
   
   

 

     
 

  
  
     

   

     
    

 
  

  

     
 

  

     

   
 

      
 

   

    
 

      
 

    

   
 

    
 

    
 

  
 

 

4 OTHER REQUIRED SECTIONS 

4.1		 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE 
AVOIDED 

CEQA Section 21100(b)(2)(A) states that an EIR shall include a detailed statement setting forth “[i]n a separate 
section…[a]ny significant effect on the environment that cannot be avoided if the project is implemented.” State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts, including those that 
can be mitigated but not reduced to a less-than-significant level. In addition, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Title 40, Section 1502.16 (40 CFR 1502.16) and Section 3.7.2 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances require an EIS to 
identify any significant adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided if any of the alternatives are 
implemented. Chapter 3 of this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS addresses the potential environmental effects of the project 
alternatives for all applicable environmental topic areas and recommends mitigation measures, as necessary, to 
mitigate project effects to the extent feasible. The contributions of project alternatives to cumulative impacts are 
discussed in Section 3.18, “Cumulative Impacts,” of this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS. 

If a specific impact cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level, it is considered a significant and 
unavoidable impact. The action alternatives (Alternatives 1–4) would have the following significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts (direct, indirect, and cumulative): 

►	 Impact 3.4-5 (Alt. 1): Damage to or Mortality of Special-Status Plants Resulting from Recreational Activities 

►	 Impact 3.4-6 (Alts. 1, 2, 3, 4): Short-Term Disturbance of Sensitive Communities (Jurisdictional Wetlands, 
Riparian Vegetation, and SEZ) Resulting from Construction Activities 

►	 Impact 3.4-8 (Alts. 1, 2, 3, 4): Disruption of Wildlife Habitat Use and Loss of Wildlife Resulting from 
Construction Activities 

►	 Impact 3.5-4 (Alt. 3): Long-Term Disruption of Fish Passage/Migration 

►	 Impact 3.9-1 (Alts. 1, 2, 3, 4): Short-Term Risk of Surface Water and Groundwater Degradation during 
Construction 

►	 Impact 3.9-2 (Alts. 1, 2, 3, 4): Short-Term, Project-Related Risk of Surface Water Degradation Following 
Construction 

►	 Impact 3.10-3 (Alt. 1): Potential Conflict with Regional Conservation Strategy for Tahoe Yellow Cress 

►	 Impact 3.13-2 (Alts. 1, 2, 3, 4): Short-Term Construction Impacts of Recreation Facilities That May Have an 
Adverse Physical Effect on the Environment 

►	 Impact 3.13-5 (Alt. 1): Long-Term Operation and Expansion of Recreation Facilities That May Have an 
Adverse Physical Effect on the Environment 

►	 Impact 3.14-3 (Alt. 1): Potential for Long-Term Degradation of the Scenic Quality of Shoreline Travel Unit 
33 and Mapped Scenic Resources Related to the Upper Truckee River Bridge and Ramps 

►	 Impact 3.18-C9 (Alts. 1, 2, 3, 4): Cumulative Biological Resources: Vegetation and Wildlife—Construction-
Related Effects on Special-Status Plants and Sensitive Habitats (Jurisdictional Wetlands, Riparian Vegetation, 
and SEZs) 
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►	 Impact 3.18-C10 (Alt. 1): Cumulative Biological Resources: Vegetation and Wildlife—Long-Term Effects on 
Special-Status Plants and Sensitive Habitats (Jurisdictional Wetlands, Riparian Vegetation, and SEZs) 

►	 Impact 3.18-C11 (Alts. 1, 2, 3, 4): Cumulative Biological Resources: Vegetation and Wildlife—Short-Term 
Effects on Common or Special-Status Wildlife Resources and Wildlife Movement Corridors 

►	 Impact 3.18-C28 (Alts. 1, 2, 3, 4): Cumulative Geomorphology and Water Quality—Short-Term Risk of 
Surface Water or Groundwater Degradation during Construction 

►	 Impact 3.18-C29 (Alts. 1, 2, 3, 4): Cumulative Geomorphology and Water Quality—Short-Term Risk of 
Surface Water or Groundwater Degradation Following Construction 

►	 Impact 3.18-C33 (Alt. 1): Cumulative Land Use—Potential to Physically Divide an Established Community 
or Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations 

►	 Impact 3.18-C38 (Alt. 1): Cumulative Recreation—Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities That 
May Have an Adverse Physical Effect on the Environment 

►	 Impact 3.18-C40 (Alt. 1): Cumulative Scenic Resources—Short-Term and Long-Term Effects of 
Construction Activities and Additional Facilities on Existing Visual Character and Quality 

As discussed in Table 2-6, the Conservancy will implement several environmental commitments to reduce 
potential environmental impacts. Where feasible mitigation exists, it also has been included to reduce these 
impacts; however, the mitigation and/or environmental commitments would not be sufficient to reduce these 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

4.2 SIGNIFICANT AND IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

CEQA Section 21100(b)(2)(B) states that an EIR shall analyze in a separate section significant and irreversible 
environmental changes. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) provides the following guidance for an 
analysis of the significant and irreversible changes of a project: 

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified. 

40 CFR 1502.16 also states that an EIS shall analyze irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources such 
as soils, wetlands, and waterfowl habitat. The irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources is the 
permanent loss of resources for future or alternative purposes. These resources cannot be recovered or recycled or 
are consumed or reduced to unrecoverable forms. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” of this 
DEIR/DEIS/DEIS, implementing Alternative 1 would involve constructing recreation and public access facilities 
(e.g., kiosks, bridge, boardwalk, bicycle paths, and pedestrian trails), reestablishing and improving floodplain 
processes through a combination of approaches, and restoring various habitats. A potential “maximum” level of 
recreation and public access infrastructure would be constructed under Alternative 1. Constructing recreational 
facilities under Alternative 1 would commit future generations to the use of those facilities in the study area 
because some of the facilities (e.g., kiosks, bridge) are relatively permanent structures. 
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Implementing Alternative 2 also would involve constructing recreation and public access facilities, reestablishing 
and improving floodplain processes, and restoring various habitats; however, a relatively minimal level of public 
access and recreation infrastructure would be constructed under Alternative 2. Therefore, although some 
components of Alternative 2 would commit future generations to the proposed uses to some extent, the 
commitment would be less than under Alternative 1. 

Both Alternatives 3 and 4 would involve a moderate amount of recreational development, habitat restoration, and 
restoration of the Upper Truckee River and its floodplain. Implementing either Alternative 3 or 4 would involve 
constructing a kiosk, bicycle paths, and pedestrian trails; however, neither alternative would include the bridge 
and connected boardwalk that would be constructed under Alternative 1. Implementing Alternative 3 or 4 would 
commit future generations to the proposed uses under those alternatives; however, the commitment would be less 
than under Alternative 1. 

Implementing Alternative 5 (the No-Project/No-Action Alternative) would involve no significant irreversible or 
irretrievable commitments of resources. 

Although the selection of one of the action alternatives would commit future generations to the approved uses, 
the commitment could for the most part be reversed. Changes in the use or restoration of natural resources in the 
study area under Alternative 2, 3, or 4 would be feasible if future decisions by the Conservancy directed such 
changes. Therefore, the impacts on land use related to Alternative 2, 3, or 4 would not be irreversible. 
Construction of some of the recreational facilities under Alternative 1 (e.g., kiosks, bridge) would be more 
difficult to remove and would largely commit future generations to those uses. 

Implementing Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4 would result in the irreversible and irretrievable commitment of energy and 
material resources during construction and operations. Energy would be expended in the form of gasoline, diesel 
fuel, and oil for equipment and transportation vehicles. Building materials for the project would include rocks, 
sand, asphalt, concrete, steel, and other materials. Construction activities would generate nonrecyclable materials, 
such as solid waste and construction debris. The use of these nonrenewable resources is expected to account for a 
very small portion of the resources in the Tahoe Basin and their area of origin (generally, northern California and 
Nevada) and would not affect the availability of these resources for other needs in the basin. 

4.3		 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES OF THE 
ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF 
LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Section 3.7.2 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances and 40 CFR 1502.16 require a discussion of the relationship 
between a project’s local short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term 
productivity. The following discussion addresses how implementing the project would affect the short-term use 
and the long-term productivity of the environment. 

The study area is composed of land that may be needed for project implementation or may be required for access 
during construction. It includes the downstream reaches of Trout Creek and the Upper Truckee River, adjacent 
wetland and uplands habitats, more than three-fourths of a mile of Lake Tahoe shoreline, and the Lower West 
Side Wetland Restoration Area. The study area is easily accessible and is used extensively by the public. 

Implementation of any of the action alternatives (Alternatives 1–4) would result in short-term impacts in the study 
area. These impacts would include reduced recreational access to the study area, local traffic and circulation 
interference, increased ambient noise levels, exceedance of the turbidity standards, and disruption of wildlife use 
of some habitats. Because these impacts would occur only during construction and for a short period after, they 
are not expected to adversely affect the long-term productivity of the natural environment. 
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The project’s short-term effects would be related to the project’s long-term beneficial effects on socioeconomic 
productivity. Implementing any of the action alternatives (Alternatives 1–4) would improve public access and 
recreational opportunities and experiences in the study area, which could attract additional visitors, potentially 
increasing commercial activity at local businesses. Therefore, implementing any of the action alternatives could 
result in a slight increase in long-term socioeconomic productivity. A substantial increase in revenues or long-
term productivity in the study area or South Lake Tahoe area would not result under any of the action alternatives. 
Implementing Alternative 5 (the No-Project/No-Action Alternative) would result in long-term socioeconomic 
productivity similar to existing conditions. 

The project’s short-term effects also would be related to the project’s long-term beneficial effects on river and 
floodplain ecosystem productivity (e.g., on the services produced by ecosystems, including sediment and nutrient 
retention and decreased erosion rates, and provision of fish, wildlife, and plant habitats). Increased sediment and 
nutrient retention would also have beneficial effects on conditions in Lake Tahoe. Most of these beneficial effects 
would be similar among the action alternatives, but some substantial differences would exist among these 
alternatives. The floodplain area inundated by a two-year recurrence flow (at median lake levels) would be much 
greater under Alternative 2 or 3 than under Alternative 1 or 4, and enhanced core habitat area would be greater 
under Alternative 2 or 4 than under Alternative 1, and it would be smallest under Alternative 3. While Alternative 
1 does enhance the core habitat area it also includes a bridge that increases access to sensitive Tahoe yellow cress 
habitat and therefore has a long term significant and unavoidable impact to Tahoe yellow cress. Implementing 
Alternative 5 (the No-Project/No-Action Alternative) would result in the continuation of existing adverse 
conditions and trends in the productivity of river and floodplain ecosystems. 

4.4 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

CEQA Section 21100(b)(5) specifies that the growth-inducing impacts of a project must be addressed in an EIR. 
Section 15126.2(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines provides that a project alternative would be growth inducing if 
it could “foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or 
indirectly, in the surrounding environment.” Direct growth inducement would result if a project involved, for 
example, the construction of new housing. Indirect growth inducement would result if a project established 
substantial new permanent employment opportunities (e.g., new commercial, industrial, or governmental 
enterprises), involved a construction effort with substantial short-term employment opportunities that would 
indirectly stimulate the need for additional housing and services, or removed an obstacle to housing development. 
Examples of growth-inducing actions include developing water, wastewater, fire, or other types of service areas in 
areas not previously served; extending transportation routes into previously undeveloped areas; and establishing 
major new employment opportunities. 

Direct growth would not be induced under any of the project alternatives because none of the project alternatives 
propose additional housing. In addition, implementing the project would not indirectly induce growth because 
substantial new permanent employment opportunities would not result under any of the action alternatives. 
Construction of Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4 would generate short-term employment opportunities; the work would be 
temporary and would occur over several years, with certain activities starting and stopping for shorter durations 
within that period. Alternative 5 (the No-Project/No-Action Alternative) would not involve any work. Because of 
the limited number and type of jobs that would be generated and the temporary nature of those jobs, it is 
anticipated that the jobs would be filled using the existing local employment pool. Existing available housing in 
the region would easily accommodate any workers who relocate from outside the area, if needed. The number of 
permanent employees would not increase under any of the alternatives. Therefore, none of the alternatives would 
have an effect on the local workforce or would significantly affect employment. 

In addition, the project would not involve the provision of any new services or construction of new utilities to the 
study area that would have more capacity than needed for uses currently being proposed, and no road 
improvements are proposed as part of the project. For these reasons, indirect growth-inducing impacts resulting 
from implementing the project would be less than significant. 
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As discussed in Section 3.15, “Socioeconomics, Population and Housing, and Environmental Justice,” a slight 
increase in economic growth may be realized under Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4 because each would improve public 
access and recreational opportunities and experiences in the study area, which could attract additional visitors. 
However, this increase would be expected to be minimal, resulting in no significant indirect growth-inducing 
effects. Implementing Alternative 5 (the No-Project/No-Action Alternative) would result in no change in 
economic growth because no changes to public access or recreational opportunities or experiences would occur. 

4.5		 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE/ENVIRONMENTALLY 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

NEPA requires that the alternative considered to be environmentally preferable be identified. “Environmentally 
preferable” is used to describe the alternative that would best promote the national environmental policy as 
expressed in Section 101 of the National Environmental Policy Act—that is, it would cause the least damage to 
the biological and physical environment. In addition, the “environmentally preferable” alternative best protects, 
preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources. Although U.S. Council on Environmental 
Quality regulations require that the environmentally preferred alternative be identified, they do not require that 
this alternative be adopted. 

Section 101(b) of NEPA states: 

In order to carry out the policy set forth in this Act, it is the continuing responsibility of the Federal 
Government to use all practicable means, consistent with other essential considerations of national policy, to 
improve and coordinate federal plans, functions, programs and resources to the end that the Nation may— 

(1) fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations; 

(2) assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing 

surroundings;
	

(3) attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk to health or safety, 
or other undesirable and unintended consequences; 

(4) preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, 

wherever possible, an environment which supports diversity, and variety of individual choice; 


(5) achieve a balance between population and resource use which will permit high standards of living and a 
wide sharing of life’s amenities; and 

(6) enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of
	
dependable resources.
	

The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(a) and e(2)) require that an EIR’s analysis of alternatives identify 
the “environmentally superior” alternative among all of those considered. In addition, if the No-Project 
Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR must also identify the 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. Under CEQA, the goal of identifying the 
environmentally superior alternative is to assist decision makers in considering project approval. CEQA does not 
require an agency to select the environmentally superior alternative (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15042– 
15043). 

The TRPA Compact and Code of Ordinances do not specifically call for identifying an environmentally superior 
or preferred alternative; however, they rely on other state and federal regulations and when evaluating 
alternatives, TRPA identifies the alternative that would best maintain and/or achieve environmental thresholds 
(discussed in Section 4.5, “Consequences for Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities,” below). The 
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Compact and the Code of Ordinances allow for the consideration of social, technical, or economic impacts when 
an alternative is selected. 

