communication systems? (TRPA 16b)
Communication systems are not listed as a required basic service by TRPA Code or the City Code;
however, the City Code requires any new communication wires to be installed underground (City Code
Chapter 7.10.060). Any development or redevelopment permitted through the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
would be located within existing service areas for communication systems providers. Each project would
be responsible for any elected connection or subscription to communication systems within the region.
Additionally, the increased development and re-development could stimulate investment in improved
broadband service, which was identified as a need in the Lake Tahoe Basin Prosperity Plan (WNDD
2010). Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
164.
Except for planned improvements, will the Project result in a need for new systems, or
substantial alterations to utilize additional water which amount will exceed the maximum
permitted capacity of the service provider? (TRPA 15c)
See discussion and analysis for Question 156 above that concludes additional capacity exist in the Tahoe
Region and therefore a need for new systems, or substantial alterations to utilize additional water is
unlikely. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
165.
Except for planned improvements, will the Project result in a need for new systems, or
substantial alterations to utilize additional sewage treatment capacity which amount will exceed the
maximum permitted capacity of the sewage treatment provider? (TRPA 15d)
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See discussions and analyses for Questions 153, 154 and 157 above that concludes additional sewage
capacity exist in the Tahoe Region and therefore a need for new systems, or substantial alterations to
utilize additional treatment capacity is unlikely. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
166.
Except for planned improvements, will the Project result in a need for new systems, or
substantial alterations to storm water drainage? (TRPA 15e)
See discussion and analysis for Question 155 above, concluding that this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
167.
Except for planned improvements, will the Project result in a need for new systems, or
substantial alterations to solid waste and disposal? (TRPA 15f)
See discussion and analysis for Question 158 above. Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan
would result in some new development that would increase the Region’s overall solid waste generation.
Solid waste generation under the TRPA Regional Plan is anticipated to increase to 115,200 tons per year
with some small portion of that attributable to the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Given the substantial existing
capacity of 22 million tons, and planned expansion that would allow for a total capacity of 204 million
tons at the Lockwood Regional Landfill, waste disposal needs for development under the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan could be adequately served in the future. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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6.4.20 Mandatory Findings of Significance
This section presents the analyses for mandatory findings of significance. Table 44 identifies the
applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 44: Mandatory Findings of Significance

CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

168. Does the Project have the
potential to degrade the quality
of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat
of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially
reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples
of the major periods of
California history or
prehistory? (CEQA XVIIIa)

X

169. 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)? (CEQA XVIIIb)

X

170. Does the Project have
environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?
(CEQA XVIIIc)

X
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TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

171. Does the Project have the
potential to degrade the quality
of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat
of a fish population to drop
below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods
of California or Nevada
history or prehistory? (TRPA
21a)

X

172. Does the Project have the
potential to achieve short-term,
to the disadvantage of longterm, environmental goals? (A
short-term impact on the
environment is one which
occurs in a relatively brief,
definitive period of time, while
long-term impacts will endure
well into the future.) (TRPA
21b)

X

173. Does the Project have impacts
which are individually limited,
but cumulatively considerable?
(A project may impact on two
or more separate resources
where the impact on each
resource is relatively small,
but where the effect of the
total of those impacts on the
environmental is significant?)
(TRPA 21c)

X

174. Does the Project have
environmental impacts which
will cause substantial adverse
effects on human being, either
directly or indirectly? (TRPA
21d)