Based on the analysis of impacts on resources in Chapter 3, the action alternatives present trade-offs related to 
overall environmental advantages. Implementing Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4 would involve restoring the river and its 
floodplain, which would improve long-term water quality, increase the amount and improve the quality of aquatic 
and floodplain habitats, and restore the stream environment zone. These alternatives would have short-term and 
interim impacts on water quality that could not be avoided because of the strict turbidity criteria used to determine 
a significant and unavoidable impact (Section 3.8) and to sensitive habitats and wildlife (Section 3.4). 
Implementing Alternative 1 would also create long-term significant and unavoidable scenic impacts and Tahoe 
yellow cress impacts related to bridge construction (Sections 3.4 and 3.14). Implementing Alternative 3 could 
have a long-term significant unavoidable impact to fish passage through the study area during low flow periods if 
channel disconnectivity occurs (Section 3.5). Implementing Alternative 5 (the No-Project/No-Action Alternative) 
would avoid the adverse impacts generated by construction of additional recreational facilities; however, the long-
term water quality and habitat benefits would not occur. Consequently, Alternative 5 (the No-Project/No-Action 
Alternative) is not the environmentally superior or environmentally preferred alternative.  

Of the action alternatives, Alternative 2, New Channel—West Meadow (Minimum Recreation Infrastructure), is 
the environmentally superior alternative because it involves a relatively minimal level of impacts associated with 
public access and recreational infrastructure while including river, lagoon, floodplain, and beach and dune 
restoration benefits comparable to or greater than those under Alternative 1, 3, or 4. However, unlike under the 
other action alternatives, implementing Alternative 2 would not provide recreation infrastructure to redirect public 
access from sensitive areas. Compared with the other action alternatives, this alternative minimizes construction 
activities and costs, maintenance and staffing responsibilities and costs, disturbances associated with 
infrastructure construction, and formal public access to locations throughout the study area. 

Although Alternative 2 would be environmentally superior, it includes non-environmental trade-offs. 
Implementing Alternative 2 would provide the least benefit for public access and recreation opportunities and 
experiences. 

4.6		 CONSEQUENCES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL THRESHOLD CARRYING 
CAPACITIES 

TRPA Threshold Carrying Capacities (thresholds) are standards of environmental quality to be achieved in the 
Tahoe Region. The standards identify the level of human impact the Lake Tahoe environment can withstand 
before irreparable damage occurs. Thresholds have been established for nine resource areas: 

► air quality; 
► water quality; 
► soil conservation; 
► vegetation preservation; 
► fisheries; 
► wildlife; 
► scenic; 
► noise; and 
► recreation. 

The thresholds and the indicators used to measure how well a project complies with the thresholds were adopted 
in 1987 and remain in effect today. The analysis of attainment status (i.e., whether each threshold is being 
achieved and/or maintained) is updated approximately every five years and was most recently assessed in the 
2011 Threshold Evaluation (TRPA 2012). 
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An evaluation of the effects of each of the project alternatives on the thresholds is provided below for the nine 
resource areas. For each threshold, it is stated whether the threshold is applicable to the project and, if so, what the 
consequences of implementing each alternative would be on each applicable threshold. The evaluation of the 
project alternatives’ effects on the thresholds focuses on long-term changes in attainment. Short-term impacts 
associated with construction of each of the alternatives would be temporary and intermittent and would not 
change the attainment status of any of the thresholds. Thresholds in “attainment” are those meeting the adopted 
TRPA standard, and thresholds in “non-attainment” are not meeting the TRPA standard. Thresholds are 
designated as “unknown” when TRPA did not have adequate data to make a determination of attainment. 

4.6.1 AIR QUALITY 

Eight numerical air quality thresholds have been established by TRPA: 

► AQ-1, Carbon Monoxide; 
► AQ-2, Ozone (ROG [reactive organic gases] and NOX [oxides of nitrogen]); 
► AQ-3, PM10 [respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 micrometers or less]; 
► AQ-4, Visibility; 
► AQ-5, U.S. 50 Traffic Volumes; 
► AQ-6, Wood Smoke Emissions; 
► AQ-7, Vehicle Miles Traveled; and 
► AQ-8, Atmospheric Nutrient Loading. 

In 2006, the AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-7 thresholds were designated “non-attainment”; the AQ-4 and AQ-5 
thresholds were designated “attainment”; and the AQ-6 and AQ-8 thresholds were designated “unknown.” In 
2011, the AQ-1 threshold was in attainment, AQ-2, AQ-3, AQ-4, AQ-5 and AQ-7 thresholds were still in “non-
attainment,” AQ-6 and AQ-8 are still designated as “unknown.” The thresholds for air quality are established for 
long-term operational emissions only. Therefore, temporary, short-term construction-related emissions are not 
considered in determining compliance with TRPA thresholds. 

As stated for Impact 3.2-2 (Alternatives 1–4), implementing the project would not cause any long-term 
operational emissions thresholds set by TRPA to be exceeded. Thus, long-term operational emissions of criteria 
air pollutants (ozone [ROG and NOX] and PM10) would not violate the air quality standards established by 
thresholds AQ-2 and AQ-3. Subsequently, because the AQ-4, AQ-7, and AQ-8 thresholds are based on the 
formation of criteria air pollutants (visibility: ozone and PM10; vehicle miles traveled: ozone; and atmospheric 
nutrient loading: NOX), they also would not be violated by long-term project operation. 

As stated for Impact 3.2-3 (Alternatives 1–4), implementing the project would not cause long-term levels of 
service to deteriorate at any intersection or on any route, including U.S. 50. Thus, long-term operational (local) 
emissions of carbon monoxide by mobile sources and resulting changes in level of service (i.e., on U.S. 50) 
related to the project would not violate the air quality standards established by thresholds AQ-1 and AQ-5. 

No long-term operational sources of wood smoke emissions are associated with any of the project alternatives. 
Thus, the project would not affect threshold AQ-6. 

4.6.2 WATER QUALITY 

Seven narrative and numerical water quality thresholds have been established by TRPA: 

► WQ-1, Littoral Lake Tahoe, Turbidity; 
► WQ-2, Pelagic Lake Tahoe, Winter Water Clarity; 
► WQ-3, Pelagic Lake Tahoe, Phytoplankton Primary Productivity; 
► WQ-4, Tributaries, Tributary Water Quality; 
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► WQ-5, Surface Water, Runoff Water Quality; 
► WQ-6, Groundwater; and 
► WQ-7, Other Lakes. 

None of the project alternatives (Alternatives 1–5) would produce a discernible effect on four of the TRPA water 
quality thresholds: WQ-1, Littoral Lake Tahoe, Turbidity (attainment); WQ-2, Pelagic Lake Tahoe, Winter Water 
Clarity (non-attainment); WQ-3, Pelagic Lake Tahoe, Phytoplankton Primary Productivity (non-attainment); and 
WQ-7, Other Lakes (non-attainment). Therefore, these thresholds are not discussed further. 

Water quality thresholds are applied basinwide; that is, the entire Tahoe Basin is considered in attainment or in 
non-attainment. However, spatial data by stream, lake, or other water body are tracked, and local attainment status 
is reported by TRPA. No spatially discrete targets have been established. The three directly related water quality 
thresholds all have a “non-attainment” status. Implementing any of the action alternatives would not adversely 
affect or interfere with attainment of any of TRPA’s seven water quality thresholds. The relevant thresholds are 
discussed in more detail below. 

WQ-4, TRIBUTARIES, TRIBUTARY WATER QUALITY 

The TRPA tributaries threshold is intended to attain state standards for nitrogen, phosphorus, iron, and a 90th 
percentile value for suspended sediment of 60 milligrams per liter. The WQ-4 threshold is in non-attainment. 
Using the 2011 threshold evaluation, the status is somewhat worse than target, and the trend is moderate 
improvement (TRPA 2012). 

A major goal of the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project is the reduction of fine sediment (and 
associated nutrients, including nitrogen, phosphorous, and iron) production and transport in the study area. This 
goal is addressed by the design elements of Alternatives 1–4 that reduce fine sediment sources in the study area 
and promote fine sediment retention on the Upper Truckee River floodplain. Although the magnitude of both the 
reduction in fine sediment generated and the increase in sediment retained on the floodplain cannot be accurately 
quantified, the reduction of sediment sources and increased sediment retention in the study area would reduce the 
transport of fine sediment to Lake Tahoe, directly supporting the TRPA goal of decreasing the sediment load to 
the lake. A significant contributing element for the reduction of sediment production is the creation of more stable 
channel segments and the removal/abandonment of existing unstable channel segments. Implementing Alternative 
1, 2, 3, or 4 would increase the length of “geomorphically sized” (and inherently more stable) channels through 
modifications of existing channel segments and construction of new segments. The channel geometry in the 
improved segments would be designed to reduce channel instability and related erosion of the channel bed and 
banks. With the increase in the length of “geomorphically sized” channels (relative to existing conditions) used as 
a measure of improved channel stability, the action alternatives would be ranked in descending order as follows: 
Alternative 1 (6,200 feet), Alternative 2 (5,650 feet), Alternative 3 (5,080 feet), and Alternative 4 (3,400 feet). 

Additionally, implementing any of the action alternatives would promote increased retention of sediment in the 
study area by improving floodplain connectivity for the Upper Truckee River and by increasing the frequency and 
duration of channel overbanking and the area of floodplain inundation during high-frequency flooding events. The 
increased floodplain connectivity (and opportunity for floodplain retention) would be realized as a combination of 
raising the existing channel bed (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) and constructing inset (lowered) floodplain areas or 
terraces (Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4). The effect of both of these actions would be to increase the area of the study 
area more frequently inundated during seasonal high-flow events. With the estimated increase in the area 
inundated during a two-year flow event used as a measure of increased opportunity for deposition of fine 
sediment in the study area, the action alternatives would be ranked in descending order as follows: Alternative 3 
(91 acres), Alternative 2 (61 acres), Alternative 4 (17 acres), and Alternative 1 (11 acres). 

Each action alternative would also include installation of bank protection for the Upper Truckee River 
downstream of the U.S. 50 bridge (generally between River Stations 0+00 and 12+00). The bank protection would 
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stabilize eroding banks or banks with a high susceptibility to erosion, thereby reducing sediment production and 
turbidity. Based on the length of protected bank, implementing Alternative 1 or 4 would provide the most 
protection, and implementing Alternative 2 or 3 would provide the least. 

As described above, implementing any of the action alternatives would reduce sediment sources and provide 
opportunities for increased floodplain retention relative to existing conditions. These improved conditions would 
be expected to reduce fine sediment loading to the Upper Truckee River in the study area and result in the 
increased retention of fine sediment transported into the study area. In general, implementing any of the action 
alternatives would contribute to attainment of the WQ-4 threshold. 

Alternative 5 (the No-Project/No-Action Alternative) would not include any specific measures to be implemented 
in the study area that would reduce sediment and nutrient loading to the Upper Truckee River and, ultimately, 
Lake Tahoe. Existing conditions, which include river channel instability and reduced floodplain connectivity with 
the river, would persist. These conditions would result in continued elevated sediment loading in the Upper 
Truckee River. Relative to Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4, Alternative 5 would have the least potential to reduce 
sediment loading and would not contribute to attainment of the WQ-4 threshold. 

WQ-5, SURFACE WATER, RUNOFF WATER QUALITY 

The WQ-5 threshold, including TRPA standards focused on limiting nitrogen, phosphorous, iron, grease, oil, and 
suspended sediment in stormwater surface water discharges, is in non-attainment. Implementing Alternative 1, 2, 
3, or 4 would require extensive grading and construction activities over an approximately four-year construction 
period. The construction activities would result in removal of vegetation and disturbance of surface soils and 
underlying floodplain sediments. This disturbance could potentially result in short-term increased erosion hazards 
in disturbed areas. Under all the action alternatives, construction would result in a temporary increase in the risk 
of releases of fuel, lubricants, and other hazardous substances related to the operation of heavy equipment. 
However, compliance with existing regulations regarding the control of stormwater discharges for construction 
activities would be required under all the action alternatives. Environmental Commitment 5 would be 
implemented to protect water quality during the construction period. 

Proposed recreational facilities (including the kiosk, trails, viewpoints and observation areas, and fishing 
platforms) for all the action alternatives would be accessible by foot or bicycle. These facilities would not 
introduce significant new sources of stormwater contaminants. Runoff from impervious structures (i.e., pavement) 
would require collection and treatment (e.g., infiltration) to minimize discharge of stormwater. 

Alternative 2 or 3 would include creation of stormwater treatment areas at the eastern margin of the study area. 
These treatment areas would be included to provide for the management/treatment of stormwater that enters the 
study area from developed areas to the east. This provision is a benefit of implementing Alternative 2 or 3, 
allowing treatment of stormwater generated from off-site sources. 

Required compliance with existing regulations would mitigate potential increases in stormwater pollutants 
associated with implementing any of the action alternatives. Additionally, the action alternatives would provide 
increased opportunity for retention of fine sediment and associated nutrients on the Upper Truckee River 
floodplain in the study area (see discussion of the WQ-4 threshold, above). The combined effect of specific 
stormwater controls for proposed recreational facilities and the increased opportunity for treatment of Upper 
Truckee River flows would contribute to the attainment of the WQ-5 threshold under Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4. 

Relative to existing conditions, Alternative 5 would not result in any improvements for treatment of stormwater 
and would not contribute to attainment of the WQ-5 threshold. 
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WQ-6, GROUNDWATER 

The Tahoe Basin is in non-attainment for the WQ-6 threshold, which includes standards focused on limiting 
nitrogen, phosphorous, iron, grease, oil, and turbidity in stormwater discharges to groundwater through 
infiltration. The goal of the WQ-6 threshold is to generally improve the potential for treatment of stormwater 
through groundwater infiltration and reduce nitrogen and phosphorous in groundwater. Data collected for the 
2005 Total Maximum Daily Load Best Management Practices Evaluation and Feasibility Study indicate that in 
the Lake Tahoe Basin most untreated runoff samples would meet groundwater (or land treatment) standards. 
Implementing Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4 would not introduce any significant sources of nitrogen or phosphorus into 
the study area or the Upper Truckee River. Implementation of any of the action alternatives would eliminate most 
existing impervious surfaces in the study area and would create a smaller amount of new impervious cover, 
resulting in a net decrease in the amount of impervious cover. The new impervious cover would be limited to 
paved trails and to kiosks and signs at observation points and view points (Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4). The proposed 
extent of impervious cover would not substantially change (i.e., reduce) the recharge properties of the study area. 
All runoff collected from impervious surfaces would be treated in infiltration facilities before it reached 
groundwater. 

All the action alternatives include modifications to the Upper Truckee River channel in the study area that would 
promote more frequent inundation of the floodplain/marsh surface during small and moderate flow events. The 
increased frequency and area of inundation during these smaller flood events would promote retention of 
sediment and associated nutrients (including nitrogen and phosphorous) on the floodplain, making nutrients 
available for uptake by riparian and marsh vegetation. Most of the sediment and nutrients would be transported by 
the river into and would not be generated at the study area. Although not directly quantifiable, the uptake of 
nutrients would reduce nutrient loading to Lake Tahoe (and therefore reduce the amount of nutrients delivered to 
groundwater through infiltration). 

Implementing Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4 would decrease the cover of impervious surfaces in the study area, treat 
stormwater runoff before it is discharged to groundwater, and increase opportunities for retention of nutrients on 
the Upper Truckee River floodplain. Therefore, implementing any of the action alternatives would generally 
benefit the goals of the WQ-6 threshold. Under Alternative 5, the existing conditions would continue therefore, 
the attainment of the WQ-6 threshold would not be affected. 

4.6.3 SOIL CONSERVATION 

Two soil conservation thresholds have been established by TRPA: 

► SC-1, Impervious Coverage and 
► SC-2, Stream Environment Zone, Naturally Functioning SEZ. 

SC-1, IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE 

This threshold is in non-attainment. It has two components, the first is based on controlling the amount of new 
impervious coverage, and the second involves a continuing effort to bring all land coverage into compliance with 
Bailey System coefficients. Implementing Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4 would decrease coverage in the most sensitive 
lands (LCD 1b) adjacent to the Upper Truckee River and Trout Creek, therefore decreasing existing coverage of 
sensitive lands in the watershed. Coverage would be decreased by removing user-created trails in LCD 1b 
throughout the study area (Alternatives 1–4) and by removing fill from the TKPOA Corporation Yard and 
restoring it to natural vegetation (Alternatives 1–3). Alternatives 1–4 also involve constructing public access and 
recreation infrastructure; these elements would be new coverage in LCD 1b around the perimeter of the study 
area. Overall, implementing Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4 would result in a net decrease in coverage in LCD 1b and in 
the study area as a whole. Consequently, implementing any of these alternatives would contribute to attainment of 
threshold SC-1 by decreasing land coverage. However, coverage allowed in the study area exceeds that allowed 
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by the Bailey System. Coverage removed would be banked and used for other projects (e.g., bike trails) as 
allowed by TRPA. Implementing Alternative 5 would maintain existing conditions and thus would not affect 
attainment of threshold SC-1.  

SC-2, NATURALLY FUNCTIONING SEZ THRESHOLD 

The SC-2 threshold is in non-attainment. It sets the goal of preserving naturally functioning Stream Environment 
Zone (SEZ) lands in their natural hydrologic condition, restoring all disturbed SEZ lands in undeveloped lands 
and restoring a five-percent increase in the area of naturally functioning SEZ lands (in the TRPA area of 
jurisdiction). Nearly all of the study area is designated as SEZ. The primary purpose of the Upper Truckee River 
and Marsh Restoration Project is to improve the natural function of the Upper Truckee River and floodplain in the 
study area. Implementing any of the action alternatives (Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4) would restore river processes 
and functions of the Upper Truckee River and improve connectivity of the river with its floodplain. All the action 
alternatives involve preserving and improving natural hydrologic conditions in the study area, and only uses that 
are consistent with allowable uses in the SEZ lands are proposed for the alternatives, including Alternative 5. All 
the action alternatives are also consistent with the TRPA Environmental Improvement Program, which provides 
direction and funding for projects restoring degraded SEZ conditions. 

Implementing any of the action alternatives (Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4) would contribute to the attainment of the 
SC-2 threshold. Although implementing Alternative 5 would not degrade existing SEZ lands or propose 
inconsistent land uses, implementing this alternative would not contribute to attainment of the SC-2 threshold. 

4.6.4 VEGETATION PRESERVATION 

Four vegetation thresholds have been established by TRPA: 

►	 V-1, Common Vegetation; 
►	 V-2, Uncommon Plant Communities; 
►	 V-3, Sensitive Plants; and 
►	 V-4, Late Seral/Old Growth Ecosystems. 

V-1, COMMON VEGETATION 

The goal of the V-1 threshold is to increase plant and structural diversity of forest communities through 
appropriate management practices as measured by diversity indices of species richness, relative abundance, and 
pattern. The V-1 threshold includes separate standards for diversity and pattern of vegetation types and relative 
abundance for conifer forest types, meadow and wetland vegetation types, and deciduous riparian vegetation types 
that are applied basinwide: 

►	 Provide for the perpetuation of yellow pine forest, red fir forest, subalpine forest, sagebrush scrub, and 
cushion plant associations and riparian, marsh, and meadow associations. 

►	 Maintain at least four percent meadow and wetland vegetation and four percent deciduous riparian vegetation. 

►	 Maintain no more than 25 percent dominant shrub vegetation. 

►	 Maintain 15–25 percent of the yellow pine forest in seral stages other than mature. 

►	 Maintain 15–25 percent of the red fir forest in seral stages other than mature. 

►	 Limit the acreage size of new forest openings to no more than eight acres. 

►	 Ensure that adjacent forest openings are not of the same relative age class or successional stage. 

UTR and Marsh Restoration Project DEIR/DEIS/DEIS AECOM and Cardno ENTRIX
 
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 4-11 Other Required Sections
 



   
    

  
     

     

 
  

  
 

   
  

  

    
 

 

    

   
 

  
   

    

   
 

   
   

   

   
 

 

   

    

      
  

  

  
  

   
   

    

   

   

Regarding conifer forest, implementing any of the action alternatives (Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4) would contribute 
to attainment of the V-1 threshold. Each of these alternatives involves enhancing forest communities in the study 
area by removing and restoring user-created trails. 

Regarding deciduous riparian (i.e., willow-wet meadow scrub) and meadow and wetland vegetation (i.e., lagoon 
and montane meadow) in the study area, short-term construction-related effects would be avoided or substantially 
reduced by implementing measures incorporated into the project as environmental commitments (Table 2-6), 
implementing proposed mitigation, or meeting the terms and conditions of permits. Consequently, common 
vegetation would not be degraded. Furthermore, implementing any of the action alternatives (Alternative 1, 2, 3, 
or 4) would result in long-term increases in the acreage and quality of deciduous riparian vegetation and meadow 
and wetland vegetation in the study area. Because the relative abundance threshold for these vegetation types is 
presently in non-attainment, implementing any of the action alternatives would contribute to attainment of the V-1 
threshold. Implementing Alternative 5 would not improve existing deciduous riparian, meadow, or wetland 
vegetation; rather, degradation would continue. Implementing this alternative would not contribute to attainment 
of the V-1 threshold. 

V-2, UNCOMMON PLANT COMMUNITIES 

The V-2 threshold calls for providing nondegradation of the natural qualities of any plant community that is 
uncommon to the Tahoe Basin or of exceptional scientific, ecological, or scenic quality. This threshold applies but 
is not limited to the deep-water plants of Lake Tahoe, Grass Lake (sphagnum fen), Osgood Swamp, the Freel 
Peak Cushion Plant Community, Hell Hole (sphagnum fen), Upper Truckee Marsh, Taylor Creek Marsh, and 
Pope Marsh. This threshold applies to the sensitive plant communities of the study area. 

The threshold status for V-2 is in non-attainment. The adverse effects of construction activities would be only 
short-term and would be avoided or substantially reduced by implementing measures incorporated into the 
project, implementing proposed mitigation, or meeting the terms and conditions of permits. Consequently, 
uncommon plant communities would not be degraded. Furthermore, all the action alternatives include restoration 
and enhancement components that would bring the V-2 threshold closer to attainment. Each project alternative 
would increase the acreage of uncommon communities in the study area; enhance uncommon communities by 
reducing human disturbance, particularly in a core habitat area; and increase river-floodplain connectivity (e.g., 
the frequency of inundation by floodwaters), which would enhance uncommon communities. Implementing 
Alternative 5 would not improve existing uncommon plant communities; rather, degradation would continue. 
Thus, implementing this alternative would not contribute to attainment of the V-1 threshold. 

V-3, SENSITIVE PLANTS 

The goal of the V-3 threshold is to maintain a minimum number of population sites for five TRPA special-interest 
plant species: Galena Creek rockcress (Arabis rigidissima var. demota) (seven sites), long-petaled lewisia 
(Lewisia longipetala) (two sites), Cup Lake draba (Draba asterophora var. macrocarpa) (two sites), Tahoe draba 
(Draba asterophora var. asterophora) (five sites), and Tahoe yellow cress (Rorippa subumbellata) (26 sites). The 
threshold status for V-3 is attainment. 

Of these plant species, only Tahoe yellow cress is found in the study area. Under any of the action alternatives, 
impacts on Tahoe yellow cress plants could include damage to plants during construction activities, loss of habitat 
from construction of project features, or subsequent damage to plants as a result of altered recreational activities. 
Although these potential adverse effects could occur under Alternative 2, this alternative also involves creating 
additional potential habitat for Tahoe yellow cress. 

Under the action alternatives, potential impacts from construction activities would be avoided by implementing 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: Conduct Protocol-Level Preconstruction Surveys and Avoid or Mitigate Impacts on 
Tahoe Yellow Cress Plants. If all Tahoe yellow cress plants cannot be avoided, the Conservancy, in coordination 
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with the Tahoe Yellow Cress Adaptive Management Working Group, will delineate and fence a mitigation area, 
excavate and translocate potentially affected stems, plant additional nursery-grown Tahoe yellow cress plants, and 
monitor and adaptively manage the population. (No construction activities would occur under Alternative 5, the 
No-Project/No-Action Alternative.) 

Unlike Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, implementing Alternative 1 would result in the loss of habitat for Tahoe yellow 
cress (along the beach where the boardwalk would be constructed). Although implementing Alternative 1 would 
increase the acreage of beach and dune by restoring dunes at Cove East Beach (see Table 3.4-4), most of this 
restored vegetation would be dunes up to several hundred feet from the immediate shoreline and may not include 
the moist microsites that provide habitat for Tahoe yellow cress. 

Under existing conditions, a comprehensive set of measures is being implemented and would continue to be 
implemented to maintain the Tahoe yellow cress populations in the study area. These measures also would be 
implemented under the action alternatives (Alternatives 1–4) and Alternative 5 (the No-Project/No-Action 
Alternative). The measures are components of a Conservancy-adopted management plan for Tahoe yellow cress 
in the study area (Conservancy and DGS 2007). For Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, these measures would be 
sufficient to prevent recreational activities from having a significant effect on these Tahoe yellow cress 
populations. However, for Alternative 1, the management plan’s measures would not prevent effects on the 
Barton Beach population site, where a boardwalk would be constructed close to the existing populations and an 
increase in visitors is expected. Despite signage, protective measures, and continued implementation of the Tahoe 
yellow cress management plan, trampling of plants and other disturbance to Tahoe yellow cress populations are 
expected to increase at this location. 

For these reasons, implementing Alternative 2, 3, 4, or 5 (the No-Project/No-Action Alternative) would continue 
to maintain population sites for Tahoe yellow cress and thus would contribute to continued attainment of the V-3 
threshold. Implementation of Alternative 1, however, would result in a significant impact on Tahoe yellow cress 
populations and habitat in the study area and therefore may not continue to maintain all population sites for Tahoe 
yellow cress in the study area. Therefore, implementing Alternative 1 would not contribute to continued 
attainment of the V-3 threshold and could result in nonattainment of this threshold.  

V-4, LATE SERAL/OLD GROWTH ECOSYSTEMS 

The goal of the V-4 threshold is to attain and maintain a minimum percentage of 55 percent by area of forested 
lands in the Tahoe Basin in a late seral or old-growth condition, distributed across elevation zones. Forested lands 
in TRPA-designated urban areas are excluded from the calculations for threshold attainment. The threshold status 
for the V-4 threshold is non-attainment. 

The study area is in an urban area not included in attainment calculations and does not contain any late seral/old-
growth forest. Implementing any of the five alternatives would not affect the attainment status of this threshold. 
Because of the long period over which late seral/old-growth ecosystems develop, project implementation under 
any of the alternatives also would not contribute to attainment of the V-4 threshold. 

4.6.5 FISHERIES 

Four fisheries thresholds have been established by TRPA: 

► F-1, Lake Habitat; 
► F-2, Stream Habitat; 
► F-3, Instream Flows; and 
► F-4, Lahontan Cutthroat Trout. 
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F-1, LAKE HABITAT 

The goal of the F-1 threshold is to apply a nondegradation standard to fish habitat in Lake Tahoe and achieve the 
equivalent of 5,948 total acres of excellent (prime) habitat. According to TRPA (1982a), “[t]he quality of the lake 
can be evaluated and tested against the threshold using measures of habitat disturbance and substrate conditions.” 
TRPA (1982a) also considered moderate to heavy boat traffic as disturbance that significantly contributed to the 
decline of lake fish habitat quality. The indicator for the F-1 threshold standard was later identified by TRPA as 
“[p]hysical disturbance of rocky substrate (acres)” and also considered the rearrangement or clearing of near shore 
substrate to accommodate beach use during low lake levels as disturbance to fish habitat and thus a degradation of 
fish habitat conditions (TRPA 1996). However, because of challenges associated with defining and measuring 
“disturbed rocky substrates” TRPA subsequently measured and reported on the extent and distribution of rocky 
substrates (“prime” fish habitat in the littoral zone) in their 2006 Threshold Evaluation. It was felt that this 
approach more directly addressed whether the management target of 5,958 acres was achieved (TRPA 2012). 

The current status of this threshold is non-attainment, although based on remote sensing data collected and 
analyzed from 2002, the region has reached about 94% of the management target of 5,948 acres (TRPA 2012). 
Implementing Alternative 5 would not change fish habitat conditions in the lake; therefore, implementing this 
alternative would not affect attainment of the F-1 threshold. Implementing Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4 would reduce 
suspended sediment loads to Lake Tahoe that originate from the study area. Therefore, implementing any of these 
alternatives could contribute to attainment of the F-1 threshold. 

F-2, STREAM HABITAT 

The goal of the F-2 threshold is to “maintain 75 miles of excellent, 105 miles of good, and 38 miles of marginal 
stream habitat,” for streams classified as residential and migratory and as indicated by the map on page 76 of the 
EIS for the Establishment of Environmental Thresholds (TRPA 1982b). Past evaluations (1991 and 1996) of 
stream habitat quality used a list of subjective evaluation criteria. Each threshold stream (defined as those streams 
in the Lake Tahoe Region designated by TRPA as residential or migratory (TRPA 1982a; TRPA 2012, stream 
habitat map) was scored according to criteria used to conclude the relative condition of each stream. The resulting 
score for a particular length of stream was then fitted into one of three classes—excellent, good, or marginal—and 
the overall mileage of that stream segment was calculated. According to TRPA documents, it was unclear which 
fish species group the classification scheme was relevant to (e.g., suckers, trout, all). Consequently, because the 
criteria used in the classification scheme appeared biased toward salmonid life histories, an assumption was made 
that the classification scheme was most relevant to trout species. Based on the availability of data, past 
evaluations have used different criteria to draw conclusions on the conditions of different streams. For example, 
biological data were not available for the 1996 Threshold Evaluation; therefore, those criteria were dropped from 
the condition assessment of all threshold streams. In the 2001 Threshold Evaluation Report, because no field 
effort had been conducted since 1996, the professional opinions of Fisheries Technical Advisory Group members 
were used to report on the condition of stream habitat. Similarly, the 2006 Threshold Evaluation of stream habitat 
was hampered because of a lack of field effort to assess fisheries conditions (TRPA 2007). 

The current status of this threshold is unknown because of lack of data (TRPA 2007, 2012). Implementing 
Alternative 5 would not change stream habitat conditions in the study area; therefore, implementing this 
alternative would not affect the attainment status of the F-2 threshold. Implementing Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4 
would improve stream habitat conditions in the Upper Truckee River to varying degrees and would contribute to 
the attainment of threshold F-2. 