X
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168.
Does the Project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? (CEQA XVIIIa)
Fish and Aquatic Habitat
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise any TRPA Regional Plan policies pertaining to the
management of aquatic resources, or permitting of projects affecting these habitats. The Tahoe Valley
Area Plan would permit development and redevelopment only in accordance with the Regional Plan and
General Plan, and any projects proposed within the plan area that could affect aquatic habitats would be
subject to TRPA’s existing regulations requiring project-specific environmental review and development
and implementation of project-specific measures for any significant effects on fish habitat as a condition
of project approval. This potential impact was analyzed in the RPU EIS and, with implementation of
TRPA’s existing policies and code provisions, found to be less than significant (TRPA 2012a, p. 3.1045). Construction activities could result in temporary increases in sedimentation, small amounts of fill
placed in aquatic habitats, and the release and exposure of construction-related contaminants. As under
existing conditions, these impacts would be minimized and mitigated through construction BMPs and
compensatory mitigation requirements as specified in TRPA and City policies and code provisions, and
other applicable federal and state regulations.
Rare or Endangered Species and Communities
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise TRPA Regional Plan policies regarding the
protection of rare, endangered, or sensitive plant and animal communities. Compliance with all provisions
of the Resource Management and Protection regulations found in Chapter 67 of the TRPA Code is still
required for all project review delegated to the City. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would permit
development and redevelopment only in accordance with the TRPA Regional Plan and City General Plan,
and any projects proposed within the plan area that could affect sensitive plant or animal communities
would be subject to TRPA’s existing regulations requiring project-specific environmental review and
development and implementation of project-specific measures for any significant effects on fish habitat as
a condition of project approval. This potential impact was analyzed in the RPU EIS and, with
implementation of TRPA’s existing code provisions and requirements, found to be less than significant
(TRPA 2012a, p. 3.10-50). During project-level environmental review, potential impacts to protected
plant or animal communities would be identified and minimized through the design process and/or
through compensatory mitigation, as required under TRPA and applicable federal and state regulations.
Additionally, any new development and redevelopment with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan boundary would
occur in accordance with TRPA policies that incentivize transfers of land coverage and development
rights from sensitive lands, and require restoration and retirement of the sending sites (TRPA 2012a).
This policy could result in a benefit to the associated special status species through enhancement and
restoration of riparian and wetland habitats.
Cultural, Historical, and Archeological Resources
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter or revise TRPA Regional Plan policies regarding the
protection of cultural, historical, or archeological resources. Compliance with all provisions of the
Resource Management and Protection regulations found in Chapter 67 of the TRPA Code is still required
for all project review delegated to the City. In addition, federal and state regulations address protection of
these resources and provide mechanisms to minimize impacts. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would permit
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development and redevelopment only in accordance with the TRPA Regional Plan and the City General
Plan, some of which could occur on properties with known or unknown cultural, historical, or
archeological resources. The proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan contains historic sites CA-Eld-721-H and
CA-Eld-2240-H as identified by archaeological and historical investigations. Previous cultural resources
studies within the Tahoe Valley plan area suggest that it is sensitive for the presence of undiscovered
prehistoric sites, historic sites, and historic buildings and structures (e.g., Barton Ranch complex,
motels/auto courts). The potential impacts to cultural resources were analyzed in the RPU EIS and, with
implementation of TRPA’s existing code provisions, found to be less than significant (TRPA 2012a,
beginning on p. 3.15-13). During project-level environmental review, cultural, historical, and
archeological resources specific to the site would be identified, significance determined, and appropriate
mitigation implemented in accordance with federal, state, City, and TRPA regulations.
Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan proposes no changes to existing policies regarding aquatic habitats,
special status plant or animal communities, or to cultural, historical, and archeological resources, and
because federal, state, and TRPA protections are already in place, implementation of the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan would not result in the degradation of these resources.
In addition, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, as proposed, is entirely consistent with the TRPA Regional Plan,
which was comprehensively evaluated in the RPU EIS. As analyzed therein, TRPA and the City
determined that implementation of the updated Regional Plan, including all elements of the plan, existing
environmental protection requirements, and adopted mitigation, would achieve and maintain TRPA’s
environmental threshold carrying capacities and result in environmental improvement. Therefore, as a
plan wholly consistent with the RPU, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment. Thus, these impacts are less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
169.
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)? (CEQA XVIIIb)
Like the General Plan itself, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is a collection of goals, policies, and measures
designed to guide the development of the plan area and support the Region in attaining environmental
thresholds and other important objectives. Because these policies are implemented in the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan over the long-term (i.e., 20 years) and are applicable to all programs and projects over this
period, they are inherently cumulative in nature.
The cumulative projects contemplated in the General Plan EIR (CSLT 2010, Chapter 5.0; and see TRPA
2012a, pp. 4-2 through 4-10) include Environmental Enhancement, Land Management Plans,
TTD/TMPO projects and programs, and other development projects. These projects and programs also
apply to the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, their scope and characteristics are not known to have substantially
changed, no additional cumulative projects or programs are known at this time.
Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is wholly consistent with the General Plan and because no specific
projects are proposed for which contributions to cumulative impacts may be defined and assessed, the
cumulative impacts analysis prepared for the Regional Plan is also applicable to the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan.
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As discussed in Question 68, the General Plan EIR concluded that General Plan implementation could
result in increased development, redevelopment, and construction activity resulting in an increase in
overall greenhouse gas (GHG) emission that would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to
global climate change. Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is consistent with and implements the
General Plan and the General Plan EIR, development and population growth anticipated during the Tahoe
Valley Area Plan horizon could also contribute cumulatively to global climate change. The General Plan
EIR disclosed this significant effect; mitigated it and concluded that with implementation of relevant
policies from the General Plan Update, the City’s Sustainability Plan (which calls for development of a
GHG inventory and reduction target), and associated mitigation measure MM 4.5.6 are anticipated to
mitigate GHG emissions in a manner consistent with current state efforts to reduce GHG emissions under
AB 32 and SB 375. Specifically implementation of IMP-8.6 (Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction
Strategy in the years 2013-2015) in combination with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.5.6
that would require coordination with future TRPA GHG reduction efforts and the establishment of an
emission reduction target consistent with AB 32 and SB 375 reduction efforts would ensure that City
GHG emissions are mitigated. Thus, this impact is considered less than cumulatively considerable
(CSLT 2011a, pp. 4.0-4 through 4.0-5). Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is consistent with and
implements the General Plan and is consistent with the General Plan EIR, development and population
growth anticipated during the Tahoe Valley Area Plan planning horizon is not expected to make a
considerable contribution to global climate change. Thus this impact is considered less than significant.
Additional consideration is applied below to those resources that could result in more localized
cumulative effects, including noise, geologic hazards, scenic resources, and recreation.
Traffic
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not alter, revise or conflict with applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing the measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. Consistent with
the Regional Plan, development and redevelopment associated with the Tahoe Valley Area Plan as a
whole, and individual projects therein, that would generate a net increase of 100 daily vehicle trips or
more would be required to prepare a project-level traffic analyses in accordance with Sections 65.2.4.B
and 65.2.5.B of the TRPA Code. For any new trips that are generated, TRPA requires an applicant to
offset the potential regional traffic and air quality effects of the new trips by requiring an applicant either
to: (1) contribute to the Air Quality Mitigation Fund, or (2) implement regional and cumulative mitigation
measures equivalent or greater in cost than the calculated Air Quality Mitigation Fee. In accordance with
Section 65.2.4.C of the TRPA Code, regional and cumulative mitigation measures may include, but not
be limited to transit facility construction; transportation system management measures (such as bicycle
and pedestrian facilities and use of alternative fuels in fleet vehicles); or transfer and retirement of offsite
development rights. The air quality mitigation fee amount would be assessed in accordance with the
current mitigation fee schedule in the TRPA Rules of Procedure. Furthermore, all individual projects
would be required to meet all applicable LOS standards for roadways and intersection and Vehicle Miles
of Travel (VMT) standards. For these reasons the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not contribute to an
increase in traffic levels that results in cumulatively adverse impacts. Thus, this impact is less than
significant.
Water Quality
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan potential effect on water quality was discussed under above in response to
Questions 82-102. All new development and redevelopment within the Tahoe Valley plan area would be
required to meet existing BMP standards to control potential increases in stormwater runoff and pollutant
loading onsite. As specified in Section 60.4.6 of the TRPA Code, except where special conditions exist
and are approved by TRPA, infiltration facilities designed to accommodate the volume of runoff
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generated by a 20-year 1-hour storm are required for approval of all projects within the Tahoe Basin.
Therefore, new development within the Tahoe Valley plan area is not expected to cumulatively create or
contribute additional runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
system.
Cultural Resources
Because federal and state regulations, the TRPA Code (Chapter 67) and General Plan Policies (CSLT
2010, pp. NCR-6 trough NCR-7) address protection of these resources and provide processes to avoid or
minimize impacts to historic and archaeological resources and any development associated with the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be required to comply with federal and state regulations, TRPA Code and
General Plan policies, during project specific review, it would not contribute to an adverse cumulative
effect on archeological or historical resources. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Noise
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would continue or strengthen the noise standards currently in effect. In
addition, the City and/or TRPA would continue to implement the project specific noise reduction
measures described in the Regional Plan EIS, General Plan EIR and the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. For
these reasons the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not contribute to an adverse cumulative increase in noise
levels. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Geologic Hazards
Because existing TRPA and City protections are in place, and because project-specific environmental
review would be required for all projects, implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result
in increased exposure of people or property to geologic hazards. Thus, this impact is less than
significant.
Scenic Resources
Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan carries forward and strengthens the existing scenic protections, and
because all permitted projects would continue to meet the TRPA scenic threshold non-degradation
standard, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not contribute to an adverse cumulative effect on scenic
resources. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Recreation
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan protects existing recreational resources and provides for the development of
increased recreation opportunities through the construction of a bike paths and lanes.
Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be consistent with land use changes and policies
contemplated and analyzed in the General Plan EIR, including their potential to contribute to cumulative
environmental effects. Because all permitted projects would continue to meet the TRPA recreation
threshold non-degradation standard, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not contribute to an adverse
cumulative effect on recreation resources. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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170.
Does the Project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly? (CEQA XVIIIc)
As described above, projects permitted through the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would require project-level
environmental review and would be required to comply with all applicable TRPA, federal, state, county,
and City regulations, including protections for human health and safety. Therefore, implementation of the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not create a substantial direct or indirect adverse effect on human beings.
Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
171.
Does the Project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California or Nevada history or
prehistory? (TRPA 21a)
See analysis in Question 168 that concludes implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be
consistent with land use changes and policies contemplated and analyzed in the RPU EIS, including their
potential to contribute to cumulative environmental effects. This discussion of cumulative effects tiers
from the cumulative impact discussion included in the RPU EIS. Additionally, the RPU EIS identified
resources with localized cumulative issues such as noise, geologic hazards, scenic impacts, and recreation
impacts, which were further analyzed in this IS/IEC and were not found to have adverse cumulative
effects. Therefore, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan and the cumulative projects contemplated in the RPU EIS
would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative adverse conditions. Thus, this impact is less
than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
172.
Does the Project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals? (TRPA 21b)
The TRPA Regional Plan is a broad suite of policies, ordinances, and land use controls designed
specifically to achieve long-term environmental goals. The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would implement the
policies of the TRPA Regional Plan and City General Plan, which—among others—call for concentrating
development and redevelopment in town centers (e.g., the TC-G, TC-C, TC-MUC and TC-HC zoning
districts), combined with transfer of land coverage and development rights from sensitive lands and lands
more distant from community centers, and restoration of those areas (TRPA 2012a).
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan, like the Regional Plan itself, is a collection of policies and ordinances; no
specific projects are proposed or would be approved through approval of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan.
However, as described in Section 5.4 of the RPU EIS, the Regional Plan will be implemented through
projects that would have short-term effects, but through which long-term term environmental goals will
be achieved.
The potential development permitted through the Tahoe Valley Area Plan could commit raw land to new
development resulting in permanent alterations to soils, habitats, and land uses. Development in
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accordance with RPU and Tahoe Valley Area Plan policies and ordinances, however, would result in a
refinement of the land use pattern within the Region through redevelopment in urban areas and transfer of
development rights from sensitive lands to improve the long-term sustainability of natural resources and
to support social and economic health (TRPA 2012a). Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
173.
Does the Project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A project may impact on two or more separate resources where the impact on each
resource is relatively small, but where the effect of the total of those impacts on the environmental
is significant?) (TRPA 21c)
Like the Regional Plan itself, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is a collection of goals, policies, and measures
designed to guide the development of the plan area and support the Region in attaining environmental
thresholds and other important objectives. Because these policies are implemented in the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan over the long-term (i.e., 20 years) and are applicable to all programs and projects over this
period, they are inherently cumulative in nature.
The cumulative projects contemplated in the RPU EIS (TRPA 2012a, pp. 4-2 to 4-10) include
Environmental Enhancement, Land Management Plans, TTD/TMPO projects and programs, and other
development projects. These projects and programs also apply to the Tahoe Valley Area Plan, their scope
and characteristics are not known to have substantially changed, no additional cumulative projects or
programs are known at this time.
Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan is wholly consistent with the Regional Plan and because no specific
projects are proposed for which contributions to cumulative impacts may be defined and assessed, the
cumulative impacts analysis prepared for the Regional Plan is also applicable to the Tahoe Valley Area
Plan.
Additional consideration is applied below to those resources that could result in more localized
cumulative effects, including noise, geologic hazards, scenic resources, and recreation.
Noise
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan would continue or strengthen the noise standards currently in effect. In
addition, the City and/or TRPA would continue to implement the project specific noise reduction
measures described in the Regional Plan EIS, General Plan EIR and the Tahoe Valley Area Plan. For
these reasons the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not contribute to an adverse cumulative increase in noise
levels.
Geologic Hazards
Because existing TRPA and City protections are in place, and because project-specific environmental
review would be required for all projects, implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not result
in increased exposure of people or property to geologic hazards.
Scenic Resources
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Because the Tahoe Valley Area Plan carries forward and strengthens the existing scenic protections, and
because all permitted projects would continue to meet the TRPA scenic threshold non-degradation
standard, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not contribute to an adverse cumulative effect on scenic
resources.
Recreation
The Tahoe Valley Area Plan protects existing recreational resources and provides for the development of
increased recreation opportunities through the construction of a bike paths and lanes.
Implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would be consistent with land use changes and policies
contemplated and analyzed in the General Plan EIR, including their potential to contribute to cumulative
environmental effects. Because all permitted projects would continue to meet the TRPA recreation
threshold non-degradation standard, the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not contribute to an adverse
cumulative effect on recreation resources.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
174.
Does the Project have environmental impacts which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human being, either directly or indirectly? (TRPA 21d)
See discussion and analysis for Question 170 above that concludes that projects permitted through the
Tahoe Valley Area Plan would require project-level environmental review and would be required to
comply with all applicable TRPA, federal, state, county, and City regulations, including protections for
human health and safety. Therefore, implementation of the Tahoe Valley Area Plan would not create a
substantial direct or indirect adverse effect on human beings. Thus, this impact is less than significant.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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6.5

CERTIFICATION [TRPA ONLY]

I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits present the data and
information required for this initial evaluation to the best of my ability, and that the facts, statements, and
information presented are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

3/16/2015

Date

Brandy McMahon, Division Manager
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
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6.6
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Appendix A
Notice of Preparation and Scoping Summary Report

1. A commenter asked for clarification on the relationship of the Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (CLUP) and the Draft Tahoe Valley Area Plan. Commenters were
concerned with potential effects the CLUP would have on future projects in the
Area Plan and whether the plan would have to be amended in the future if the
CLUP is updated as a result of changes to the Airport Master Plan.
2. Commenters suggested expanding the current discussion of the CLUP in the
draft plan to further explain the relationship and its potential effects on future
projects.
3. A comment was posed regarding CFA (Commercial Floor Area) and whether
new CFA would be made available when the plan is adopted.
4. A commenter stated support for the plan’s implementation strategy that would
allow property owners to participate in the proposed area-wide stormwater
system in-lieu of implementing onsite BMPs. However the commenter wanted to
know whether projects constructed prior to the completion of the stormwater
system would be exempt from onsite BMPs.
5. A commenter suggested that lighting should be incorporated in the Greenbelt for
safety reasons.
6. A commenter noted that TRPA has restrictions on the type of uses that could
occur on sensitive lands. Suggested the City look at the higher capability portion
of the CTC asset land as an integral component of the Greenbelt.
7. A commenter suggested the City look for SEZ restoration opportunities in the
degraded SEZ located just north of the “Y” intersection.
8. A commenter suggested limiting height along US 50, east of Tahoe Keys
Boulevard, to two stories due to the potential effects of having taller buildings
adjacent to the meadow and on views of Mt. Tallac.
9. A commenter suggested relocating the Eloise bike route away from industrial
uses.
10. Commenter suggesting renaming the commercial mixed-use district.
11. Commenter pointed out that certain uses that were previously allowed in the
commercial mixed-use district were deleted from the Tahoe Valley Area Plan use
list.
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City of South Lake Tahoe
1052 Tata Lane
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
Date:
To:
From:

July 3, 2014
Hilary Roverud and John Hitchcock
The League to Save Lake Tahoe

Re:
Comments on the City of South Lake Tahoe’s Tahoe Valley Area Plan and Notice
of Preparation
Dear Ms. Roverud and Mr. Hitchcock,
As a member of the Bi-State Working Group, the League to Save Lake Tahoe appreciates the continued
opportunity to work with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) and the City of South Lake Tahoe
(the City) to implement the Regional Plan Update (RPU). Area Plans are a critical part to this
implementation. The League is encouraged by concepts presented in the Tahoe Valley Area Plan (TVAP).
The greenbelt that will implement Stream Environment Zone (SEZ) restoration and storm water quality
improvements, the bikeway improvements, and open space preservation are concepts that all Area Plans
should include moving forward. These are the types of policies that will improve threshold gain. However,
the below areas regarding policy language in the TVAP and environmental assessment for the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) still need to be addressed;