F-3, INSTREAM FLOWS 

The F-3 threshold states that “until instream flow standards are established in the Regional Plan to protect fishery 
values, a nondegradation standard shall apply to instream flows.” The original evaluation criterion for the 
instream flow threshold standard is found in TRPA (1982a), which states, “It can be evaluated for compliance by 
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monitoring the number of new diversions and changes in points of diversion.” TRPA states that the indicator of 
instream flows is “evaluated by use of an in-stream beneficial use assessment, such as the type established by 
Title 23, Section 670.6 of the California Administrative Code” (TRPA 1996). An interim indicator and standard 
was adopted in the 2001 TRPA Threshold Evaluation because TRPA’s staff has not had the technical ability or 
the staffing capacity to generate instream beneficial use assessments for each threshold stream. The interim 
indicator and standard is consistent with TRPA (1982b) to ensure that TRPA-reviewed and -permitted 
projects/activities do not jeopardize streamflows for fish. Thus, this evaluation quantifies the number of 
applications for diversions and lake transfers filed with TRPA as an indicator of maintenance of streamflow 
conditions in the region. Additionally, a summary of research completed by Desert Research Institute on 
streamflow condition is provided in this evaluation (Tracy and Rost 2003). 

The current status of the threshold is attainment. Implementing any of the project alternatives, including 
Alternative 5, would not change instream flows in the Upper Truckee River. Therefore, it would not affect the 
attainment status of the F-3 threshold. 

F-4, LAHONTAN CUTTHROAT TROUT 

The goal of the F-4 threshold is to “support, in response to justifiable evidence, state and federal efforts to 
reintroduce Lahontan cutthroat trout.” The current status of the threshold is attainment. Implementing Alternative 
5 would not change habitat conditions for Lahontan cutthroat trout in the study area; therefore, implementing this 
alternative would not affect attainment of the F-4 threshold. Implementing Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4 would improve 
stream habitat conditions in the Upper Truckee River to varying degrees for native fish species, including 
Lahontan cutthroat trout; therefore, it would contribute to further attainment of the F-4 threshold. All of the action 
alternatives support the 2012 TRPA recommendations to continue efforts to restore and enhance stream habitat 
conditions. 

4.6.6 WILDLIFE 

Two wildlife habitat thresholds have been established by TRPA: 

► W-1, Wildlife Species of Special Interest, and 
► W-2, Habitats of Special Significance. 

W-1, WILDLIFE SPECIES OF SPECIAL INTEREST 

The goal of the W-1 threshold is to provide a minimum number of population sites for six TRPA special-interest 
wildlife taxa: northern goshawk (12 sites), osprey (four sites), bald eagle (two winter sites and one nesting site), 
golden eagle (four sites), peregrine falcon (two sites), and waterfowl (18 sites). Mule deer is also a special-interest 
species; however, no number of sites has been specified for deer. Perching and nesting sites of special-interest 
bird species shall not be physically disturbed. TRPA maintains a nondegradation standard within buffer zones 
(“disturbance zones”) around nest sites of these species. In areas outside existing urban areas, projects or land 
uses in the disturbance zones shall not, directly or indirectly, significantly affect the habitat or cause the 
displacement or extirpation of the population. Habitat in disturbance zones shall not be manipulated in any 
manner, except for habitat enhancement. The disturbance zone for northern goshawk and bald eagle is a 0.5-mile 
radius around each nest site; the disturbance zone for osprey, peregrine falcon, and golden eagle is a 0.25-mile 
radius around each nest site. TRPA has also mapped disturbance zones for wintering bald eagles. Disturbance 
zones for deer are meadows. This threshold is in non-attainment status for deer, waterfowl, and northern goshawk 
and bald eagle nesting and wintering sites, but it is near attainment for bald eagle wintering sites and goshawk. 
The threshold status is unknown for golden eagle and peregrine falcon. The nondegradation standard in wildlife 
disturbance zones does not apply to situations where these species select areas close to developed parcels. 
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A designated bald eagle winter site and a waterfowl site are located in the study area. Implementing any of the 
action alternatives would not degrade the bald eagle wintering site because construction activities would not occur 
during winter or otherwise affect perch sites, and winter recreational activities would remain at levels comparable 
to existing levels, which have not interfered with bald eagle use of the study area. (Under Alternative 5, the No-
Project/No-Action Alternative, construction activities would not occur, and recreational activities would remain at 
a level comparable to existing conditions.) Implementing any of the action alternatives would not degrade 
conditions for waterfowl because short-term disturbances or loss of nesting waterfowl would be minimized by 
conducting preconstruction surveys and implementing avoidance measures. Recreation-related effects on 
waterfowl would remain comparable to or be reduced from existing conditions through habitat protection 
components and through decommissioning and restoration of user-created trails, and waterfowl habitat would be 
improved through ecosystem restoration of the river-floodplain system. Under Alternatives 1 and 2, additional 
lagoon habitat would also be created, which would benefit waterfowl. (Under Alternative 5, construction and 
ecosystem restoration would not occur, so recreational activities would remain comparable to existing conditions.) 
Therefore, implementing any of these alternatives would not affect the attainment status of the W-1 threshold, 
except with regard to waterfowl, for which conditions would be improved. 

W-2, HABITATS OF SPECIAL SIGNIFICANCE 

The goal of the W-2 threshold is to apply a nondegradation standard to habitats consisting of deciduous trees, 
wetlands, and meadows while providing for opportunities to increase the acreage of riparian and wetland 
associations. These opportunities include but are not limited to preserving existing naturally functioning SEZ 
lands in their natural hydrologic condition; restoring all disturbed SEZ lands in undeveloped, unsubdivided lands; 
and restoring 25 percent of the SEZ lands that have been identified as disturbed, developed, or subdivided, to 
attain a five-percent total increase in the naturally functioning SEZ land. This threshold is in a non-attainment 
status. River and floodplain restoration under any of the action alternatives and lagoon restoration under 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would enhance the quality and increase the size of riparian, wetland, and aquatic habitat. 
Therefore, implementing any of these alternatives would contribute to attainment of the W-2 threshold. No habitat 
restoration would occur under Alternative 5, so implementing this alternative would not contribute to attainment 
of this threshold. 

4.6.7 SCENIC 

Four scenic thresholds have been established by TRPA: 

► SR-1, Travel Route Ratings; 
► SR-2, Scenic Quality Ratings; 
► SR-3, Public Recreation Areas and Bike Trails; and 
► SR-4, Community Design. 

SR-1, Travel Route Ratings 

The TRPA travel route rating threshold tracks long-term cumulative changes to views seen from federal and state 
highways in urban, transitional, and natural landscapes in the region and changes to views seen from Lake Tahoe, 
looking toward the shore (TRPA 1998). Roadways have been divided into 53 travel segments (called “roadway 
travel units”), each representing a continuous two-directional viewshed of similar visual character. Lake Tahoe’s 
shoreline is divided into 33 separate “shoreline travel units.” Roadway travel units are rated using the following 
six threshold criteria, and shoreline travel units are rated using criteria 1, 5, and 6: 

1. Human-made features along roadways and shoreline 
2. Physical distractions to driving along roadways 
3. Roadway characteristics 
4. Views of the lake from roadways 
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5. 	 General landscape views from roadways and shoreline 
6. 	 Variety of scenery from roadways and shoreline 

SR-1 is in non-attainment. However, for the City of South Lake Tahoe, SR-1 status is trending in the positive 
direction as a result of improvements in commercial and urban districts and shorezone units. Under Alternative 2, 
3, 4, or 5, few project facilities would be visible from these travel units, and with the use of screening and natural 
colors and textures, the alternatives would meet the TRPA contrast rating and be consistent with moving towards 
attainment of the SR-1 threshold. However, construction of the proposed bridge under Alternative 1 would 
degrade views from Shoreline Travel Unit 33 and the lake. Although TRPA-approved colors and screening would 
be used to minimize the appearance of the bridge, these measures would not fully screen the views of this public 
access facility. Alternative 1 would not be consistent with the SR-1 threshold and would not assist with moving 
this threshold towards attainment status. 

SR-2, Scenic Quality Ratings 

The purpose of the TRPA scenic quality threshold is to maintain or enhance views of individual existing scenic 
resources. The scenic resources in the region include the views of the natural landscape and distinctive natural 
features that were identified, mapped, described, and evaluated as part of the 1982 Scenic Resource Evaluation. 
The subcomponents that make up the scenic resources are: 

►	 foreground, middle-ground, and background views of the natural landscape from roadways; 

►	 views to Lake Tahoe from roadways; 

►	 views of Lake Tahoe and natural landscape from roadway entry points into the region; 

►	 unique landscape features, such as streams, beaches, and rock formations that add interest and variety, as seen 
from roadways; 

►	 views of the shoreline, the water’s edge, and the foreground as seen from the lake; 

►	 views of the backdrop landscape, including the skyline, as seen from the lake; and 

►	 visual features seen from the lake that are points of particular visual interest on or near the shore. 

Numerical scenic quality ratings are derived for each mapped scenic resource, using four visual indicators as 
subcomponents of the composite rating: unity, vividness, variety, and intactness. According to TRPA’s 2001 
Threshold Evaluation (TRPA 2002), unity is the degree to which the visual resources of a scene join together to 
form a single, coherent, harmonious unit. Vividness is a measure of contrasting elements, such as color, line, and 
shape, marked differences seen as related, or repetition of similarities (sometimes referred to as distinctiveness). 
Variety is numerous or different parts seen together and can be referred to as richness. Intactness describes the 
degree to which a landscape retains its natural condition or the degree to which modifications emphasize or 
enhance the natural condition of the landscape. 

These four indicators are each rated on a scale from zero (absent) to three (high). The ratings for all four 
indicators are summed to yield the scenic quality threshold rating. Each resource is defined by the length of the 
resource and the areas seen from that unit. 

SR-2 is in non-attainment but is near attainment status. For the Tahoe Basin, SR-2 status is trending in the 
positive direction through improvements in commercial and urban distracts and shorezone units. No specific 
changes in the City of South Lake Tahoe were identified in the 2006 threshold evaluation report. Under 
Alternative 2, 3, 4, or 5, few project facilities would be visible from these travel units, and with the use of 
screening and natural colors and textures, the alternatives would meet the TRPA contrast rating and be consistent 
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with moving towards attainment of the SR-2 threshold. However, construction of the proposed bridge under 
Alternative 1 would degrade views from Shoreline Travel Unit 33 and the lake. Although TRPA-approved colors 
and screening would be used to minimize the appearance of the bridge, these measures would not fully screen the 
views of this public access facility. Alternative 1 would not be consistent with the SR-2 threshold and would not 
assist with moving this threshold towards attainment status. 

SR-3, Public Recreation Area Scenic-Quality Threshold 

The TRPA threshold for scenic quality of public recreation areas applies to specific public recreation areas, 
including beaches, campgrounds, ski areas, and segments of Class I and Class II bicycle trails. Public recreation 
areas with views of scenic resources are valuable because they are major public gathering places, hold high scenic 
values, and are places where people are static (compared to people on the travel routes) and have more time to 
focus their attention on the views and scenic resources. 

Scenic resources as seen from the public recreation areas are composed of the following subcomponents: 

► views of the lake and natural landscape from the recreation area; 
► views of natural features in the recreation area; and 
► views of human-made features in or adjacent to the recreation area that influence the viewing experience. 

SR-3 is in non-attainment but is near attainment status. Threshold SR-3 does not apply to Alternatives 1–5 
because no TRPA-designated public recreation areas have direct views of the study area. 

SR-4, Community Design 

The community design threshold is a policy statement that applies to the built environment and is not restricted to 
roadways or shoreline units. Design standards and guidelines found in the Code of Ordinances, the Scenic Quality 
Improvement Program, and the adopted community plans provide specific implementation direction. To secure 
threshold attainment, design standards and guidelines must be widely implemented to improve travel route ratings 
and produce built environments compatible with the natural, scenic, and recreational values of the region. The 
visual quality of the built environment has also become an issue of increasing importance to residents, local 
businesses, and community leaders. Because the early design and signage policies of the local governments and 
TRPA were inadequate, there was a critical need to develop greater sensitivity to site design and visual impacts to 
protect the lake’s future as a premiere vacation area. The Goals and Policies contain a Community Design 
Subelement in the Land Use Element, which sets forth policies for new and existing development. 

The community design threshold is implemented in two ways. First, the community plan and redevelopment plan 
process has been used to develop design standards and guidelines that are tailored to the needs and desires of 
individual communities. The standards are considered “substitute” standards because they replace all or portions 
of TRPA ordinances adopted to regulate the same subject. This process has been used extensively throughout the 
region to provide community-specific sign standards, but it has also addressed issues such as building height and 
architectural design guidelines. Second, the site planning and design principles contained in the ordinances and 
guidelines are implemented as part of individual development or redevelopment projects and are reviewed and 
approved by TRPA and local government. 

All elements of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would conform to all applicable design standards and guidelines and be 
consistent with the SR-4 threshold. Except for the proposed bridge over the Upper Truckee River, all elements of 
Alternative 1 also would conform to all applicable design standards and guidelines. The proposed bridge would 
degrade views from Shoreline Travel Unit 33 and the lake. Although TRPA-approved colors and screening would 
be used to minimize the appearance of the bridge, these measures would not fully screen the views of this public 
access facility. Alternative 4 would not be consistent with this threshold. 
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4.6.8 NOISE 

Three noise thresholds have been established by TRPA: 

► N-1, Aircraft Noise; 
► N-2, Single Event Noise; and 
► N-3, Community Noise Equivalent Levels. 

The status of the N-1 threshold is “unknown.” Thresholds N-2 and N-3 have a “non-attainment” status. 
Implementing the project would not adversely affect attainment of any of these thresholds. None of the 
alternatives would affect the attainment of threshold N-1 because none would involve altering aircraft operations. 
The attainment of threshold N-2 also would not be affected because none of the alternatives would involve 
creating or contributing to single-event noise sources as defined in the TRPA Environmental Threshold Carrying 
Capacity Noise Standards for Single Events (Table 3.11-2). Although implementing any of the action alternatives 
would affect short-term and long-term noise levels, none would affect attainment of threshold N-3. Implementing 
Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4 would increase noise levels in the short term because construction equipment would be 
used to perform restoration activities and in the long term because visitor use would increase; however, 
construction noise would be exempt under the TRPA Code of Ordinances, and visitor noise would be insufficient 
to cause noise increases at nearby sensitive receptors and thus would not alter community noise equivalent levels 
as defined by TRPA (Table 3.11-3). Alternative 5 would be consistent with noise thresholds. 

4.6.9 RECREATION 

Two qualitative recreation thresholds have been established by TRPA: 

► R-1, High Quality Recreational Experiences, and 
► R-2, Fair Share of Resource Capacity. 

R-1, High Quality Recreational Experiences 

Threshold R-1 consists of two parts: (1) preservation and enhancement of a high-quality recreation experience and 
(2) the provision of additional high-quality, undeveloped lands for recreation, including lake access. The R-1 
threshold is in attainment (TRPA 2007). 

The attainment of this threshold standard is evaluated by considering the experience of recreation users and by 
considering public access to Lake Tahoe and to other natural features. TRPA’s 2012 Threshold Evaluation 
considers threshold R-1 to be in attainment based on the results of recreation surveys conducted by TRPA and 
recreation providers, improvements in the quality of recreation facilities, increases in the amount of shoreline 
accessible to the public, and increases in access to other lands and recreation opportunities, including additional 
bike paths that are accessible to the public in the basin. In 2001, the R-1 threshold was determined to be in non-
attainment (TRPA 2007:10–8). However, based on an increase in publicly owned shoreline and additional bicycle 
and multi-use trails, the 2006 Threshold Evaluation determined the R-1 threshold to be in attainment (TRPA 
2007:10–4 to 10-8). 

The temporary and short-term effects related to the construction of any of the action alternatives would not 
adversely affect the attainment status of the R-1 threshold. Construction activities would be managed to avoid 
long-term effects on high-quality undeveloped shorezone and other natural areas. Although construction activities 
would preclude access to portions of the study area during the short term, pedestrian access that bypasses areas of 
active construction would be maintained. Additional, dispersed recreation opportunities in the surrounding areas 
would accommodate recreation opportunities displaced from the study area. Because implementing any of the 
action alternatives would have only minor, short-term construction-related effects access to recreation resources, 
these effects would not be sufficient to affect the attainment status of the R-1 threshold. 
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The long-term operation of any of the action alternatives also would be consistent with the objectives of the R-1 
threshold. Recreation-related amenities would serve to maintain the high quality of the recreational experience in 
the study area while also reducing the effects of recreation activities on sensitive natural resources and allowing 
the preservation of the more sensitive natural areas in the study area. 

Under Alternative 5 (the No-Project/No-Action Alternative), no new facilities would be constructed and no 
existing facilities would be altered, expanded, or demolished. Public access to the study area would continue 
similar to existing conditions. Therefore, implementing Alternative 5 would be consistent with threshold R-1. 

R2, Fair Share of Resource Capacity 

The R-2 threshold is intended to ensure that a fair share of the region’s outdoor recreation capacity is available to 
the general public. The 2006 Threshold Evaluation considered three indicators for evaluation of the R-2 
threshold: (1) cumulative accounts of persons-at-one-time (PAOT) allocations, when applicable; (2) facility 
development for recreation projects that do not require PAOT assignments; and (3) land acquisition of new public 
lands that support recreation purposes. Overall, based on an assessment of these three indicators, the R-2 
threshold is considered to be in attainment (TRPA 2007:10–8). 

The action alternatives would involve facility development for public access and recreation. Alternative 1 
includes the most elements emphasizing public access and recreation, Alternative 2 the fewest, and Alternatives 3 
and 4 intermediate amounts of these elements. Although these facilities would support similar dispersed 
recreational uses, they are moving toward developed recreation use (but not as developed as, for example, a 
campground or marina). Uses such as the fishing platform (Alternatives 2 and 3) and observation areas and 
viewpoints (Alternatives 1, 3, and 4) would require day-use PAOT allocations from the regional pool. 
Implementing Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4 would support the attainment status of threshold R-2 and would not 
adversely affect this attainment status because only certain components of certain alternatives would require 
PAOT allocations and would be consistent with a fair share of the resource capacity. Under Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 
4, the study area would be accessible to and provide recreation opportunities for the general public similar to 
existing conditions. 

Under Alternative 5 (the No-Project/No-Action Alternative), no new facilities would be constructed and no 
existing facilities would be altered, expanded, or demolished. Public access to the study area would continue 
similar to existing conditions. Therefore, implementing Alternative 5 would not affect TRPA thresholds related to 
recreation. 
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5 COMPLIANCE, CONSULTATION, AND COORDINATION 

This DEIR/DEIS/DEIS presents a thorough evaluation of the project alternatives, in accordance with CEQA, 
NEPA, and TRPA requirements. This chapter describes the proposed project’s compliance with applicable federal 
statutes and executive orders and state statutes and regulations in addition to NEPA, CEQA, and TRPA 
environmental review provisions. Regulatory setting sections that discuss applicable federal, state, and local laws 
and regulations are also included in each of the resource sections (see Chapter 3, “Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences”). 

This chapter also describes the consultation and coordination undertaken to involve the public and agencies 
related to the development of the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project and the EIR/EIS/EIS. 
These consultations assisted the Conservancy, Reclamation, and TRPA in determining the scope of this 
DEIR/DEIS/DEIS, developing program components and objectives, identifying the range of alternatives, defining 
potential environmental impacts and the significance of those impacts, and identifying appropriate mitigation 
measures. These efforts consist of public scoping meetings and ongoing meetings with agencies to obtain their 
input and comments. Conservancy and TRPA will continue to solicit public and agency input on the Upper 
Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project by encouraging review of this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS. Past and future 
public involvement, consultation, and coordination efforts are discussed in Section 5.3, “Consultation and 
Coordination.” 

5.1 FEDERAL 

5.1.1		 FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT OF 1973, AS AMENDED (16 USC 
SECTION 1531 ET SEQ.) 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) are charged with 
oversight of species designated as threatened or endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 
1973, as amended (16 U.S. Code (USC) 1531 et seq.). The act prohibits “take” of species listed as threatened or 
endangered. To “take” a species means to “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, 
or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Habitat modification or degradation that results in death or injury to 
listed species by impairing behavioral patterns also constitutes take. USFWS administers the ESA for terrestrial 
and freshwater species, and NMFS administers the ESA for marine and anadromous fish species. 

Where a proposed project has a federal nexus, compliance with the ESA is through a process described by Section 
7 of the ESA. Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA requires federal agencies to consult with USFWS to ensure that they are 
not undertaking, funding, permitting, or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed 
species. Regulations jointly issued by USFWS and NMFS guide the consultation process. 

When implementing Section 7(a)(2), a federal agency may make one of three possible determinations: no effect, 
not likely to adversely affect (NLAA), or may adversely affect (MAA). If the agency determines that 
implementing the proposed action would have no effect on listed species and provides a logical rationale for that 
determination, then ESA compliance for that action is complete. If the agency makes an NLAA determination, 
then it must seek concurrence with that determination from USFWS and/or NMFS. Projects that are wholly 
beneficial or have insignificant or unlikely adverse effects merit an NLAA determination. If the agency makes an 
MAA determination, then it must enter a formal consultation. 

Under Section 7, the consultation process involves producing a biological assessment (BA) to describe the impact 
mechanisms and any adverse effects on the listed species. Based on the information contained in the BA, USFWS 
and/or NMFS may issue a biological opinion (BO), which states whether or not the federal action is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical 
habitat. Nonjeopardy BOs include an incidental take statement, describing the amount of “take” that is allowed to 
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occur for otherwise lawful activities. BOs also identify “reasonable and prudent measures” that USFWS and 
NMFS believe are necessary and appropriate to minimize the effects of implementing a project, as well as terms 
and conditions to minimize incidental take or avoid take altogether. 

As discussed in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources: Vegetation and Wildlife,” EDAW (now AECOM), on behalf 
of the Conservancy, TRPA, and Reclamation, conducted surveys for terrestrial endangered and threatened species 
and determined that implementing the proposed project would not result in take of a species federally listed by 
USFWS as threatened or endangered. However, implementing the project is expected to result in take of a state-
listed species, Tahoe yellow cress, that is also a candidate for federal listing by USFWS. Consequently, 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-3, “Conduct Protocol-Level Preconstruction Surveys and Avoid or Mitigate Impacts on 
Tahoe Yellow Cress Plants,” would be implemented to avoid or fully mitigate disturbance of Tahoe yellow cress 
during construction. Although initial surveys have been conducted, additional preconstruction surveys for Tahoe 
yellow cress would be conducted to further assess potential take based on final design. The Conservancy and 
Reclamation would also coordinate with USFWS regarding the final design and preconstruction survey results 
and would determine the need for formal consultation. 

As discussed in Section 3.5, “Fisheries,” Cardno ENTRIX, on behalf of the Conservancy, TRPA, and 
Reclamation, conducted surveys for endangered and threatened aquatic species. Lahontan cutthroat trout (LCT) 
(Oncorhynchus clarkii henshawi), which is federally listed as threatened, was recently reported in the study area 
(Lemmers and Santora 2012). However, the two individual fish were determined to be from a group of hatchery 
fish that had been released by the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) into Lake Tahoe near Cave Rock 
during Summer 2011. It is uncertain whether a self-sustaining population will persist, but at present, the lake is 
considered an occupied water body, and appropriate ESA consultation procedures must be followed before any of 
the action alternatives could be implemented. Implementing any of the action alternatives (1–4) would result in 
potential take issues in the short term, as well as long-term benefits through improved habitat condition of the 
stream, lagoon(s), and floodplain of the study area. The Conservancy and Reclamation have coordinated with 
USFWS regarding potential project effects on federally listed and candidate species. Before the record of decision 
is issued, the Conservancy and Reclamation would complete informal and, if necessary, formal consultation with 
USFWS through Section 7 of the ESA. Thus, because the proposed project includes environmental commitments 
and mitigation measures that would avoid or fully mitigate effects on federally listed species, and because the 
Conservancy and Reclamation would complete the Section 7 consultation process, the proposed project would 
comply with the ESA. 

5.1.2 MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), first enacted in 1918, domestically implements a series of international 
treaties that provide protection for migratory birds. It authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to regulate the taking 
of migratory birds and provides that it shall be unlawful, except as permitted by regulations, to pursue, take, or 
kill any migratory bird or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird (16 USC 703). This prohibition includes both 
direct and indirect acts, although harassment and habitat modification are not included unless they result in direct 
loss of birds, nests, or eggs. The current list of species protected by the MBTA includes several hundred species, 
which essentially includes all native birds. 

Compliance with the MBTA is being addressed through compliance with the ESA and CEQA and through an 
additional measure. As discussed in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources: Vegetation and Wildlife,” adverse 
impacts on special-status migratory birds would be avoided and effects on other migratory species reduced by 
conducting preconstruction surveys and establishing exclusion zones and/or limiting construction activities to the 
period outside the breeding season. In addition to these measures, to comply with the MBTA, a preconstruction 
survey for migratory bird nests would be conducted to locate and avoid or minimize the loss of active nests during 
construction. For construction activities during the nesting season (approximately April 1 to August 15) and 
within suitable nesting habitat, a preconstruction survey for active nest sites of migratory birds would be 
conducted within 30 days before construction. The survey would be limited to areas where the loss of active nests 
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could occur as a result of vegetation removal or other ground disturbance. If a migratory bird nest or likely nest 
site is located, a buffer around the nest would be avoided until the nest is no longer active. 

5.1.3		 FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT OF 1977 (33 USC 1251 ET 
SEQ.) 

SECTION 404 

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act, commonly referred to as the Clean Water Act (CWA), provides for the 
restoration and maintenance of the physical, chemical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters. Section 404 
of the act prohibits the discharge of fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands, except as 
permitted under separate regulations by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). Section 404 requires projects to receive authorization from the Secretary of the Army, 
acting through USACE, to discharge dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands, 
whether the discharge is temporary or permanent. Waters of the United States are generally defined as “waters 
which are currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate or foreign commerce, 
including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide; territorial seas and tributaries to such 
waters.” Section 404 is generally applicable to projects for which fill material would be placed within or below 
the ordinary high-water mark of a stream. In conjunction with USACE’s CWA Section 404 permits, CWA 
Section 401 requires that water quality certifications or waivers be issued by EPA, the states, or both (see below). 

Before approval of detailed design used for project construction, a delineation of waters of the United States 
(including wetlands) that would be affected by project implementation would be conducted by a qualified 
biologist through the formal Section 404 wetland delineation process. The delineation would be submitted to and 
verified by the Sacramento District of USACE. Authorization for fill or reconstruction of jurisdictional waters of 
the United States, including wetlands, would be secured from the Sacramento District of USACE through the 
Section 404 permitting process. Section 404 permitting usually requires the following items: 

►	 a determination of the volume and types of material to be placed into waters of the United States; 

►	 a determination of the total area of waters of the United States to be directly and indirectly affected; 

►	 a wetland delineation in accordance with the 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 
1987) and the Western Mountain Regional Supplement (USACE 2008) when a project would impact 
wetlands; 

►	 a description of habitats, including plant communities, located in the study area; 

►	 a description of any environmental impacts that are expected to occur, including methods to avoid, minimize, 
or mitigate adverse impacts on water quality or aquatic functions at the project site; 

►	 any other information pertinent to the wetland, stream, or water body involved; 

►	 for projects involving the restoration of greater than 3 acres of wetlands, evidence that USFWS has been 
provided with a courtesy copy of the project notification; and 

►	 a copy of the Section 401 water quality certification or waiver issued for the project. 

The Conservancy would coordinate with USACE as appropriate and obtain the appropriate permit for 
construction of all aspects of the project. All general terms required for permit compliance would be implemented. 
Because the project would identify the location of sensitive habitats, minimize impacts, and compensate for any 
losses through the permit process, it would comply with Section 404 of the CWA. 
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SECTION 401 

Under CWA Section 401, applicants for a federal license or permit to conduct activities that may result in the 
discharge of a pollutant into waters of the United States must obtain certification for the discharge. The 
certification must be obtained from the state in which the discharge would originate or, if appropriate, from the 
interstate water pollution control agency with jurisdiction over the affected waters at the point where the discharge 
would originate. Therefore, all projects that have a federal component and may affect state water quality 
(including projects that require federal agency approval, such as issuance of a Section 404 permit) must also 
comply with CWA Section 401. In California, the authority to grant water quality certification has been delegated 
to the regional water quality control board (RWQCB) with local jurisdiction—in this case, the Lahontan 
RWQCB. Water quality certification requires evaluation of potential impacts in light of water quality standards 
and CWA Section 404 criteria governing discharge of dredged and fill materials into waters of the United States. 
Federal government delegates water pollution control authority under Section 401 to the states. Refer to Section 
5.2.8, “Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.” 

SECTION 402 

Section 402 of the CWA establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
program to regulate discharges of pollutants into waters of the United States. A NPDES permit sets specific 
discharge limits for point sources discharging pollutants into waters of the United States and establishes 
monitoring and reporting requirements, as well as special conditions. The Federal government delegates water 
pollution control authority under Section 402 to the states, so the states oversee compliance. Refer to Section 
5.2.8, “Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.” 

5.1.4 SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) (42 USC 300f et seq.) was established to protect the quality of drinking 
water in the United States. This law focuses on all waters actually or potentially designated for drinking use, 
whether from aboveground or underground sources. The SDWA authorized EPA to establish water quality 
standards and required all owners or operators of public water systems to comply with primary (health-related) 
standards. State governments, which assume this power from EPA, also encourage attainment of secondary 
(nuisance-related) standards. Contaminants of concern in a domestic water supply are those that either pose a 
health threat or in some way alter the aesthetic acceptability of the water. These types of contaminants are 
regulated by EPA using primary and secondary maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). As directed by the SDWA 
amendments of 1986, EPA has been expanding its list of primary MCLs. MCLs have been proposed or 
established for approximately 100 contaminants. Furthermore, water used for domestic purposes is required to be 
treated by the local or regional water supplier in accordance with federal and state standards, and the proposed 
project would not change existing license requirements, impede enforcement of standards, or otherwise affect 
drinking water quality. Therefore, the project would be in compliance with any applicable drinking water 
standards. Federal government delegates water pollution control authority under the SDWA to the states, so the 
states oversee compliance. Refer to Section 5.2.8, “Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.” 

5.1.5 FLOODPLAIN REGULATIONS 

The Upper Truckee River and Trout Creek through the marsh are regulated as part of the National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP) of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Areas of special flood 
hazards are identified by FEMA, which issues Flood Insurance Rate Maps showing the regulatory floodplain. 
Under the NFIP, FEMA mandates that development cannot occur in the regulatory floodplain (typically the 100-
year floodplain) if that development would result in a material (more than one foot) increase in the flood 
elevation. In addition, no development is allowed in delineated floodways in regulatory floodplains. 
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In the study area, the CSLT implements federal floodplain regulations through Chapter 34 of the City Code and 
the zoning ordinance. The project’s proposed changes to the Upper Truckee River must meet FEMA and CSLT 
requirements for floodplain management, and a revised Flood Insurance Rate Map would need to be developed 
and submitted to the CSLT and FEMA for approval. A design directive that is more stringent than federal policy 
was used to design the proposed project. It states that implementing the proposed project would result in “no net 
increase” in the base flood elevation for a 100-year event (Conservancy and DGS 2005:3-2). As discussed in 
Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Flooding,” implementing the project would result in less-than-significant or 
beneficial effects on flood flows and flood hazards related to the existing floodplain, and the project would be in 
compliance with applicable floodplain regulations. 