Stream Restoration Plan Area Requires a Restoration Plan;
Information Needed on the Assessment and Process for the Land Capability Map Challenge
Defining Stream Environment Zones;
TVAP is Lacking Conservation Targets for Stream Environment Zone Restoration and
Coverage Reduction;
Land Coverage Management System Does Not Conform to Regional Plan Update;
Best Management Practice Compliance and Enforcement Should Coordinate with Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency;
TVAP Needs to Define Alternate Water Quality Fee Program and Funding Mechanisms;
TVAP Needs to Define Active and Passive Uses in Open Space;
Multiple and Single Family Dwelling Uses Should Eliminate Vacation Rentals and Should Not
Be Receiving Area for Tourist Accommodation Units;
TVAP Should Clarify What Removal of Economic Barriers Entails;
TVAP Must Coordinate with the Airport Master Plan Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

Background
The Bi-State Working Group was convened in early 2012 and tasked to work through contentious issues of
the Regional Plan Update (RPU). One of the most contentious issues was the concept of Area Plans.
Through the development of specific RPU goals and policies and associated code, all stakeholders were
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able to support the Area Plan concept. The RPU was adopted in December of 2012. Local jurisdictions
have now started to create their Area Plans through the implementation of the RPU. The purpose of Area
Plans is to realize the RPU environmental goals while streamlining permitting.
The success of Area Plans in achieving environmental goals like SEZ restoration, coverage reduction,
water quality improvement projects, and decrease in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMTs) will be critical to mark
the success of the RPU and threshold gain. The first two Area Plans adopted are located in highly
urbanized areas. The remaining Area Plans moving forward have a much greater potential for threshold
gain and ecological improvement through incentive programs and the broad areas they cover. The TVAP is
one of the next Area Plans that will be seeking final approval in the Fall of 2014 that has the opportunity to
demonstrate these positive changes.
The TVAP Needs to Include Stream Environment Zone Restoration Clarification and Information
Stream Restoration Plan Area Requires a Restoration Plan
1

It is commendable that the TVAP has designated a Stream Restoration Plan Area in its zoning map as the
first two Basin Area Plans did not highlight these areas. However, the TVAP does not include a restoration
plan for its designated Stream Restoration Plan Area. There must be more information included on the
details and visioning for this area. The RPU defines Stream Restoration Plan Areas as;
“Stream Environment Zones along major waterways that have been substantially degraded
by prior or existing development. Individual Restoration Plans should be developed for each
Stream Restoration Plan Area in coordination with the applicable local government and property
owners in the plan area. Restoration Plans may be developed as a component of an Area Plan
2
or as a separate document and should identify feasible opportunities for environmental details. ”
The designation in the TVAP is recognized as an area to incentivize the removal of development out and
away from, but requires more discussion through actual policy in the TVAP. The policy should include an
explanation of existing development in the area and opportunities for restoration. This will be critical for
both the TVAP annual review and RPU four year benchmark assessment.
Request for More Information on Assessments and Clarification on the Process for the Amendment
to Land Capability Map Defining Stream Environment Zones
They City must provide the public with the soil studies and any other information that was used for the land
capability challenge for the TVAP and a clear definition of how this process will unfold. The TVAP states
3
that preliminary information indicates that the SEZs mapped in the TVAP are not accurate. Experts have
concluded through visual inspections and soil samples that there is a significant decrease in mapped SEZ
for this area. The decreases in class 1B and 5 and increase of class 7 in the Mapped 1987 Land Capability
4
5
Districts to the Amended Mapped Land Capability Map Districts are substantial. The amended map does
not include a table for the changes in acreages. The League requests that all studies and assessments
used for this proposed change be provided to the public for review. This is a significant change to the area
and will require time to review and analyze these reports. The League also requests that the City clarifies
1

Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Public Draft Review. June 4. 2014. Figure 11 Zoning Map.
TRPA Regional Plan Update, December 12, 2012. Chapter 2 Land Use Element, LU-4.1 Stream
Restoration Plan Area, p. 2-14.
3
Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Public Draft Review. June 4. 2014. Existing Conditions. p.25.
4
Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Public Draft Review. June 4. 2014. Figure 8
5
Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Public Draft Review. June 4. 2014. Figure 14
2
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the process for this amendment. If it will be included as part of the package moving forward with the TVAP
there must be a clear understanding on when the reports will be provided for the public and when the
amendment will be adopted so everyone can do their due diligence in understanding the proposal.
The TVAP Lacks Environmental Conservation Targets
Targets for Stream Environment Zone Restoration and Coverage Reduction Should be Included
The TVAP must include numerical targets for actual SEZ restoration and coverage reduction in its policy
language. The League, the City, and other stakeholders have discussed the inclusion of targets within Area
Plans throughout the planning process over the past two years. This item was discussed at length during
6
the Regional Plan Implementation Committee (RPIC) meeting reviewing the Tourist Core Area Plan. That
Area Plan included actual acreage of proposed SEZ restoration and coverage reduction. The greenbelt
concept, proposed Land Capability Amendment, and coverage management system, provide the City with
the tools needed to establish the amount of SEZ that could potentially be restored within the Area Plan.
This should be provided in a numerical form and used as a target for the implementation of the TVAP. This
Area Plan has the potential of being the first Area Plan approved that could achieve significant SEZ
restoration and coverage reduction
Land Coverage Management System Does Not Conform to the Regional Plan Update
The TVAP Land Coverage Management System does not conform to the RPU guidelines and requires
more explanation. An overarching goal of the RPU is to have an overall reduction of coverage in the Basin.
For coverage within Town Centers the RPU allow for, “…the maximum coverage (Base + Transfer) allowed
on a parcel through a transfer program shall be 70 percent of the land in capability districts 4-7, provided
such parcel is within a Center of a conforming Area Plan. Coverage transfers to increase coverage from
the base coverage up to maximum coverage shall be at a ratio of 1:1 for coverage transfers from sensitive
lands. For transfer of coverage from non-sensitive lands, coverage shall be transferred at a gradually
7
increasing ratio of 1:1 to 2:1, as further specified in the Code of Ordinances. ” The TRPA Code of
Ordinances (the Code) allows for an Area Plan to develop an alternative comprehensive coverage
management system to encourage coverage reduction with Area Plans. The Code states;
“An Area Plan may propose a comprehensive coverage management system as an
alternative to the parcel-level coverage requirements outline in Sections 30.4.1. and
30.4.2, provided that the alternative system shall: 1) reduce the total coverage and
not increase the cumulative base allowable coverage in the area covered by the comprehensive
coverage management system; 2) reduce the total amount of coverage and not increase the
cumulative base allowable coverage in Land Capability Districts 1 and 2; and 3) not increase the
amount of coverage otherwise allowed within 300 feet of high water of Lake Tahoe. For the
8
purposes of this provision “total” coverage is the great of existing or allowed coverage. ”
The City proposes a concept to incorporate the City’s coverage pool to encourage coverage mitigation. The
TVAP introduces the a Land Coverage Management System policy;
“To promote revitalization in the Tahoe Valley area and promote opportunities for
coverage reduction and SEZ restoration, allow projects within the Town Center Core
District to go beyond 70 percent and up to 90 percent of the project area that is located
6

TRPA Regional Plan Implementation Committee Meeting, September 25, 2013. Governing Board
Packet, RPIC Minutes p. 7-33.
7
TRPA Regional Plan Update, December 12, 2012. Chapter 2 Land Use Element, LU-2.11.B, p.2-8.
8
TRPA Code of Ordinances, Effective February 9, 2013. 13.5.3.B.1. p.13-3,4.
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within land capability districts 4-7, inclusive, using 2.5:1 ratio for coverage from non-sensitive
9
lands, and 1:1 ratio for coverage from sensitive lands. ”
This policy demonstrates that the incentivized system would allow for coverage above 70 percent and a
2.5:1 transfer ratio for non-sensitive lands, which are both greater than what is allowed in the RPU. This
type of change was not assessed in the RPU or associated Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). It is
unclear that this allowance would not increase the cumulative base allowable coverage in the Town Center
Core District. The League asks that cumulative base allowable coverage in relationship to this policy
information be provided in the TVAP. Where these parcels can be identified should be provided. There also
must be clarification on the RPU conformance and environmental impact concerns associated with this
proposal.
Water Quality Programs must Coordinate with Tahoe Regional Planning Agency and Seek Out
Funding Mechanisms
Best Management Practice Compliance and Enforcement Policy Should Elaborate Coordination with
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
The TVAP policies encouraging an increase of best management practices (BMPs) should detail
compliance and enforcement measures and whether the City or TRPA will be the authority in charge. The
TVAP lists two policies to ensure installation and maintenance of BMPs as required by permits and to
support and/or enforce private property BMP certification with near-term focus on development that have
drainage directly to Lake Tahoe and/or the Upper Truckee River, or are in the same catchment as
10
Environmental Improvement Program or public water quality improvement projects. These two policies
should go further in stating who will be responsible for enforcement of these BMPs. Examples of what
these specific targeted areas should be provided. These comments should be addressed in the TVAP
policy rather than the TVAP Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). TRPA currently has a working group
focusing on BMP compliance and enforcement issues that will be meeting on July 9, 2014 and August 20,
2014. As a stakeholder participating in the group, the League encourages the City to follow conversations
and decisions made through this group as Area Plans will be discussed. The TVAP should consider and
incorporate suggestions made by that group where applicable.
Alternate Water Quality Fee Program and Funding Mechanism Need to be Defined
The RPU gives local jurisdictions the option to use area-wide Water Quality Treatments within their Area
Plan. The TVAP states that, “all properties …that participate in an area-wide treatment system that has
11
been implemented by the City will be considered as a meeting TRPA Code. ” It is not clear which TVAP
water quality project this implementation language is relating to. Policy should define these areas. The
TRPA Code requires that along with TRPA coordination, there must be funding mechanisms, identified
project areas shall address installation and ongoing maintenance, strong consideration shall be given to
areas connected to surface waters, shall consider area-wide and parcel-level BMP as an integrated system,
12
and consideration given to those who have already completed their BMPs. All of these should be
addressed in policy of the TVAP.