5.1.6		 FEDERAL CLEAN AIR ACT 

EPA has been charged with implementing national air quality programs. EPA’s air quality mandates are drawn 
primarily from the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), which was enacted in 1970. The most recent major amendments 
made by Congress were in 1990. 

The CAA required EPA to establish national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). EPA has established 
primary and secondary NAAQS for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, respirable 
particulate matter, fine particulate matter, and lead. The primary standards protect the public health, and the 
secondary standards protect public welfare. The CAA was enacted to protect and enhance the nation’s air quality 
to promote public health and welfare and the productive capacity of the nation’s population. It requires an 
evaluation of any federal action to determine its potential impact on air quality in the project region. California 
has a corresponding law that also must be considered during the EIR/EIS/EIS process. (Refer to Section 5.2.1, 
“California Clean Air Act.”) Proponents of specific projects must demonstrate that their actions will conform to 
the CAA and the State Implementation Plan (SIP). A federal action conforms with an applicable SIP if (1) the 
total of direct and indirect emissions from the action are compliant and consistent with the requirements of the 
SIP and (2) one of a list of enumerated, pollutant-specific requirements is satisfied (such as accounting for the 
Federal action’s projected emission of any criteria pollutant in the SIP or offsetting ozone or nitrogen dioxide 
emissions in the nonattainment area) (42 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 93.158(a)). 

Section 3.2, “Air Quality and Climate Change,” provides an evaluation of the potential impacts on air quality and 
Environmental Commitments to reduce those impacts. As described in Section 3.2, with the implementation of 
EC 6, “Obtain and Comply with Federal, State, Regional, and Local Permits” (Table 2-7), emissions from the 
proposed project would be within the budgets established by the SIP for all criteria air pollutants (Alternatives 1 - 
5). Because Alternatives 1 - 5 were found to comply with the SIP and the project would not contribute 
substantially to a violation of the NAAQS, the proposed project would comply with the CAA. 

5.1.7		 SECTION 106 OF THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966, AS 
AMENDED (PUBLIC LAW 89-665, 80 STAT. 915, 16 USC SECTION 470 ET 
SEQ. AND 36 CFR 18, 60, 61, 63, 68, 79, 800) 

The National Historic Preservation Act requires agencies to take into account the effects of their actions on 
properties listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historical Places (NRHP). The Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation has developed an implementing regulation (36 CFR 800) that allows agencies to 
develop agreements for consideration of these historic properties. Section 106 review includes the scoping, 
identification, assessment, and consultation called for in its implementing regulation (36 CFR 800) to determine 
impacts on properties listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP. Consultation under Section 106 takes place 
during preparation of an EIS to determine whether historic resources would be adversely affected and, if so, 
whether measures could be implemented to reduce adverse effects to a less-than-significant level. Section 106 
does not address impacts on all types of cultural resources or all cultural aspects of the environment; it deals only 
with impacts on properties listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
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Section 106 requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their actions, including those they fund or permit, 
on properties that may be eligible for listing or are listed in the NRHP. To determine whether an undertaking 
could affect NRHP-eligible properties, cultural resources (archaeological, historic, and architectural properties) 
must be inventoried and evaluated for listing in the NRHP. Although compliance with Section 106 is the 
responsibility of the lead Federal agency, a qualified representative of the lead agency can conduct the necessary 
steps. The Section 106 review process involves a four-step procedure: 

►	 Establish the undertaking, develop a plan for public involvement, and identify other consulting parties. 

►	 Identify historic properties by determining the scope of efforts, identifying cultural resources, and evaluating 
their eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP. 

►	 Assess adverse effects by applying the criteria of adverse effect on historic properties (resources that are 
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP). 

►	 Resolve adverse effects by consulting with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and other 
consulting agencies, including the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation if necessary, to develop an 
agreement that addresses the treatment of historic properties. 

In accordance with Section 106 requirements, the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California was contacted 
regarding the proposed project, and surveys were conducted to identify cultural resources and evaluate their 
eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Studies of the area of potential effect and consultation with the Washoe Tribe and the California SHPO 
determined that prehistoric and historic-era sites have been documented in the study area that could be affected by 
the proposed alternatives. The prehistoric resources, particularly CA-ELD-26, represent the intensive use of the 
lakeshore and the adjacent Upper Truckee River Marsh by the Washoe for fishing, the acquisition of numerous 
other lake and marsh resources, and general habitation. Although no subsurface investigations were conducted at 
CA-ELD-26, surface indications and detailed ethnographic and historic-era accounts of Washoe occupation at this 
location suggest that the site may retain important scientific information. Consequently, CA-ELD-26 appears to 
be eligible for listing in the NRHP. No other sites appear to be eligible. A representative of the Washoe Tribe 
(Daryl Cruz) has been involved in reviewing previous study findings, the results of archival and field research, 
and environmental commitments designed to reduce potential impacts on cultural resources to less-than-
significant levels. Construction of some of the proposed recreational facilities, access/haul roads, and staging 
areas has the potential to affect portions of site CA-ELD-26 and/or artifacts and features possibly associated with 
this site that have not yet been documented on the landform (bluff) located above the marsh. As described in EC 
2, the Conservancy would prepare and implement a cultural resources protection plan. As part of the plan, 
construction barriers would be installed around site CA-ELD-26, construction workers would be educated about 
site protection requirements, and a qualified cultural resource specialist would oversee initial grading activities in 
the vicinity of the bluff (Table 2-7). Furthermore, as part of the final design the bike path will completely avoid 
the bluff area and ELD-26/H. These measures have been proposed to address all potential adverse effects on the 
eligible resource. 

In addition, Reclamation has initiated the Section 106 process for the proposed project and will complete 
consultation with the SHPO before the record of decision is issued. For these reasons, the project would comply 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

5.1.8 INDIAN TRUST ASSETS 

Indian Trust Assets (ITAs) are legal interests in property held in trust by the United States for Native American 
tribes or individuals. The Secretary of the Interior, acting as the trustee, holds many assets in trust. Examples of 
trust assets include lands, minerals, hunting and fishing rights, and water rights over which it has been determined 
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that tribes have a historical legal claim. The United States has an Indian trust responsibility to protect and 
maintain rights reserved by or granted to Native American tribes or individuals by treaties, statutes, and executive 
orders. This duty, founded in law and restated in departmental policy, requires Reclamation to carry out its 
activities in a manner that avoids adverse impacts on ITAs when possible. When adverse impacts cannot be 
avoided, appropriate mitigation or compensation will be provided. However, there are no such lands in or in the 
immediate vicinity of the study area. For this reason, it was determined that the proposed project would have no 
impact on ITAs. 

5.1.9 FARMLAND PROTECTION POLICY ACT 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 requires federal agencies to include in an EIS an assessment of 
effects on Prime and Unique Farmland, as defined by the Natural Resources Conservation Service, and if this 
assessment identifies potential effects on the conservation of farmland, to consider alternatives with lesser effects. 
The study area is located on State property that is not designated as Prime or Unique Farmland or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, and none of the land is under Williamson Act contract. For this reason, implementing the 
project would not result in loss of farmland acreage. Because no impacts on farmland have been identified, the 
proposed project would comply with the Farmland Protection Policy Act. 

5.1.10 EXECUTIVE ORDER 11988 (FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT) 

Executive Order 11988 requires federal agencies to avoid, to the extent possible, adverse impacts associated with 
the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid development in floodplains whenever there is a 
practical alternative. If a project alternative is found to be in the applicable regulatory floodplain, the agency is 
required to prepare a floodplain assessment, known as a statement of findings. The executive order also directs 
federal agencies to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by the floodplains (EPA 2010). 
Implementing the proposed project would restore portions of the Upper Truckee River floodplain and would not 
involve new development in a designated floodplain. In addition, implementing the proposed project would 
provide on-site storm drainage facilities and an accompanying stormwater drainage plan to prevent damage from 
increased stormwater runoff volumes. Therefore, the project would comply with Executive Order 11988. 

5.1.11 EXECUTIVE ORDER 11990 (PROTECTION OF WETLANDS) 

Executive Order 11990 established the protection of wetlands and riparian systems as the official policy of the 
federal government. It requires all Federal agencies to consider wetland protection as an important part of their 
policies and take action to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance 
the natural and beneficial values of wetlands. As discussed above in Section 5.1.3, “Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act of 1977 (33 USC 1251 et seq.),” a wetland delineation would be prepared for the proposed project 
after a preferred alternative is selected, and a Section 404 permit would be obtained before construction begins. 
Because the location of sensitive habitats would be identified by a wetland delineation for the construction of all 
aspects of the project, Section 404 permit requirements would be complied with, and any losses would be 
compensated for, all impacts on wetlands would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated. In addition, implementing 
any of the action alternatives would result in a net increase in the amount of wetlands in the study area. Therefore, 
the proposed project would comply with Executive Order 11990. 

5.1.12 EXECUTIVE ORDER 12898 (ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE) 

Executive Order 12898 requires that federal agencies identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high 
and adverse human health or environmental effects of their actions on minority and disadvantaged populations or 
communities. As discussed in Section 3.15, “Socioeconomics, Population and Housing, and Environmental 
Justice,” the project would have no disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or disadvantaged 
populations. For this reason, the project would comply with Executive Order 12898. 
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5.1.13 EXECUTIVE ORDER 13007 (INDIAN SACRED SITES) 

Executive Order 13007 requires federal agencies with land management responsibilities to accommodate access 
to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian religious practitioners. It also requires that these agencies 
avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity of such sacred sites. Among other things, Federal agencies must 
provide reasonable notice of proposed actions or land management policies that may restrict future access to or 
ceremonial use of, or may adversely affect the physical integrity of, sacred sites. As described in Section 3.3, 
“Archaeological and Historical Resources,” cultural resource investigations for the project consisted of a phased 
approach that included Native American consultation, prefield research, field reconnaissance surveys, and 
resource documentation. Based on the investigations, it was determined that no Indian sacred sites are located in 
the study area or its vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project would have no effect on any Indian sacred sites. 
Because there would be no impacts, the project would comply with Executive Order 13007. 

5.1.14 EXECUTIVE ORDER 13112 (NATIONAL INVASIVE SPECIES MANAGEMENT PLAN) 

Executive Order 13112 directs all federal agencies to prevent the introduction and control the spread of invasive, 
nonnative species in a cost-effective and environmentally sound manner to minimize economic, ecological, and 
human health impacts. It established a national Invasive Species Council made up of federal agencies and 
departments and a supporting Invasive Species Advisory Committee composed of State, local, and private 
entities. The Invasive Species Council and advisory committee oversee and facilitate implementation of the 
executive order. Because the invasive plant management practices included in EC 4, “Prepare and Implement 
Invasive Species Management Plan.” would be implemented, the proposed project would comply with this 
executive order. 

5.1.15 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 

EPA is the agency primarily responsible for enforcing and implementing federal laws and regulations pertaining 
to hazardous materials. Applicable federal regulations pertaining to hazardous materials are contained mainly in 
Titles 29, 40, and 49 of the CFR. 

The proposed project involves implementing EC 9, “Develop and Implement a Construction Management 
Program,” including a health and safety plan; providing qualified oversight of fill removal in the TKPOA 
Corporation Yard as part of Mitigation Measure 3.7-2a (Alts. 1–3); notifying the appropriate federal, state, and 
local agencies if contaminated soils are identified (Mitigation Measure 3.7-2b [Alts. 1–3]); and notifying the 
school district with jurisdiction within one-quarter mile of the study area regarding potential substances subject to 
California Health and Safety Code Section 25532 (EC 9). Furthermore, the Conservancy would continue to 
comply with all existing regulations related to hazardous materials management. Therefore, the proposed project 
would comply with regulations related to hazardous materials. 

5.1.16 TRANSPORT OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The U.S. Department of Transportation regulates hazardous materials transport between states and is responsible 
for protecting the public from dangers associated with transporting these materials. This responsibility is in part 
addressed through the training of persons responsible for regulatory compliance, enforcement, and response to 
accidents and incidents involving hazardous materials. The proposed project involves implementing EC 9, 
“Develop and Implement a Construction Management Program,” including a health and safety plan; providing 
qualified oversight of fill removal in the TKPOA Corporation Yard as part of Mitigation Measure 3.7-2a (Alts. 1– 
3); notifying the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies if contaminated soils are identified (Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-2b (Alts. 1–3); and notifying the school district with jurisdiction within one-quarter mile of the study 
area regarding potential substances subject to California Health and Safety Code Section 25532 (EC 9). 
Furthermore, the Conservancy would continue to comply with all existing regulations related to hazardous 
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materials management. Therefore, the proposed project would comply with regulations related to hazardous 
materials. 

5.1.17 WORKER SAFETY 

As described in the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 USC 651 et seq.), the Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration (OSHA) of the U.S. Department of Labor is responsible at the federal level for 
ensuring worker safety in the handling and use of chemicals. OSHA has adopted numerous regulations pertaining 
to worker safety, contained in CFR Title 29. These regulations set standards for safe workplaces and work 
practices, including standards relating to hazardous material handling. The proposed project involves 
implementing EC 9, “Develop and Implement a Construction Management Program,” including a health and 
safety plan; providing qualified oversight of fill removal in the TKPOA Corporation Yard as part of Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-2a (Alts. 1–3); notifying the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies if contaminated soils are 
identified (Mitigation Measure 3.7-2b [Alts. 1–3]); and notifying the school district with jurisdiction within one-
quarter mile of the study area regarding potential substances subject to California Health and Safety Code Section 
25532 (EC 9). Furthermore, the Conservancy would continue to comply with all existing regulations related to 
hazardous materials management. Therefore, the proposed project would comply with regulations related to 
hazardous materials. 

5.1.18 WILDLIFE HAZARDS TO AIRSPACE SAFETY 

Collisions between aircraft and wildlife compromise the safety of passengers and flight crews. Damage to an 
aircraft resulting from a wildlife collision can range from a small dent in the wing to catastrophic engine failure 
and destruction of the aircraft, along with potential loss of life. 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is responsible for enforcing 14 CFR 139, which prescribes rules 
regarding the operation of airports used by aircraft with seating capacity of more than 30 passengers. FAA roles 
and responsibilities relating to wildlife hazards and their associated human health and safety concerns are 
addressed in 14 CFR 139.337, Wildlife Hazard Management. An ecological study must be prepared by the 
certificate holder and submitted to FAA when multiple birds or other wildlife are struck by aircraft or ingested 
into aircraft engines or if the number of birds or other wildlife in an airport flight pattern is sufficient to result in 
such hazards. FAA then determines whether a wildlife hazard management plan is needed. FAA’s Office of 
Airport Safety and Standards has published advisory circulars and program policy and guidance directives that 
further clarify this information. An advisory circular dated August 28, 2007, and titled “Hazardous Wildlife 
Attractants on or Near Airports” (Advisory Circular 150/5200-33B) provides guidance on locating certain land 
uses having the potential to attract hazardous wildlife to or to the vicinity of public-use airports. FAA 
recommends the following separations when siting wildlife attractants (e.g., waste disposal operations, 
wastewater treatment facilities, and wetlands) (FAA 2007): 

►	 5,000 feet from airports serving piston-powered aircraft, 

►	 10,000 feet from airports serving turbine-powered aircraft, and 

►	 5 miles from airports where the wildlife attractant may cause hazardous wildlife movement into or across the 
approach or departure airspace. 