9

Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Public Draft Review. June 4. 2014. Natural and Cultural Resources. NCR7.2.A, p.70.
10
Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Public Draft Review. June 4. 2014. Natural and Cultural Resources. NCR5.3, NCR-5.4 p.69.
11
Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Public Draft Review. June 4. 2014. Implementation. p.96.
12
TRPA Code of Ordinances, Effective February 9, 2013. 13.5.3.B.3. p.13-5.
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Uses Must Defined and Change in Allowable Uses Must Be Analyzed
TVAP Must Define Active and Passive Uses in Open Space
Uses within open space need clarification and shifts from a not permitted or special use to allowable uses
throughout the TVAP need to be analyzed. Policy language in the open space goal allows for passive
recreation uses in multi-use areas of open space and active and passive recreation uses within the
13
greenbelt area. Active and passive recreation uses need to be defined. Impacts associated with these
uses need to be analyzed in the EIS. The designated open space areas and a reference as to where these
14
areas are located (whether or not it is those areas pointed out in Figure 4 ) should be provided.
Multiple Family Dwelling and Single Family Dwelling Require Should Eliminate Vacation Rentals and
Require Environmental Assessment
The RPU provided for a change to mixed-used designation for Town Centers in Area Plans. With this
change, certain uses that were originally designated as special uses from Plan Area Statement (PAS) 110
are shifting from special to allowed uses (specifically Employee Housing, Multiple Family Dwelling in TC-C
and TC-MUC) and uses that were never allowed before (specifically Single Family Dwelling in TC-C, TC15
MUC, and TC-G). Multiple Family Dwelling and Single Family Dwelling both include detached building on
16
a single parcel and allow vacation rentals. Allowing for more vacation rentals through this designation is
problematic because it essentially allows for more Tourist Accommodation Units (TAUs) that are not
regulated as TAUs, would result in changing the character of surrounding residential neighborhoods, and
could result in associated environmental impacts. These separate units should not be allowed for vacation
rentals or receiving areas for TAUs. The environmental impacts associated with all use changes in the
TVAP must be analyzed in the EIS. Additionally, Riding and Hiking Trails are now an allowed use
throughout the entire TVAP when they were either not allowed or only allowed as a special use in certain
areas throughout the PAS 110. The associated impacts with this blanketed change must also be analyzed.
Clarification of Economic Incentives to Remove Barriers to Help Redevelopment
The removal of barriers and what environmental impacts associated with this removal must all be defined.
There are two policies that provide incentives and remove barriers to help redevelop the Gateway District
17
and Town Center Core District. A clear description of what the barriers are and what removal entails
should be included. Any potential environmental impacts must be assessed in the EIS.
Coordinate with Airport Master Plan Comprehensive Land Use Plan
There has been lengthy discussion between the TRPA Advisory Planning Commission (APC) and members
of the public at workshops regarding the Lake Tahoe Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). The
CLUP has the potential to impact development within the TVAP. The City should include policy language to
coordinate planning efforts with the Airport Master Plan to ensure to the best of their capability that this will
not happen.
13
14
15

Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Public Draft Review. June 4. 2014. Recreation. REC-2.3, REC-2.4. p.80.
Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Public Draft Review. June 4. 2014. Figure 4.

Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Public Draft Review. June 4. 2014 Appendix C. Development and Design
Standards.p. C-2. Compared to TRPA Plan Area Statement 110, South Y. p.2-4.
16
Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Public Draft Review. June 4. 2014 Appendix C. Development and Design
Standards.p. C-6.
17
Tahoe Valley Area Plan, Public Draft Review. June 4. 2014. Economic Development. ED-1.1, ED1.2. p.51.
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Recommendations
The League recommends the following to be included in policy for the TVAP and analysis for the NOP;












TVAP include a Restoration Plan for the Stream Environment Restoration Plan Area;
The EIS must include information regarding the Land Capability Challenge and analysis of
the impacts of the SEZ change;
TVAP include targets for SEZ restoration and coverage reduction;
EIS must analyze changes proposed in the Coverage Management System;
Coordination with TRPA for BMP enforcement and compliance;
More detailed information for area-wide systems including funding mechanisms;
Passive and Active Uses in Open Space Defined;
Remove Vacation Rentals and the possibility of TAUs in Multiple and Single Family
Residential Uses;
Assessment of all impacts of use changes from the previous PAS 110 be analyzed in the
EIS;
TVAP Clarifies economic barriers and analyzes removal of these barriers and associated
impacts in the EIS;
Coordinate efforts on the Airport Master Plan CLUP.

These comments are not all encompassing of what should be assessed in the TVAP EIS. Anything that
does not conform to the RPU should be thoroughly analyzed and discussed in that environmental
document.
Sincerely,
Shannon Eckmeyer
Policy Analyst
League to Save Lake Tahoe

Wrls
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Mr. John Hitchcock
Planning Manager
City of South Lake Tahoe
l-052 Tata Lane
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
Subject: Comments on Draft Tahoe Valley Area Plan and Scope of the Draft EIS/EIR
Dear John:

On behalf of Barton Healthcare, Wells Barnett Associates offers the following comments
on the June 4, 2014, draft Tahoe Valley Area Plan (TVAP) and associated Notice of
Preparation (NOP)for an environmental impact statement/environmental impact report
(ElS/ElR) for your consideration.
NOP Potential Alternatives. The proposed project is described on pages 2 and 3 of the
NOP but is not specially identified as one of the alternatives. lt is our understanding,

however, that the draft TVRP will be Alternative 3.

We request that the EIS/EIR clearly compare each plan alternative and include a
comparison table for easy reference. We recommend that one of the alternatives in the
EIS/EIR match the maximum land use and development parameters allowed in the
current TRPA Regional Plan since the TVAP is being developed under the auspices of
that plan.1 We also recommend that language be added to the TVAP explaining why the
plan would establish development standards below those otherwise allowed in the
TRPA Regional Plan. This important background information is currently missing in the
draft plan.
South Lake Tahoe Airport. The EIS/EIR should compare applicable TVAP development
and land use standards (including noise) to those contained in the adopted Lake Tahoe
Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP), and should comply with all the
requirements of Section 21096 of the California Public Resources Code. lt would be
helpful if the TVAP contained an overlay map showing the adopted Airport Safety Zone
boundaries and noise contours for the Airport. These maps should be included in
existing conditions as well as the proposed land use element.

t This would also be consistent with Section 15126,6 of the CEQA Guidelines.
10379
Q75) 580-7478
www.wbaplanning.com
ZephyrCove, NV 89448
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p.O. Box

275 Kingsbury Grade, Suite 205
Lake Tahoe, Nevada

Mr. John Hitchcock
July 8,2014
Page 2 of 3
We have not seen a schedule for the review and approval of the TVAP by the Lake Tahoe
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) or Foothills Airport Land Use Commission (FALUC)

asrequiredinSectionslll.D.2andlll.C.4.goftheCLUP. Asyoumaybeaware,FALUC
was disbanded several years ago due to revisions in California aeronautics law and we
are unclear whether or not a successor agency exists, and whether or not they must also
review and approve the TVAP.
Buildine Height Limits. The TRPA Regional Plan allows a maximum height limit up to 56
feet in "town centers" for new area plans (Appendix B). lt seems arbitrary that the draft
TVAP limits building heights to only 45 feet in the Town Center Core (TC-C) and 42 feet
in the Town Center Health-Care (TC-HC) and Town Center Mixed Use (TC-MUC) zoning
districts. We find it difficult to support a reduction in allowable height in the plan
without a good explanation of why this is proposed, especially for the proposed Town
Center Health Care District. This explanation should be written into the plan.
Land Coverage. The proposed TVAP will allow transfers of land coverage up to 90
percent within the Town Center-Core zoning district and up to 70 percent within the

Town Center-Health Care Zoning District. We support this land coverage policy for the
TVAP but note that the 90 percent rule may exceed the maximum land coverage limit
currently allowed in the TRPA Regional Plan. Will the TRPA Regional Plan also need to
be amended, and what is the anticipated schedule for this amendment?
Section 5 - Land Use and Communitv Design. Section 5.1- mentions six zoning districts
and one overlay zone. Our review, however, indicates that that there are in fact seven
zoning districts (counting Open Space) and two overlay zones (Town Center and Stream
Restoration). There are also at least three additional overlay zones for the TVAP if the
Lake Tahoe Airport CLUP safety and noise restriction areas, and specialflood hazard
zones, are taken into consideration.
Section 6 - Economic Development. This section contains a discussion of Barton
Hospital, both in terms of a future master plan and development incentives. We
generally support the language in Policies ED 2.1" and ED 2.2regarding the development
of a future hospital master plan, but wish to note that existing conversions of use from
commercial to public service are already conditionally allowed in the TRPA Code of
Ordinances. Since Barton Hospital may want to acquire commercial properties outside
of the Town Center Healthcare zoning district for conversion to hospital-related public
service land uses in thefuture, we are concerned thatthe current language in the plan
might be interpreted as a limitation on these types of conversions. The TVAP should not
impose additional restrictions regarding conversions of use and banking of CFA.

Mr. John Hitchcock
July 8,2014
Page 3 of 3
Section 8 - Transportation and Circulation Element. This section should include goals,
policies, and actions related to the South Lake Tahoe Airport, even if based on the
existing (outdated)airport master plan and CLUP. Also, to reiterate ourJune 9,2014,
comments at the TRPA Advisory Planning Commission (APC), Barton Health strongly
supports the bicycle trailand pedestrian circulation elements described in Section 8 of
the TVAP and in other locations of the document. lmproved, non-vehicular circulation
not only benefits our clients but also hospital employees who choose to travel to work
via alternative modes of transportation.

future master plan for the hospital may include vacation (abandonment) of certain
streets within or adjacent to the proposed Town Center Health-Care zoning district for
number of reasons. We support Policy T-1.8, as currently drafted, for this reason.

A

a

Section 9 - Public/Quasi-Public Facilities. This element should include specific goals and
policies favorable to Barton Memorial Hospital- the largest employer and only hospital
in South Lake Tahoe. Barton Hospital should be acknowledged and mentioned by name
in Section 9 due to its vital importance to the community.
We feel that the proposed policies regarding the hospital in the Land Use Element (page
48) may be better addressed in Section 9 of the draft plan; although we support some
mention of a future hospital master plan in the land use chapter.
ln conclusion, we appreciate all the efforts being made to develop a well thought-out
and effective "area plan" for Tahoe Valley and look forward to its eventual adoption and
implementation. Thank you for considering our comments on the draft plan and the
NOP for the environmental document.
Please call me at 775-580 -7478, or write me at lvn@wbaplanning.com, if you have any

questions.
Sincerely,

A. Lyn Barnett, AICP
Principal

Copies: Rich Belli, Director of Facilities, Barton Health
Brandy McMahon, AICP, Principal Planner, TRPA

To: John Hitchcock, Planning Manager
From: Taylor Flynn, Tahoe Mountain News
Re: Public Comment for Tahoe Valley Community Plan
July 10, 2014
CC: South Lake Tahoe City Council: Hal Cole, Mayor Brooke Laine, Mayor Pro
Tem JoAnn Conner Tom Davis Angela Swanso. South Lake Tahoe Planning
Commission: Judy Brown Joy Curry Jason Drew Patricia Hickson Tamara
Wallace

Hi John,
It was good talking to you on the phone a few weeks back. I am hereby
reiterating some of my concerns regarding the latest draft of the Tahoe Valley
Community Plan. As you know, my wife, Heather, and I own the Mountain News
and our business is located at 963 Third Street, which is within the boundaries of
Special Area 1 of TRPA Plan Area Statement 110.
Name for Special Area 1
Special Area 1 has historically been part of Plan Area 110 and, through the entire
Tahoe Valley Plan process, has been a key component of the community plan.
However, in the latest draft under Land Use Districts, Special Area 1 has been
given a name that does not easily identify it as part of the Town Center, simply
“Commercial Mixed Use Service”. Special Area 1 should remain part of the area
plan and, hence, part of the town center – like all other districts in the plan. One
point is that this may be beneficial to the city in the future should any projects
need to extend to this part of this area plan that is only one block off of Highway
50. Another point, is simply to keep the district a cohesive part of the plan, and a
third point is that land owners in this district have made comments through the
entire Tahoe Valley Plan Process with the understanding that they are, indeed,
an integral and important part of the plan. It seems unfair, in my mind, to
essentially oust these folks (if only by name) in the final phase, people who have
put lots of time, energy and resources into this process and also their respective
businesses. I hereby suggest that Special Area 1 be named “Town Center –
Commercial Mixed Used Service” in the final Tahoe Valley Community Plan.
Maintain existing allowed uses in Special Area 1
Some permissible uses have been removed resulting in an essential “downzone”
for Special Area 1, a vibrant “mixed use” area of craftsmen, artisans, mechanics,
writers, dance instructors, etc. Specifically of my concern is that “eating and
drinking establishments” has been removed as an allowed use under Appendix
C. Over the past year, I have been planning a nano-brewery at our underutilized
location. As you may be aware, nano-breweries are small breweries that produce
high quality beer in batches of 3.5 barrels or less. Nano-breweries are a
nationwide trend as people discover the pleasure of tasting high-quality beer

produced locally by true craftsmen. Many of these nano-breweries are located –
as they should be – within industrial districts. But a key component of most nanobreweries is a tasting room coupled with varying degrees of dining opportunities.
Another point is that certain types of eating establishment should be allowed in
light industrial districts. In just such a district in Carson City, where we used to
print the newspaper, there was a great local’s secret – a hidden gem of a
taqueria frequented by the blue collar community who worked there. These types
of eateries in a light industrial zone provide a real service for the people who
work there who, in many cases, have limited time during breaks to get a bite to
eat. I know you said it was unintentional for your planning team to take away any
current allowed uses, but I want to reiterate the need to put back existing uses
including “eating and drinking establishments” as allowed uses within the land
use matrix of Special Area 1, Plan Area Statement 110.
South Tahoe Refuse
Under Section 6 – Economic Development, there is the following policy:
Policy ED-3.3 – South Tahoe Refuse Relocation
Assist South Lake Tahoe Refuse to upgrade their existing facilities with stateof-the-art improvements.
Does this mean that the city intends to help relocate STR out of Special Area 1,
which, as the plan states, is intended for small and medium sized commercial
uses? Or does this mean that the city intends to help upgrade STR in its current
location to make it a better neighbor? We understand that STR has been in this
location for a long time and is “grandfathered” in, if you will. It’s also a rather
large complex sandwiched between a town center and a residential
neighborhood. At any rate, I would at least like to see the city begin a policy of
enforcing properly covered trash loads, not just for the betterment of this area,
but the entire town. Too often we see trailers and trucks with uncovered loads
making their way to the transfer station emitting trash and debris. For the most
part, STR is good about meeting these requirements on its own vehicles. In
Placerville there is signage and a strict policy of enforcing covered loads.
Certainly, in South Lake Tahoe, a bonafide tourist destination, there should be an
equally vigilant effort to prevent this litter problem caused by uncovered trash
loads.
Bicycle Routes
In the transportation section, the Tahoe Valley plan states:
Industrial area Alternative Bicycle Route Alignments. The City has hired a
transportation consultant to explore alternative bike route to the Eloise
Avenue bike route that runs through the industrial district in order to
provide a more appealing bicycling experience. The consultant will
analyze the alternative routes for feasibility as well as safety.

While I understand that it makes good sense to route “visitor” bicycle routes
around the transfer station, I certainly would not want to lose any of our
“commuter” routes. As an avid cyclist familiar with the area, I have a
number of concerns with some of the newly-proposed routes. A meeting
with the “bicycle consultant” could be beneficial, I think, and would most
certainly be appreciated on my end.
Thanks again, John, for hearing my concerns that are hereby submitted as public
comment to this latest draft of the Tahoe Valley Community Plan. As I said earlier
in our telephone conversation, I think the plan is on the right track and I am, in
fact, quite impressed with parts of it. Congratulations to you and your planning
team, and thank you for addressing my concerns.
Sincerely,
Taylor Flynn
Tahoe Mountain News
963 Third Street
530 542-7033
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Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
128 Market Street
Stateline, NV 89449

Date:
To:
From:

May 14, 2014
TRPA Staff and Regional Plan Implementation Committee Members
The League to Save Lake Tahoe

Re:

Area Plan Process and Tracking Mechanisms for Monitoring and Annual Review

Dear Ms. Marchetta, Mr. Marshall, Mr. Hester, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Lewandowski, and members of RPIC,
As participants of the Bi-State Working Group and supporters of the Regional Plan Update (RPU), the
League to Save Lake Tahoe appreciates the opportunity to remain involved in the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency (TRPA) RPU implementation process. A critical component of implementation is the Area Plan
process. As the process continues to develop there are elements that are still not understood and need to
be defined and discrepancies that need to be resolved. The League requests that key components of the
process be clearly defined and that the concept of delegation of authority be thoroughly discussed. These
comments recommend:
1. The purpose of Area Plans and its requirements be clearly defined through the Regional Plan
Implementation Committee
2. Memorandum of Understanding and associated Procedural Guidelines must track Area Plan
performance
3. TRPA is responsible for the quarterly reporting and annual review of the South Shore Area
Plan and Tourist Core Area Plan
4. Regional Plan Implementation Committee must resolve delegation of authority issues
Background
Area Plans were a contentious issue during the Bi-State negotiations and require ongoing review.
Stakeholders in the Bi-State Working Group agreed to Area Plans by approving the level of delegated
authority and requiring an appeals process. After the RPU was approved, it was essential that Nevada
pass its first Area Plan within a reasonable time frame so that Nevada remained in the Bi-State Compact.
The South Shore Area Plan (SSAP) started planning before the adoption of the RPU and was approved in
September 2013. The California Area Plan adjacent to the SSAP was adopted two months later as the
Tourist Core Area Plan (TCAP). While the first year of the implementation of the RPU was able to
demonstrate success through the adoption of these two Area Plans, questions as to how they will actually
realize RPU goals still remain.
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1. Purpose of Area Plans and Requirements for SSAP and TCAP Must be Defined through
Regional Planning Implementation Committee
Area Plans are intended to realize the environmental goals of the RPU while streamlining permitting. The
RPU states that for an Area Plan to be in conformance, it requires that the plan,
“… 3) Either be consistent with the Regional Land Use Map or recommend and adopt
amendments to the Regional Land Use Map as part of an integrated plan to comply with Regional
Plan policies and provide threshold gain. 4) Recognize and support planned, new, or enhanced
Environmental Improvement Projects. Area Plans may also recommend enhancements to
planned, new, or Environmental Improvement Projects as part of an integrated plan to comply
with the Regional Plan policies and provide threshold gain, 5) promote environmentally beneficial
redevelopment and revitalization within Centers…7) protect and direct development away from
1
Stream Environment Zones and other sensitive areas… ”
The SSAP and TCAP contain the High Density Tourist District which the RPU also requires conformance to
“demonstrate that all development activity within the High Density Tourist District will provide threshold
gain, including but not limited to measureable improvements in water quality. If necessary to achieve
2
threshold gain, offsite improvements may be additionally required. ” The RPU is clear that the Area Plans
must provide specific environmental goals that will achieve threshold attainment.
The different stakeholders of the Bi-State Working Group agreed to all elements of the Area Plans as a
package. The tracking of the success and implementation of the Area Plans has yet to be determined.
The SSAP and its associated MOU were adopted in September of 2013. However, the Procedural
Guidelines for tracking the SSAP have still not been created and Douglas County staff has still not actually
taken over the authoritative role. The TCAP was adopted in November of 2013, but has yet to have a MOU
or Procedural Guidelines approved. Both of these plans have passed the quarterly review mark and have
yet to demonstrate any goals of the RPU. This is going to be problematic for four-year RPU review and
benchmark assessment.
Although streamlining the permitting process and decreasing costs to the applicants was one intent of Area
Plans, the Area Plan concept was developed to help facilitate achievement of environmental benefits. The
RPU’s foundation lies on the concept of incentivizing redevelopment to create walkable and bikeable
communities. The SSAP and TCAP did little to change already existing land use framework as these areas
are already developed. The first two Area Plans should not be used as templates as updating current land
use policy for future Area Plans because of this. The League understands the purpose of the Area Plan
process is to create policy and monitoring that will reach environmental improvements. The League
requests that the Regional Plan Implementation Committee (RPIC) discuss the actual purpose of the Area
Plan process as well as level of planning detail appropriate for the Area Plans on public record to clarify
any inconsistencies for future Area Plans.

1
2

TRPA Regional Plan, Chapter 2 Land Use Element, December 12, 2012. LU 4.8, p2-15,16.
TRPA Regional Plan, Chapter 2 Land Use Element, December 12, 2012. LU 4.10.4, p2-17.
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2. Memorandum of Understanding and Associated Procedural Guidelines Must Track Area Plan
Performance
The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and Area Plan Procedural Guidelines are necessary tools to
track progress of individual plans. As the City of South Lake Tahoe (the City) has pointed out in its May 5,
2014 request for an extension for the TCAP MOU, a local jurisdiction “may” be delegated permitting
3
authority and that a MOU is not a requirement of Area Plan adoption. While an Area Plan’s MOU is not
required to be adopted at the same time as the Area Plan approval, it is still in fact a requirement. The
TRPA Code states that after TRPA finds that an Area Plan is in conformance, “TRPA and the lead agency
shall enter into a MOU that clearly specifies the extent to which the activities within the Area Plan are
delegated or exempt from TRPA review and approval, and describes all procedures and responsibilities to
ensure effective implementation of the Area Plan. Concurrent review of the Area Plan and the MOU is
4
encouraged. ” The purpose and goals of the Area Plans likely cannot be realized without redevelopment
actually occurring. If a local jurisdiction does not have the delegated authority associated specifically
related to an Area Plan, the point of streamlining permitting through these plans is defeated.
Findings required by the Bi-State Compact related to project permitting is another critical element to Area
Plan MOUs. Each Area Plan MOU requires, “an agreement to make all findings required by the Compact,
Regional Plan, Area Plan and Code for project approval and inclusion of special conditions not inconsistent
5
with the Area Plan. ” TRPA is required to make these findings for permits issued under its authority. Local
jurisdictions are held to the same standard. While a local jurisdiction may have already existing MOUs with
TRPA, there must be an interim agreement or final agreement with the Area Plan MOU stating which
agency will be responsible for these findings within the Area Plan. These types of findings are directly
linked to threshold attainment.
The Procedural Guidelines for the Area Plan MOUs will actually track redevelopment and goal
implementation. The SSAP MOU went through staff and RPIC review to ensure that it would detail the
appropriate level of delegation. The League was involved in extensive conversations with TRPA and
provided comments on the MOU process for the SSAP. It was explained to the League that the Procedural
Guidelines would outline detailed tracking for the SSAP. In response to comments regarding language on
the MOU TRPA staff responded, “MOU will be revised to add language that requires the MOU Procedural
Guidelines to include a permit monitoring schedule and permit information reporting requirements. A
summary report outlining permit activities including at a minimum, the number and type of permits issued
as well as the number and location of BMPs implemented through permits and TMDL implementation
activities and other threshold benefits specified in the Procedural Guidelines. Additionally, language will be
added that the MOU also requires Douglas County to participate in the annual accounting and reporting of
6
EIP Performance measures resulting from County efforts to implement the EIP. ” While the language was
added to the MOU, the Procedural Guidelines have still not yet been created. Tracking has still not yet
started.