►	 Implementing the proposed project would enhance or restore habitat for birds categorized as hazardous 
wildlife in terms of the potential for aircraft collisions. The restored habitat in the study area would be located 
approximately one mile or more from the airport, which would be outside of the approach/departure zone of 
the Lake Tahoe Airport but within the 10,000-foot-wide zone where FAA recommends that wildlife 
attractants be minimized. Restoration activities would improve the quality of existing habitat but would not 
increase the amount of habitat considered an attractant to wildlife and would not appreciably increase the 
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amount of wildlife using the area. Bird-attracting habitats are already present in these locations, and 
enhancement and restoration activities are not anticipated to substantially increase the attraction of hazardous 
wildlife. 

►	 In addition, Stream Environment Zone restoration, timber management, range management, and management 
of fish and wildlife habitat are identified in the Lake Tahoe Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) as 
compatible land uses for the clear, approach/departure, and overflight zones of the Lake Tahoe Airport (CSLT 
2007:38). Thus, a wide range of management, enhancement, and restoration activities in nearby natural 
vegetation are considered compatible with the airport’s operations. 

►	 Furthermore, bird strikes have not historically affected aviation safety at the Lake Tahoe Airport. There are no 
records of bird-related air strikes in the FAA Birdstrike Database, and no airport staff members recall any 
bird-related air strikes (CDM 2007). With or without project implementation, the likelihood of wildlife-
aircraft accidents associated with the Lake Tahoe Airport is considered low. Because an increase in wildlife-
related hazards is not expected and the proposed land uses are compatible with the CLUP, the proposed 
project complies with 14 CFR 139 and 14 CFR 139.337. 

5.1.19 EARTHQUAKE HAZARDS REDUCTION ACT OF 1977 

The U.S. Congress passed the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act in 1977 to “reduce the risks to life and property 
from future earthquakes in the United States” through the establishment and maintenance of an effective 
earthquake hazards and reduction program. To accomplish this reduction, the act established the National 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program Act (NEHRPA), which refined the descriptions of agency 
responsibilities, program goals, and objectives. The mission of the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction 
Program is to “develop, disseminate, and promote knowledge, tools, and practices for earthquake risk 
reduction—through coordinated, multidisciplinary, interagency partnerships among the NEHRP 
agencies and their stakeholders—that improve the Nation’s earthquake resilience in public safety, 
economic strength, and national security.” The NEHRPA designated FEMA as the program’s lead agency and 
assigns several planning, coordinating, and reporting responsibilities. Other NEHRPA agencies are the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology, the National Science Foundation, and the U.S. Geological Survey. The 
proposed project will comply with NEHRPA through EC 8: Prepare a Final Geotechnical Engineering Report, 
and Implement All Applicable Recommendations. 

5.2 STATE 

5.2.1 CALIFORNIA CLEAN AIR ACT 

The California Air Resources Board (ARB) is responsible for coordinating and providing oversight of state and 
local air pollution control programs in California and for implementing the California Clean Air Act (CCAA). 
The CCAA, which was adopted in 1988, required ARB to establish California ambient air quality standards 
(CAAQS). ARB has established CAAQS for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, lead, visibility-reducing 
particulate matter, and criteria air pollutants. In most cases, the CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS. 
Differences in the standards are generally explained by the health effects studies considered during the standard-
setting process and the interpretation of the studies. In addition, the CAAQS incorporate a margin of safety to 
protect sensitive individuals. 

Because implementing and of the action alternatives (Alternative 1- 4) would not contribute substantially to a 
violation of the CAAQS through EC 1: Reduce the Generation of Construction-Related Emissions of ROG, NOX, 
and PM10, the proposed project would comply with the CCAA. 
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5.2.2		 CALIFORNIA ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) was written to protect plant and animal species. Species are listed 
as endangered or threatened when their continued existence in California is in jeopardy. CESA and Sections 2050 
and 2097 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibit activities that would result in “take” of State-listed and 
candidate species without prior authorization from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). Under 
CESA, “take” is defined as an activity that would directly or indirectly kill an individual of a species. Unlike 
under the federal ESA, the CESA definition of “take” does not include “harming” or “harassing”; therefore, 
habitat modification is not necessarily considered take under CESA. 

CDFG authorization for take can be obtained through an incidental take permit under Section 2081(b) of the 
California Fish and Game Code. A 2081(b) permit will authorize take that is incidental to an otherwise lawful 
activity as long as the impacts of the authorized take are minimized and fully mitigated. Measures to minimize 
and fully mitigate impacts must (1) be roughly proportional in extent to the impact of the taking on the species, 
(2) maintain the applicant’s objectives to the greatest extent possible, (3) be implementable, and (4) be adequately 
funded to allow implementation and monitoring of compliance. 

As discussed in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources: Vegetation and Wildlife,” and Section 3.5, “Fisheries,” 
potential effects on species that are state listed as endangered or threatened have been evaluated. Without 
mitigation, construction activities of the proposed project could potentially affect willow flycatcher (state listed as 
endangered), which has a moderate potential to nest in the study area, and Tahoe yellow cress (also state listed as 
endangered), which grows in the study area. This DEIR/DEIS/DEIS identifies two mitigation measures that are 
designed to avoid or fully mitigate the take of these State-listed plant and animal species: Mitigation Measure 
3.4-8A (Alt. 1–4), “Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Special-Status Birds (Yellow Warbler, Willow 
Flycatcher, Waterfowl, and Long-Eared Owl), and Implement Buffers If Necessary,” and Mitigation Measure 
3.4-3 (Alt. 1–4), “Conduct Protocol-Level Surveys and Avoid or Mitigate Impacts on Tahoe Yellow Cress 
Plants.” In addition to implementing these two mitigation measures, the Conservancy is coordinating with CDFG 
and, if necessary, would consult with CDFG to obtain a Section 2081(b) permit. Because effects on listed species 
would be avoided or fully mitigated and a 2081(b) permit would be obtained before construction begins, the 
proposed project would comply with CESA. 

5.2.3		 CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME CODE SECTION 1602—STREAMBED 
ALTERATIONS 

Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code requires that a streambed alteration agreement be granted 
before any action is conducted that may divert or obstruct natural channel flow; substantially change the bed, 
channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake designated by CDFG; or use any material from the streambed of a 
CDFG-designated waterway. Implementing the proposed project would require a streambed alteration agreement 
from CDFG for work on the bed and banks of the Upper Truckee River and Trout Creek. The Conservancy would 
obtain the streambed alteration agreement from CDFG and implement all terms required for permit compliance. 
Therefore, the project would be in compliance with California Fish and Game Code Section 1602. 

5.2.4		 CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME CODE SECTIONS 3503–3503.5—PROTECTION 
OF BIRD NESTS AND RAPTORS 

Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly 
destroy the nest or eggs of any bird. Section 3503.5 specifically states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or 
destroy any raptors (i.e., hawks, owls, eagles, and falcons), including their nests or eggs. Typical violations of 
these codes include destroying active nests by removing the vegetation in which the nests are located. Disturbance 
of nesting pairs by nearby project construction that results in the failure of active raptor nests could also violate 
Section 3503.5. As discussed in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources: Vegetation and Wildlife,” without mitigation, 
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the project’s construction activities could affect nesting birds. This DEIR/DEIS/DEIS identifies mitigation 
measures designed to avoid potential impacts on the nests of special-status bird species and waterfowl, and these 
measures would also avoid or reduce effects on other nesting birds. In addition, as described above for the 
MBTA, a preconstruction survey for migratory bird nests would be conducted to locate and avoid or minimize the 
loss of active nests during construction. Through these measures, the project would comply with California Fish 
and Game Code Sections 3503–3503.5. 

5.2.5 CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT PROTECTION ACT 

In addition to CESA, the California Native Plant Protection Act (CNPPA) provides protection to endangered and 
rare plant species, subspecies, and varieties of wild native plants in California. The CNPPA preceded CESA, and 
its definitions of “endangered” and “rare” closely parallel the CESA definitions of endangered and threatened 
plant species. With the passage of CESA in 1984, plant species determined to be endangered under the CNPPA 
were converted to endangered status under CESA. However, as discussed in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources: 
Vegetation and Wildlife,” implementation of the project would not involve potential take of plants listed as rare 
under the CNPPA. 

5.2.6 CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION 

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) was given authority and responsibility to manage and protect the 
important natural and cultural resources on certain public lands in the state and the public’s rights to access these 
lands. The public lands under the CSLC’s jurisdiction are of two distinct types: sovereign lands and school lands. 
Sovereign lands, which encompass approximately four million acres, include the beds of California’s naturally 
navigable rivers, lakes (including Lake Tahoe), streams, and the underlying beds, as well as the state’s tidal and 
submerged lands along the coastline, extending from the shoreline to three miles offshore. These lands are owned 
by the State and held in trust for the benefit of all people. The rights protected include navigation, commerce, and 
fisheries uses, as well as the right to fish, hunt, bathe, swim, boat, and engage in general recreation. The trust also 
encompasses the right to preserve lands in their natural state for ecological study, as open space, and as bird and 
marine habitat. These public rights are inalienable and cannot be extinguished, except to further public trust 
purposes generally. In making these choices, the government has the power to make equitable adjustments among 
conflicting trust uses. 

A project cannot use these state lands unless an easement is first obtained from CSLC. The public-trust easement 
in navigable waterways allows lateral access between the high-water line and the low-water line; at Lake Tahoe, 
this is the area between the adjudicated ordinary low-water mark, at elevation 6,223 feet Lake Tahoe Datum, and 
the ordinary high-water mark, at elevation 6,228.75 feet Lake Tahoe Datum. 

Because the bed of Lake Tahoe in the study area is within CSLC jurisdiction, use of the bed of Lake Tahoe would 
require an easement from the CSLC. The Conservancy has been coordinating with CSLC as a responsible agency 
under CEQA during preparation of this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS. 

5.2.7 CALIFORNIA SCENIC HIGHWAY PROGRAM 

California’s Scenic Highway Program, created by the California State Legislature in 1963, is managed by the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The goal of this program is to preserve scenic highway 
corridors and protect them from changes that would affect the aesthetic value of the land adjacent to highways. A 
highway may be designated “scenic,” depending on how much of the natural landscape travelers can see, the 
scenic quality of the landscape, and the extent to which development intrudes on travelers’ enjoyment of the view. 
Official designation requires a local jurisdiction to enact a scenic corridor protection program that protects and 
enhances scenic resources (Caltrans 2008). As discussed in Section 3.14, “Scenic Resources,” portions of U.S. 50 
and SR 89 visible from the study area are officially designated as scenic highways; however, the proposed project 
would have no significant effects on views from U.S. 50 and SR 89. Because the project would not have a 

AECOM and Cardno ENTRIX UTR and Marsh Restoration Project DEIR/DEIS/DEIS
 
Compliance, Consultation, and Coordination 5-12 California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA
 

http:6,228.75


 

   
   

 
 

  

 
  

 

 
 

    

   
 

  
  

  
 

 
  

 
  

  
   

    
   

  
   

  

  

 

  
  

  
   

  

  

 

significant adverse effect on these designated scenic highways, it would comply with the California Scenic 
Highway Program. 

5.2.8 PORTER-COLOGNE WATER QUALITY CONTROL ACT 

The State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code Section 13000 et seq.) requires the 
State of California to establish water quality objectives and standards to protect water quality for beneficial uses. 
The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) is composed of nine RWQCBs that are responsible for 
preserving California’s water quality. The RWQCBs issue waste discharge permits, take enforcement action 
against violators, and monitor water quality. SWRCB and the RWQCBs jointly administer most of the CWA 
regulations in coordination with EPA and USACE. Under the act, the appropriate RWQCB must prepare and 
periodically update a water quality control plan. 

The proposed project is under the jurisdiction of the Lahontan RWQCB. The Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Lahontan Region (Basin Plan), adopted on March 31, 1995, and as amended, identifies the beneficial uses, water 
quality objectives, numerical standards, and waste discharge prohibitions for surface water and groundwater on 
the California side of the Lake Tahoe Basin (Lahontan RWQCB 1995:1-1). The Basin Plan incorporates water 
quality thresholds, programs, and regulations as developed and implemented by TRPA, along with state and 
federal regulations. It states specific water quality objectives for certain water bodies in the Lake Tahoe 
Hydrologic Unit. The objectives pertaining to water bodies in the study area are summarized in Table 3.9-2 of 
Section 3.9, “Geomorphology and Water Quality.” To achieve those objectives, the Basin Plan identifies 
prohibitions against discharges and threatened discharges in 100-year floodplains or below the high-water rim of 
Lake Tahoe that apply to portions of the TRPA-defined shorezone. The Lahontan RWQCB has granted an 
“exemption to a waste discharge prohibition contained in the Water Quality Plan for the Lahontan Region” to 
specifically allow for potential turbidity elevation during the construction of stream restoration projects in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin. If necessary, the Conservancy would apply for this exemption. 

The Lahontan RWQCB regulates discharge of stormwater from construction sites (as well as stormwater from 
municipal and industrial sites) under the CWA Section 402 NPDES program. Because implementing the proposed 
project would disturb more than one acre, the Lahontan RWQCB NPDES General Permit Number CAG616002, 
which addresses discharge of stormwater from construction sites, would be required. The Conservancy and its 
contractors would obtain and comply with this permit. The general types of measures that would be implemented 
are discussed as part of the project description, and the Conservancy would implement EC 5, “Prepare and 
Implement Effective Construction Site Management Plans to Minimize Risk of Water Quality Degradation and 
Impacts to Vegetation,” and EC 6, “Obtain and Comply with Federal, State, Regional, and Local Permits,” to 
protect water quality.. 

5.2.9 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control, a division of the California Environmental Protection 
Agency (Cal/EPA), has primary regulatory responsibility over hazardous materials in California, working in 
conjunction with EPA to enforce and implement laws and regulations regarding hazardous materials. The 
Conservancy would comply with applicable Cal/EPA regulations through developing and implementing a 
Construction Management Program and complying with permit and regulatory requirements as described in EC 6, 
“Obtain and Comply with Federal, State, Regional, and Local Permits,” and EC 9, “Develop and Implement a 
Construction Management Program,” and also described in Section 5.1.15, “Hazardous Materials Management.” 

5.2.10 WORKER SAFETY 

The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) assumes primary responsibility for 
developing and enforcing workplace safety regulations in the state. Cal/OSHA standards are more stringent than 
federal OSHA regulations and are presented in Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations. Cal/OSHA conducts 
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on-site evaluations and issues notices of violation to enforce necessary improvements to health and safety 
practices. The Conservancy would comply with applicable Cal/OSHA regulations through developing and 
implementing a Construction Management Program and complying with permit and regulatory requirements as 
described in as described in EC 6 and EC 9, and also described in Section 5.1.15, “Hazardous Materials 
Management.” 