3

City of South Lake Tahoe, May 5, 2014 Letter to TRPA, first paragraph.
TRPA Code of Ordinance, December 12, 2012, Effective February 9, 2013, 13.7.1. p. 13-12,13.
5
TRPA Code of Ordinance, December 12, 2012, Effective February 9, 2013, 13.7.2.C. p. 13-13
6
TRPA Governing Board Packet September 25, 2013. Douglas Agenda Item No. VIII, Attachment B.
p. 4
4
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The SSAP and TCAP may exist under different conditions, but MOUs and Procedural Guidelines are
needed for tracking purposes. The League understands that time pressure from Nevada required the
SSAP to be adopted quickly. Nine months later there is still no actual mechanism for tracking due to lack
of project proposals and staff for Douglas County. The TCAP was also adopted without long term
consideration for MOU or Procedural Guidelines. While the League has discussed tracking with both
TRPA and the City staff and understands there are other existing MOUs between the TRPA and the City,
this does not answer the question as to how in general environmental goals related to Area Plans will be
tracked. Through the SSAP process the League was encouraged that there would be local jurisdiction
accountability through MOU Procedural Guidelines. The City is now requesting an extension for an
approval for the TCAP MOU a year after it was approved. By the time the annual review approaches for
both of these Area Plans there will likely be nothing to review, which creates difficulties for the RPU
benchmarks. For Area Plans to be successful in helping reach RPU goals, tracking and assessment are
necessary to adapt and improve the adopted plan. As local jurisdictions have ownership over these plans, it
is their responsibility to identify shortcomings in the plan and update during the four-year review.
3. TRPA is Responsible for the Quarterly Reporting and Annual Review of the South Shore Area
Plan and Tourist Core Area Plan
Without actual delegation through the SSAP and TCAP, TRPA is responsible for the quarterly reporting and
annual review for both Area Plans. The TRPA Code requires monitoring and review of the Area Plans to
ensure consistency with the RPU. Monitoring means that:
“on at least a quarterly basis, lead agencies with approved Area Plans shall send to TRPA
copies of all building permits issued in the Area Plans. At minimum such building permits shall
contain and make clear the necessary development information that TRPA needs to measure
compliance with the terms of the Area Plans, such as additional land coverage, commercial
floor area, residential units, or tourist accommodation units (TAUs). In addition, TMDL
regulatory agencies, through the TMDL adaptive management systems, provide TRPA annual
progress reports and analysis, copies of MOAs and NPDES, and notifications of all breaches
7
or violations of MOAs and NPDES permits. ”
Considering the Procedural Guidelines have still not been developed for the SSAP, TRPA needs to have
generated two quarterly reports so far on the SSAP. The League requests that these reports be made
public. If the City already generated these reports through other MOUs, it should also have generated one
report so far on the TCAP. If these reports have not been created or there have been no permits granted
to generate the need for the reports, the League requests a TRPA staff report explaining so. If there have
not been any reports generated there should be a format created before the next round of quarterly
reporting as a guide for future Area Plans. TRPA should start coordination with both Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection and Lahontan Water Quality Control Board for the annual progress report of
water quality permits. The deadline for these progress reports is rapidly approaching.
The general annual review of the SSAP and TCAP are approaching and will require TRPA processing.
Again, without the actual delegation occurring for these Area Plans, the responsibility for their annual
7

TRPA Code of Ordinance, December 12, 2012, Effective February 9, 2013, 13.8.2. p. 13-14
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review lies with TRPA. TRPA is required to review selected permits that were authorized by the local
jurisdiction during this review. If TRPA then decides, “that certain development permits were issued in
apparent conflict with the Area Plan, it shall notify the lead agency in writing all specific discrepancies,
8
including recommendations for remedying the discrepancies. ” TRPA should still conduct a review and
provide the results to the public. It should then consider whether or not to recertify the Area Plan based on
this review. TRPA should also consider whether or not to recertify the Area Plan based on the progress of
the MOUs and Procedural Guidelines. These inconsistencies in tracking and reporting are creating
inappropriate precedent that must be discussed and stopped by the RPIC before other Area Plan approval.
4. Regional Plan Implementation Committee Must Resolve Delegation of Authority Issues
The RPIC needs to resolve Area Plan delegation discrepancies before any other Area Plans are adopted.
The Area Plan process is new and requires adaptive learning for all stakeholders involved. The first two
Area Plans were adopted incredibly fast in areas that are already highly developed. Redevelopment and
large environmental improvements may not actually occur in these already urbanized areas. The process
for understanding how to track environmental goals, particularly how the SSAP and TCAP will achieve
improvements in water quality for the High Density Tourist District, and what delegation of authority actually
means needs to be vetted in RPIC. There appears to be a disconnect between how RPU goals will be
achieved and actual permitting authority through the Area Plan MOUs. If another mechanism is created for
tracking outside of delegation through MOUs, this must be determined before any other Area Plans are
approved.
As these issues are resolved the League requests that TRPA state for the record that future Area Plan
MOU adoption should not be extended to a year. Through discussions with both TRPA and City staff, the
League understands that there is an approval process required by both agencies to adopt the TCAP MOU.
The City must seek adoption through its Planning Commission and City Council before it moves through
the TRPA approval process. However, the League brought the concerns addressed in this letter up at the
9
Governing Board meeting in March 2013. The City has explained they have existing MOUs that already
allow permitting authority. These MOUs do not directly relate to the TCAP. This argument should not be
used for the approval of unreasonably long extensions for Area Plan MOUs in the future. The TRPA Code
10
states that a MOU extension may only be granted through a good-faith effort and timely manner. All of
the remaining Area Plans will be coming through local jurisdictions that already have existing MOUs with
the TRPA. How the Area Plans will relate to existing MOUs must be discussed during the Area Plan
conformance review stage. The League requested through conversation with TRPA and City staff that the
TCAP MOU be approved by November or December of 2014, not dependent on the adoption of the second
City Area Plan. There could be factors out of the City’s control that delay the adoption of the Tahoe Valley
Area Plan. If the TCAP MOU is not adopted by the end of 2014, it should be suspended to comply with
TRPA Code. Future Area Plans should not be brought forward for adoption if the MOU is not ripe for
adoption as well.

8

TRPA Code of Ordinance, December 12, 2012, Effective February 9, 2013, 13.8.3. p. 13-15
TRPA Governing Board Packet, April 23 & 24, 2014, Meeting Minutes, Public Opinion Comment, p.
1, packet p.7.
10
TRPA Code of Ordinance, December 12, 2012, Effective February 9, 2013, 13.7.5. p. 13-14
9
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Recommendations







The Area Plan process must be clear and realize environmental goals for the RPU to be successful
in achieving benchmarks. The actual purpose of Area Plans must be discussed at RPIC.
Statement on the record by TRPA staff that the SSAP and TCAP will be assessed at their annual
review and four-year recertification to demonstrate threshold gain as required by the RPU.
MOU and Procedural Guidelines shall track Area Plan environmental goals. If these are not
appropriate tools for tracking, another mechanism shall be created.
TRPA must provide public with the three quarterly reports for the SSCAP and TCAP.
TRPA needs to start coordinating with other agencies and stakeholders for the annual review of
these plans.
RPIC clarification on Area Plan delegation of authority to local jurisdictions.

Sincerely,
Shannon Eckmeyer
Policy Analyst
League to Save Lake Tahoe

Appendix B
Comparison of Permissible Use List

A [Delete]

B. Entertainment

A [S]

A

Eating & Drinking Places

Service Stations

S

A [Delete]

Nursery

Outdoor Retail Sales

A [Delete]
A [Delete]

A [Delete]
A [Delete]

General Merchandise Stores
Mail Order and Vending

A [S]

A

S

A [S]

S

A [Delete]

S

A [Delete]

Building Material & Hardware

A [Delete]

A

A

Furniture, Home Furnishings & Equipment

S [Delete]

S [A]

A

A

S [Delete]

S [A]

A

Food & Beverage Retail Sales

General Retail and Personal Services

Auto, Mobile Home, and Vehicle Dealers

III. COMMERCIAL
A. Retail

Time Sharing (Residential Design)

Time Sharing (Hotel/Motel Design)

Hotel, Motel, Other Transient Dwelling
Units

Bed & Breakfast Facilities

A [Delete]

S

S

S[A]

S

Single Family Dwelling [(includes
condominiums)]

II. TOURIST ACCOMMODATION

A

Residential Care

[A2]

A

Nursing & Personal Care

[A2]

A

A

S

A

TC-NP
Special Area #2

Multi-Person Dwelling

S [A]

Multiple Family Dwelling

S [A]

[S]

S [Delete]

Mobile Home Dwelling

S [A]

TC-C
TC-G
General Area General Area

S [Delete]

[S]

S [Delete]

S

A

A

A

A

S

A

TC-HC
Special Area #2

Proposed amendments are bracketed and/or underlined. Deleted language is struckthrough.

Proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan
Exsiting PAS 110 Designation
I. RESIDENTIAL
Employee Housing

A

A

A

A

A [Delete]
A [Delete]

A

A [Delete]

A [Delete]

[A]

A [Delete]

[S6]

S

[S6]

S

[S]

Consolidated to General Retail and Personal Services
Consolidated to General Retail and Personal Services
Commercial retail and wholesale establishment where plants are grown or stored for transplanting at other sites. Outside storage or display is included
as part of the use.
Retail trade establishments operating outside of buildings on a daily or weekly basis, such as: roadside stands; flea markets; swap meets; seasonal
sales involving Christmas trees, pumpkins, or other seasonal items; regular sales of art or handcrafted items in conjunction with community festivals or
art shows; and retail sales of various products from individual motor vehicles locations outside the public right-of-way, not including bakery, ice cream,
and similar vending vehicles that conduct all sales within the right-of-way and do not stop in any location except on customer demand. Outside storage
or display is included as part of the use
Restaurants, bars, and other establishments selling prepared foods and drinks for on-premise consumption, as well as facilities for dancing and other
entertainment that are accessory to the principal use of the establishment as an eating and drinking place. The use also includes drive-in restaurants,
lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared goods and drinks for immediate consumption
Retail trade establishments primarily engaged in the sale of gasoline, which may also provide lubrication, oil change and tune-up services, and the sale
of automotive products incidental to gasoline sales. The use may also include as accessory uses towing, mechanical repair services, car washing and
waxing, and trailer rental. The use does not include storage of wrecked or abandoned vehicles, paint spraying body and fender work, and retail sale of
gasoline as an accessory use to food and beverage retail sales when limited to not more than two pumps.

Consolidated to General Retail and Personal Services
Retail trade establishments within buildings primarily engaged in selling lumber and other building materials, including paint, wallpaper, glass, hardware,
nursery stock, and lawn and garden supplies. The use includes
all such stores selling to the general public, even if contractor sales account for a larger proportion of total sales. Outside storage or display is included
as part of the use. Establishments primarily wholesaling plumbing, heating and air conditioning equipment, and electrical supplies are classified in
"Wholesale and Distribution."

Delete
An establishment for the retail sale of merchandise or the provision of personal services. A retail facility includes but is not limited to antique or art
shops, clothing, drug, dry good, florist, furniture, gift, grocery, hobby, mailing services, office supply, package liquor, paint, pet, shoe, sporting, bike or
moped, boats, golf carts, snowmobiles, jet skis, automobile parts, books, toy stores, and other miscellaneous retail shopping goods (auto, mobile home
and vehicle sales are not included in this definition). A personal service facility includes facilities primarily engaged in providing non-medical services
generally involving the care of persons, such as: beauty and barber shops; shoe repair shops; saunas and hot tubs; laundromats (self-service
laundries); dry cleaning pick-up stores and small-scale dry cleaners without pick-up and delivery services; clothing rental; dating and escort services;
offsite rental of sporting equipment; and wedding chapels. The use may also include the accessory retail sales of products related to the services
provided.
Consolidated to General Retail and Personal Services

A right to exclusively use, occupy, or possess a tourist accommodation unit of a hotel/motel design without kitchen units , according to a fixed or
floating time schedule on a periodic basis occurring annually over a period of time in excess of three years.
[Combine with TimeSharing above] A right to exclusively use, occupy, or possess a tourist accommodation unit of a residential design with kitchen
units, according to a fixed or floating time schedule on a periodic basis occurring annually over a period of time in excess of three years.

Residential-type structures that have been converted to or constructed as tourist accommodation facilities where bedrooms without individual cooking
facilities are rented for overnight lodging, and where at least one meal daily is provided. The use does not include "Hotels and Motels," which are
defined separately; nor rooming and boarding houses (see "Multi-Family Dwellings")
Commercial transient lodging establishments, including hotels, motor- hotels, motels, tourist courts, or cabins, primarily engaged in providing overnight
lodging for the general public whose permanent residence is elsewhere. This use does not include Bed and Breakfast Facilities or Vacation Rentals.

More than one residential unit located on a parcel. Multiple-family dwellings may be contained in separate buildings such as two or more detached
houses on a single parcel, or in a larger building on a parcel such as a duplex, a triplex, or an apartment building. Vacation rentals are included, up to
but not exceeding a four-plex, provided they meet the Local Government Neighborhood Compatibility Requirements as defined in the TRPA Code of
Ordinances One detached secondary residence is included; see Secondary Residence
A building designed primarily for permanent occupancy by individuals unrelated by blood, marriage, or adoption in other than single-family dwelling
units or transient dwelling units. A multi-person dwelling includes, but is not limited to, facilities such as dormitories and boarding houses, but not such
facilities as hotels motels and apartment houses
Residential establishments with in-patient beds providing nursing and health-related care as a principal use, such as skilled nursing care facilities,
extended care facilities, convalescent and rest homes, and board and care homes
Establishments primarily engaged in the provision of residential social and personal care for children, the aged, and special categories of persons with
some limits on ability for self care, but where medical care is not a major element. The use includes, but is not limited to, children's homes, halfway
houses, orphanages, rehabilitation centers, and self-help group homes
One residential unit located on a parcel. A single-family dwelling unit may be contained in a detached building such as a single-family house, or in a
subdivided building containing two or more parcels such as a town house condominium. Vacation rentals are included provided they meet the Local
Government Neighborhood Compatibility Requirements as defined in the TRPA Code of Ordinances. A caretaker residence is included (see Secondary
Residence)

Residential units owned and maintained by public or private entities for purposes of housing employees of said public or private entity.
A home built entirely in the factory on a non-removable steel chassis that is transported to the building site on its own wheels and was installed prior to
June 15, 1976, when the Federal Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards (commonly known as the HUD Code) went into effect.
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Establishments primary engaging in retail sales and secondarily as a fine art or craftsman demonstration workshop of light industrial nature such as
sculptor, potter, weaver, carver, jeweler, or other similar art that requires artistic skill . Outside storage or display would require approval of a Special
use Permit

Incorporated in Industrial Services
Establishments engaged in assembling, breaking up, sorting, temporary storage, and distribution of recyclable or reusable scrap and waste materials,
including auto wreckers engaged in dismantling automobiles for scrap. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use. The use does not include
terminal waste disposal sites, which are prohibited, and temporary storage of toxic or radioactive waste materials.

Manufacturing establishments producing or processing foods and beverages for human consumption and certain related products for distribution within
the region, such as meat and poultry processing, dairy products processing, beverages and liquors processing, and miscellaneous food preparation from
raw products. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use
Retail trade establishments primarily engaged in the sale to consumers of ice, bottled water, fuel oil, butane, propane, and liquefied petroleum gas
(LPG), bottled or in bulk, as a principal use. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use.
Service establishments providing other businesses with services, including maintenance, repair, service, testing, publishing, and rental. This includes
establishments such as: welding repair, armature rewinding, and heavy equipment repair, (except vehicle repair; see "Auto Repair and Service");
research and development laboratories, including testing facilities; soils and materials testing laboratories; equipment rental businesses that are entirely
within buildings (for equipment rental yards, see "Sales Lots") , including leasing tools, machinery and other business items except vehicles; and other
business services of a "heavy service" nature. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use.

Service establishments where repair of consumer products is the principal business activity, such as: electrical repair shops; television, radio, and other appliance
repair; watch, clock, and jewelry repair; boat repair; small engine repair; and reupholstery and furniture repair. An outdoor storage yard associated with these uses is
considered under "Secondary Storage." The use does not include businesses serving the repair needs of heavy equipment (see "Industrial Services”).
Outdoor sales area for permanent display of motor vehicles, recreational vehicles, mobile homes, construction equipment, farm machinery, or other
heavy equipment; outdoor equipment rental yards (not including recreational equipment rental); and large-scale, permanent outdoor sales activities
such as livestock auctions and sales Outside storage or display is included as part of the use
Business and secretarial schools and vocational schools offering specialized trade and commercial courses. The use includes specialized non-degree
granting schools including, but not limited to: music schools; dramatic schools; language schools; driver education schools; ballet and other dance
studies; seminaries and other establishments exclusively engaged in training for religious ministries; and establishments finishing educational courses
by mail
The outdoor storage of various materials or the public display of merchandise on the same site as a principal building or use that supports the activities
or conduct of the principle use and does not increase the intensity of the use. This does not apply to primary uses that include outside storage and
display as part of the use

Incoprated in General Retail and Personal Services
A place where the following kinds of business are transacted or services rendered: engineering, architectural and surveying; real estate agencies;
educational, scientific and research organizations; financial services; writers and artists; advertising agencies; photography and commercial art studios;
publishing with offsite printing facilities; broadcasting studios; employment services; off premise concessions (OPC); reporting services; computer
services; management, public relations, and consulting services; organizational offices; detective agencies; professional services; attorneys; and
counseling services (other than licensed psychiatrists; see "Health Care Services"). Incidental offices are considered accessory uses to a primary use.

Service establishments primarily engaged in high-volume laundry and garment services, such as power laundries (family and commercial); garment
pressing and dry cleaning; linen supply; diaper service; industrial laundries; and carpet and upholstery cleaners. The use does not include coin-operated
laundries or dry cleaning pick-up stores without dry cleaning equipment (see "General Retail and Personal Services").

Incoporated in Professional Offices
Incoporated in Professional Offices
Service establishments primarily engaged in furnishing medical, mental health, surgical, and other personal health services such as: medical, dental,
and psychiatric offices; medical and dental laboratories; outpatient care facilities; and allied health services. Associations or groups primarily engaged in
providing medical or other health services to members are included. Nursing homes and similar long-term personal care facilities are classified in
"Nursing and Personal Care," and mental health-related services, including various types of counseling practiced by licensed individuals other than
medical doctors or psychiatrists or unlicensed individuals, are included under Professional Offices.

Establishments primarily engaged in performing services for animals, such as veterinary services, animal hospitals, animal kennels . The use does not
include publicly operated animal control and wildlife care (see "Local Public Health and Safety Facilities").
Service establishment engaged in repair, alteration, painting, washing, or waxing of automobiles as a principal use. The use also includes storage and maintenance
yards for rental of cars, trucks, or trailers. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use. The use does not include: automobile parking (see
"Transportation"); repair shops subordinate to and maintained by a vehicle dealership; service stations (which are separately defined); or automobile wrecking years
)see "Recycling and Scrap").
Incoporated in Professional Offices
Service establishments within buildings that provide other businesses with services including maintenance, repair and service, testing, and rental. This
includes establishments such as: outdoor advertising services, mail advertising services (reproduction and shipping); blueprinting, photocopying, and
photofinishing; computer-related services (rental, repair, and maintenance); commercial art and design (production); film processing laboratories; and
services to structures such as window cleaning, exterminators, janitorial services, and business equipment repair services.

Commercially operated facilities for public assembly and group entertainment with a capacity of greater than 300 people, such as: auditoriums;
exhibition and convention halls; theaters, meeting halls and facilities for "live" theatrical presentations or concerts by bands and orchestras;
amphitheaters; meeting halls for rent; and similar public assembly uses
Commercial establishments for outdoor amusement and entertainment such as: amusement parks; theme and kiddie parks; go cart and miniature auto
race tracks; and miniature golf courses. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use.

Establishments providing amusement or entertainment for a fee or admission charge, such as: arcades and coin-operated amusements; billiard and
pool halls; bowling alleys; card rooms; clubs and ballrooms that are principal uses rather than being subordinate to an eating or drinking place; dance
halls; gymnasiums; health and athletic clubs; ice skating and roller skating facilities; indoor sauna, spa, or hot tub facilities; motion picture theaters;
reducing salons; and tennis, handball, racquetball, indoor archery and shooting ranges, and other indoor sports activities.
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Junior colleges, colleges, universities, and professional schools granting associate arts degrees, certificates, undergraduate and graduate degrees, and
requiring for admission at least a high school diploma or equivalent general academic training.
Kindergarten, elementary, and secondary schools serving grades up to 12, including denominational and sectarian.

Regional facilities operated by public or quasi-public entities for protection of the public, such as: fire stations and other fire prevention facilities; water
and sewage facilities; transportation maintenance/storage facilities; police and sheriff substations and headquarters, including secondary county shortterm incarceration facilities; and solid waste transfer stations that TRPA finds to be regionally serving. Secondary county short-term incarceration
facility means a county jail (not a state or federal prison facility) that is not the primary jail for the county.

Permanent meeting facilities for organizations operating on a membership basis for the promotion of the interests of the members, such as: business
associations; professional membership organizations; labor unions and similar organizations; civic, social and fraternal organizations; political
organizations; and other membership organizations. The use does not include country clubs in conjunction with golf courses (see "Golf Courses");
religious organizations ("see Religious assembly"); and lodging (see "Multi-person Dwelling").
Commercially operated facilities for public assembly and group entertainment with a capacity of greater than 300 people, such as: auditoriums;
exhibition and convention halls; theaters, meeting halls and facilities for "live" theatrical presentations or concerts by bands and orchestras;
amphitheaters; meeting halls for rent; and similar public assembly uses.
Public and quasi-public facilities serving as junction points for transferring utility services from one transmission to another or to local distribution and
service, such as: electrical substations and switching stations; major telephone switching centers; natural gas regulating and distribution facilities;
public water system wells, treatment plants and storage; and community wastewater treatment plants and settling ponds. Outside storage or display is
included as part of the use. The use does not include office or service centers (see "Professional Offices or Government Offices").

Facilities operated by public or quasi-public entities for the local protection of the public, such as: fire stations and other fire prevention facilities; police
[A] and sheriff substations; satellite highway maintenance and snow removal facilities; water tanks, pumps, wells and related facilities; monitoring facilities;
sewage pumps and related facilities; and emergency services. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use.

Facilities for public assembly and entertainment for the local community, not to exceed a capacity of 300 people, such as community centers, meeting
halls, and multi-purpose centers.
Establishments providing local neighborhoods with mail service and delivery, such as postal substations and neighborhood delivery centers.

Buildings containing office for public agencies, including administrative offices, and meeting rooms, and regional post offices. The use does not include
offices that are incidental and accessory to another government use such as tranist terminals, vehicle storage, campground, or storage yards.
Establishments primarily engaged in providing diagnostic services and extensive medical treatment, including surgical and other hospital services. Such
establishments have an organized medical staff, inpatient beds, and equipment and facilities to provide complete health care.

Transportation facilities that are used for the landing or take-off of aircraft, including helicopters, such as airports, heliports, helipads, and seaplane bases.
The use also includes any appurtenant areas used for airport buildings and accessory facilities, including terminals, aircraft sales and rentals, and fueling
facilities. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use
Religious organization assembly or institutional facility operated for worship or promotion of religious activities, including churches and incidental
religious education. Other establishments maintained by religious organizations, such as full-time educational institutions, hospitals, and other
potentially related operations (such as a recreational camp) are not considered a religious assembly and are classified according to their respective
activities
Establishments engaged in the temporary accumulation and storage of recyclable or discarded materials, including toxic and hazardous wastes, which
are subsequently transported to recycling centers or solid waste disposal sites for further processing on a regular and consistent schedule. Outside
storage or display is included as part of the use. The use does not include automobile wrecking yards or any recycling processing facilities, which are
listed under Recycling and Scrap or regional solid waste transfer stations, which are listed under Recycling and Scrap or Regional Public Health and
Safety Facilities.
Permanent public or quasi-public facilities generally of a noncommercial nature, such as art exhibitions, planetariums, botanical gardens, libraries,
museums, archives, and arboretums.
Establishments used for the care of seven or more children residing elsewhere.

Service establishments primarily engaged in the business of storing operative cars, buses, or other motor vehicles. The use includes both day use and
long-term public and commercial garages, parking lots, and structures. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use. The use does not
include wrecking yards (see "Recycling and Scrap")
Establishments primarily engaged in the storage of furniture, household goods, or other commercial goods, such as warehouses and storage or ministorage facilities offered for rent or lease to the general public. The use does not include warehouse facilities where the primary purpose of storage is for
goods for wholesaling distribution. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use. The use does not include terminal facilities for handling
freight (see "Vehicle and Freight Terminals").
Establishments engaged in the storage of merchandise for sale to retailers; to industrial, commercial, institutional, farm, or professional business users; or
to other wholesalers; or acting as agents or brokers in buying merchandise for or selling merchandise to such persons or companies. The use includes
such establishments as: merchant wholesalers; agents, merchandise or commodity brokers, and commission merchants; and assemblers. Outside
storage or display is included as part of the use.

Service establishments primarily engaged in the outdoor storage of motor vehicles, construction equipment, materials or supplies, fire wood lots, or
industrial supplies. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use.
Transportation establishments furnishing services incidental to transportation, such as: freight forwarding services; transportation arrangement services;
packing, crating, inspection and weighing services; freight terminal facilities; joint terminal and service facilities; trucking facilities, including transfer and
storage; and postal service bulk mailing distribution centers. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use.

Establishments considered to be light manufacturing or cottage industry that produce jewelry, silverware and plated ware; musical instruments; toys;
sporting and athletic goods; pens, pencils, and other office and artists' materials; buttons, costume novelties, miscellaneous notions; brooms and
brushes; caskets; and other miscellaneous manufacturing industries. The use also includes artisan and craftsman-type operations that are not home
occupations and that are not secondary to on-site retail sales. The use also includes small-scale blacksmith and welding services and the manufacture
of trusses Outside storage or display is included as part of the use
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Activities associated with the protection, restoration, and management of vegetation includng fire detection and suppression, fuels treatment and management,
insect and disease suppresion, prescribed fire and burn management.

Activities associated with range management including range pasture management, range improvement and grazing.
Incorpated into Range Management
Incorpated into Range Management
Incorpated into Range Management
Incorpated into Range Management

Incorpated into Wildlife and Fisheries Resource Management

Incorpated into Wildlife and Fisheries Resource Management

Incorpated into Wildlife and Fisheries Resource Management

Activities associated with the protection, restoration, and management of wildlife and fisheries resources.
Incorpated into Wildlife and Fisheries Resource Management

Activities associated with the protection, restoration, and management of timbersuch as reforestation, regeneration harvest, sanitation salvage cut, selection cut,
special cut, thinning and timber stand improvement.
Incorpated into Forest Resource Management
Incorpated into Forest Resource Management
Incorpated into Forest Resource Management
Incorpated into Forest Resource Management
Incorpated into Forest Resource Management
Incorpated into Forest Resource Management
Incorpated into Forest Resource Management
An are where trees or other vegetation on the TRPA‐approved species list are grown for commercial harvest. The use includes establishments where Christmas trees
are cultivated or where other native trees and plants are grown for harvest at a later date.

Facilities for various outdoor sports and recreation including, but not limited to, tennis courts, swim and tennis clubs, ice skating rinks, and athletic
fields (non-professional). Outside storage or display is included as part of the use.
Indoor recreation establishments operated by a public or quasi-public agency providing indoor sports and community services, such as swimming pools,
ice skating rinks, multi-purpose courts, weight rooms, and meeting and crafts rooms.
[A] Planned paths for pedestrian, bike, and equestrian traffic, including trail heads.
Nonprofit establishments providing visitor information and orientation.

Land or premises, other than Participant Sports Facilities, designated by the owner to be used by individuals or the general public, for a fee or
[A] otherwise, for outdoor recreation purposes on a daily basis such as regional and local parks, picnic sites, vista points, snow play areas, rafting facilities,
and playgrounds
Facilities that are dependent on the use of outdoor recreation areas, such as onsite food and beverage sales, onsite recreational equipment rentals,
parasailing, rafting, and onsite recreation instruction. The use also includes outfitter or guide service establishments whose base facilities are located
on or near a recreation area, such as horse packing outfitters or snowmobiling outfitters. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use.

[A] Public right-of-ways that are improved to permit vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle travel.
Communication facilities for public or quasi-public, commercial, and private electronic, optic, radio, microwave, electromagnetic, and photo-electrical
transmission and distribution, such as: repeater and receiving facilities, feeder lines, and earth stations for satellite communications for radio, television,
[S] telegraph, telephone, data network, and other microwave applications. The use includes local distribution facilities such as lines, poles, cabinets, and
conduits. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use. The use does not include uses described under Broadcasting Studios.

Passenger stations for vehicular and mass transit systems; also, terminal facilities providing maintenance and service for the vehicles operated in the
transit system. The use includes, but is not limited to, buses, taxis, railway, and ferries. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use.

Transportation facilities primarily engaged in the pipeline transportation of refined products of petroleum, such as: gasoline and fuel oils; natural gas;
mixed, manufactured, or liquefied petroleum gas; or the pipeline transmission of other commodities. The use includes facilities for the transmission of
[S] electrical energy for sale, including transmission and distribution facilities. Outside storage or display is included as part of the use. The use does not
include offices or service centers (see "Professional Offices"); equipment and material storage yards (see "Storage Yards"); distribution substations (see
"Public Utility Centers");and power plants (see "Power Generating Plants").

Public and quasi-public establishments providing social services and rehabilitation services, counseling centers, welfare offices, job counseling and
training centers, or vocational rehabilitation agencies, serving persons with social or personal problems requiring special services and the handicapped
and the disadvantaged. The use includes organizations soliciting funds to be used directly for these and related services. The use also includes
establishments engaged in community improvement and neighborhood development
Public or non-profit research establishments primarily engaged in implementing social, political, and scientific research relating to the Lake Tahoe
Environmental Thresholds or the Lake Tahoe ecosystem. The use includes laboratories, monitoring stations, scientific interpretive centers, research and
training classrooms, and related support facilities. Overnight multi-person facilities, outside storage, and caretaker facilities may be considered as
accessory to this use. The use does not include facilities unrelated to threshold-related research, such as: general college administrative offices and
classrooms (see “Schools-College”); and government administrative offices (see “Government Offices”); or non-threshold-related research (which may
b
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Activities associated with the protection, restoration, and management of watersheds including erosion control, runoff control and stream environment zone
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restoration.
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