5.2.11 LAND USE AND AIRSPACE SAFETY 

The State regulates airports under the authority of the Airport Land Use Commission Law, Section 21670 et seq. 
of the California Public Utilities Code. The California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, published by the 
Caltrans Division of Aeronautics (Caltrans 2011), supports this law by providing compatibility planning guidance 
to airport land use commissions (ALUCs), counties and cities that have jurisdiction over airport area land uses, 
and airport proprietors. 

The Airport Land Use Commission Law is implemented through ALUCs, which are required in every county with 
a public-use airport or with an airport served by a scheduled airline. Under the provisions of the law, the ALUC 
has certain responsibilities conferred upon it and specific duties to perform. Among these duties are preparing 
airport land-use plans for each of the airports in its jurisdiction (California Public Utilities Code Sections 
21674[c] and 21675[a]). TRPA has been designated as the ALUC by El Dorado County. The CSLT Planning 
Commission, when augmented with two additional commission members, has been designated as the ALUC for 
the CSLT. The action alternatives (1–4) and Alternative 5 (No-Project/No-Action Alternative) are consistent with 
the compatible land uses identified in the CLUP for the clear, approach/departure, and overflight zones of the 
Lake Tahoe Airport (CSLT 2007:38). 

5.2.12 WILDFIRE HAZARD MANAGEMENT 

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) implements statewide laws aimed at 
reducing wildfire hazards in wildland-urban interface areas. The laws are based on fire hazard assessment and 
zoning. The laws apply to State Responsibility Areas (SRAs). SRAs are defined as areas of the state in which the 
financial responsibility of preventing and suppressing fires has been determined by the State Board of Forestry, 
pursuant to California Public Resources Code Sections 4125 and 4102, to be primarily the responsibility of the 
State. Fire protection outside SRAs is the responsibility of federal or local jurisdictions. These areas are referred 
to by CAL FIRE as Local Responsibility Areas. 

The study area is not within an SRA; however, fuel reduction activities initiated by the Conservancy on all 
Conservancy-owned lands, including the study area, are completed by Conservancy staff members according to 
CAL FIRE recommendations for reducing wildfire hazards. The Conservancy has a registered professional 
forester who flags vegetation for removal by Conservancy forestry crews or local fire districts contracted by the 
Conservancy. In addition to fuel removal, Conservancy forestry crews assist with prescribed fire projects and 
burning after hand piling. Fuel reduction in portions of the study area not under the management jurisdiction of 
the Conservancy is the responsibility of local entities. These management practices would continue under any of 
the action alternatives (1–4) and under Alternative 5 (No-Project/No-Action Alternative). The Conservancy would 
also prepare and implement a fire prevention and management plan in coordination with the appropriate local fire 
suppression agencies before the start of construction activities, as described in EC 9. Therefore, the 
Conservancy’s management of the study area would remain consistent with statewide laws aimed at reducing 
wildfire hazards in wildland-urban interface areas. 

5.3 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

Consultation and coordination for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project involved public and 
agency scoping and consultation with agencies and organizations, as described in the following sections. Future 
consultation and coordination are also described. 
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5.3.1 SCOPING 

Scoping is an initial and critically important component of the environmental review process. It is intended to 
assist in identifying the final range of actions, alternatives, environmental resources, environmental issues, and 
mitigation measures that will be analyzed in an environmental document. The scoping process is used to help 
ensure that potential environmental problems are identified early and are properly studied. 

Scoping is conducted as part of compliance with NEPA, CEQA, and TRPA ordinances. It can be conducted in 
various forms and may involve numerous participants, but it generally involves the solicitation of input from the 
public and interested agencies to determine the scope, focus, and contents of an environmental document. 

NEPA REQUIREMENTS 

NEPA requires a formal scoping process during preparation of an EIS. Under NEPA, scoping is the process by 
which a lead agency for EIS preparation solicits input on the nature and extent of issues and impacts to be 
addressed in the EIS and the methods by which they will be evaluated. NEPA specifically requires that the lead 
agency consult with federal agencies with jurisdiction by law over the proposed action and/or alternatives or 
agencies with special expertise regarding the action and to solicit information from the public during EIS 
preparation. 

Section 1501.7 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations requires the lead agency’s scoping 
process to: 

►	 invite affected federal, state, and local agencies, Indian tribes, project proponents, and other interested persons 
to participate in the EIS process; 

►	 determine the potential significant environmental issues to be analyzed in depth in the EIS; 

►	 identify and eliminate issues determined to be insignificant or addressed in other documents; 

►	 allocate assignments among the lead agency and any cooperating agencies regarding preparation of the EIS, 
including impact analysis and identification of mitigation measures; 

►	 identify related environmental documents being prepared; 

►	 identify other environmental review and consultation requirements; and 

►	 indicate when the environmental document will be prepared and the lead agency’s tentative planning and 
decision-making schedule. 

Scoping should occur as early as possible after the lead agency decides to prepare an EIS. The NEPA lead agency 
is required to publish a notice of intent (NOI) in the Federal Register that announces its intent to prepare an EIS. 
Although not specifically required by NEPA, the lead agency may also hold scoping meetings. Scoping must 
occur after the NOI is issued but may occur earlier, as long as appropriate public notice is provided and enough 
project information is available to allow the public and relevant agencies to participate effectively. 

Reclamation published the NOI for the proposed project in the Federal Register on October 19, 2006. The NOI 
provides a summary of the proposed project and project background; describes the proposed alternatives; presents 
information on the scoping meetings; and identifies Conservancy, Reclamation, and TRPA contacts. Information 
about how to obtain copies of the NOI was made available to scoping meeting attendees, and an electronic version 
of the document was posted on the project Web site (see below). The NOI is included in Appendix A. 
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CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

Scoping is a less formalized process under CEQA than under NEPA but is encouraged in the statute and State 
CEQA Guidelines. Scoping is recognized as a means to help identify the range of actions, alternatives, 
environmental effects, methods of assessment, and mitigation measures to be analyzed in depth in an EIR, and it 
is used to eliminate from detailed study those issues that would not be affected by the project. Scoping is also an 
effective way to bring together and resolve the concerns of interested Federal, State, and local agencies; the 
proponent of the action; and other interested persons, including project opponents. 

Tools used to determine the scope of an EIR include early public and interagency consultation, the notice of 
preparation (NOP) of an EIR, and scoping meetings with agencies and the public. Of these tools, only the NOP is 
a mandatory requirement under CEQA for the preparation of an EIR. Issuance of the NOP, similar to the issuance 
of the NOI under NEPA, serves as the trigger for soliciting comments on the proposed project. Scoping typically 
ends at the conclusion of a specified public comment period, which is 30 days for the CEQA process, although 
public involvement continues throughout the project review and approval effort. The NOP for the project is 
discussed below. 

Under Section 21083.9 of the statute, a scoping meeting is required if a project qualifies as being of statewide, 
regional, or areawide significance. The Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project qualifies for this 
requirement. Notice of the scoping meeting is required to include specified recipients, including responsible 
agencies, trustee agencies, and members of the public who have requested notification. The scoping meetings held 
for the proposed project complied with these CEQA requirements. 

The NOP provides notice of the scoping meetings, presents an overview of the proposed project and alternatives, 
presents a statement of the purpose of and need for and objectives of the project, summarizes the proposed 
alternatives, lists the issues anticipated to be addressed in this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS, and provides contact 
information. The Conservancy and TRPA filed the NOP for the proposed project with the California and Nevada 
State Clearinghouses and released it publicly on October 4, 2006. The NOP identified November 2, 2006, as the 
closing date for submitting scoping comments. In addition to State Clearinghouse distribution to potentially 
interested state agencies in both California and Nevada, copies of the NOP were mailed to property owners 
(within 300 feet of the study area boundaries) and other parties known to have an interest in the proposed project. 

After concern was expressed that the circulation of the NOP in October did not meet all the requirements of 
CEQA, the NOP was filed with the California and Nevada State Clearinghouses again on March 16, 2007. 
Accompanying the NOP was a public notice announcing the extension of the comment period for the project to 
April 30, 2007. In addition to being filed with the State Clearinghouses, this notice and the NOP were also mailed 
to homeowners within a 700-foot radius of the study area, as well as to other parties known to have an interest in 
the project. This second mailing pertained only to the scoping period pursuant to CEQA and did not affect the 
scoping period for the project conducted by Reclamation for compliance with NEPA or by TRPA pursuant to its 
Code of Ordinances and Rules of Procedure. The NOP is included in Appendix A. 

TRPA REQUIREMENTS 

TRPA is required to consult with and obtain the comments of any federal, state, and local agency that has 
jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to environmental impacts associated with the project. 
Although TRPA rules and ordinances do not require the release of an NOP or mandate conducting formal public 
scoping meetings, TRPA typically releases an NOP early in the environmental review process and holds scoping 
meetings before the Advisory Planning Commission (APC) and Governing Board (GB) to provide opportunity for 
APC and GB members, agencies, and members of the public to provide input on the project. TRPA requirements 
were met with release of the NOI and NOP, discussed above. 
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5.3.2		 AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED 

This section discusses agency consultation and coordination that occurred during the development of this 
DEIR/DEIS/DEIS and summarizes the agency involvement activities undertaken by Reclamation, the 
Conservancy, and TRPA to satisfy NEPA, CEQA, and TRPA requirements. 

NEPA CONSULTATION 

Reclamation invited eligible governmental entities to participate as cooperating agencies, in accordance with 40 
CFR Part 46.225(3)(b), in developing the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project EIR/EIS/EIS. Two 
agencies requested identification as cooperating agencies under NEPA: USACE and EPA. Reclamation responded 
to their requests for cooperating agency status in accordance with 43 CFR Part 46 and the U.S. Department of the 
Interior’s Final Rule for implementation of NEPA. Other interested Federal agencies included USFWS, the U.S. 
Forest Service, and the U.S. Department of Transportation. 

CEQA AND TRPA CONSULTATION 

The Conservancy and TRPA contacted responsible agencies, as required under CEQA and TRPA regulations. 
Comments from responsible agencies were received from the Lahontan RWQCB and CDFG (a responsible and 
trustee agency). Other interested agencies that provided comments were CSLC, ARB, Caltrans, the SHPO, the 
Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, the South Tahoe Public Utilities District, and the Tahoe Resource 
Conservation District. 

5.3.3		 PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS FOR THE UPPER TRUCKEE RIVER AND MARSH 
RESTORATION PROJECT 

Several outreach efforts have been undertaken to inform stakeholders about the Upper Truckee River and Marsh 
Restoration Project, including public meetings during early study phases and development of the project 
alternatives, as well as the scoping process. 

SCOPING MEETINGS 

As described above, scoping meetings are required for the environmental review process. Two public scoping 
meetings were held, in the afternoon and evening of October 24, 2006, to provide opportunities for interested 
parties to learn about the proposed project and alternatives and to provide input regarding the alternatives and 
scope of the environmental document. The project was also presented as an information item to TRPA’s APC and 
GB during October 11 and October 25, 2006 meetings. The public, in addition to APC and GB members, was 
asked to provide input on the project at these two meetings. 

During the October 24, 2006, public scoping meetings, comment cards1 were made available to participants, and 
maps describing the alternatives were displayed and discussed. Each meeting included a presentation that 
described the project background and objectives, the proposed alternatives, the environmental review process and 
tentative schedule, the project website, and public participation opportunities. Meeting locations, dates, and times 
were as follows: 

1 Comment cards were used to submit written comments at the meetings. They were also preaddressed for submittal via U.S. mail. 
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Place Address Date Time 

North Tahoe Conference Center, 
TRPA Advisory Planning 
Commission meeting 

8318 North Tahoe Boulevard, 
Kings Beach, CA 96143 

Wednesday, October 11, 2006 Beginning at 9:30 a.m. 

Inn by the Lake, public scoping 
meeting 

3300 Lake Tahoe Boulevard, 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 

Tuesday, October 24, 2006 12 p.m. to 2 p.m. 

Inn by the Lake, public scoping 
meeting 

3300 Lake Tahoe Boulevard, 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 

Tuesday, October 24, 2006 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. 

TRPA, Governing Board meeting 128 Market Street, Stateline, 
NV 89449 

Wednesday, October 25, 2006 Beginning at 9:30 a.m. 

A copy of the presentation from the October 24, 2006, scoping meetings is included in Appendix B. 

SCOPING COMMENTS 

Written comments were received, and comments were presented orally, at the scoping meetings. Comments were 
received from several state agencies, local agencies, organizations, and numerous members of the public. A 
scoping summary report (Conservancy, Reclamation, and TRPA 2007) was prepared for the proposed project. 
The report summarizes the results of the scoping process and is available in Appendix B. The comments received 
assisted Reclamation, the Conservancy, and TRPA in identifying the final range of actions, alternatives, and 
environmental issues that are analyzed in this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS. 

OTHER MEETINGS 

Although it was not a formal scoping meeting, the Conservancy, at the request of neighbors living in the Cove 
East/Al Tahoe area, held a meeting on the evening of April 24, 2007, to discuss the project with concerned 
citizens. Approximately 25 interested persons, most of them residents of the Cove East/Al Tahoe area, attended 
the discussion. During the meeting, attendees were given a short overview of the project, which was followed by a 
question-and-answer period. Because this meeting was not a formal scoping meeting, verbal comments expressed 
during the meeting were not recorded as scoping comments. Attendees to the meeting were aware that this was 
the case and were provided with information regarding the timeline for submitting comments and means by which 
they could submit comments for the record. Maps describing the alternatives were on display during the meeting. 

UPPER TRUCKEE UPDATE 

The Conservancy has distributed three issues of a newsletter about the project called The Upper Truckee Update. 
The project newsletters have included information about the project’s history and background, project objectives, 
and proposed alternatives and presented an overview of the alternatives development process. The newsletter also 
described the environmental review process, solicited public input, and noticed the two public scoping meetings 
that were held in the afternoon and evening of October 24, 2006. 

The first and second editions of the newsletter were mailed to property owners near the study area, agencies, 
organizations, and the general public in October 2002 and October 2006. The second edition was also made 
available at the public scoping meetings, the Conservancy office’s front desk, and Upper Truckee Marsh public 
access points. The third edition has been made available at the Conservancy’s front desk and Upper Truckee 
Marsh public access points. All newsletters were available on the project web site (see below) and are included in 
Appendix B. 
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NEWSPAPER 

The Conservancy placed a newspaper display advertisement in the Tahoe Daily Tribune, the primary newspaper 
in the area of the restoration project, on October 20, 2006. The advertisement announced the lead agencies’ 
intention to prepare an EIR/EIS/EIS, the places and times of the scoping meetings and the TRPA General Board 
meeting, Conservancy and TRPA contact information, and the availability of information on the Upper Truckee 
River and Marsh Restoration Project website. 

WEB SITE 

Until 2009, the Conservancy maintained a project website for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration 
Project (http://www.uppertruckeemarsh.com) that presented the project history and background, information 
about the study area, project objectives, alternatives descriptions, project schedule, and contact information. It 
also included an electronic form for submitting comments on the NOP and an electronic form for requesting being 
added to the project’s mailing list. Scoping meeting information was posted on the website on October 4, 2006, 
the day on which the NOP was first published. 

Since 2009, information regarding the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project, and other 
Conservancy projects, has been available at the Conservancy’s website (http://tahoe.ca.gov/upper-truckee-marsh-
67.aspx). 

5.3.4		 ISSUES AND MAJOR AREAS OF CONTROVERSY IDENTIFIED DURING PUBLIC 
OUTREACH 

During the scoping process and meetings with agencies and organizations, the public and federal, state, and local 
stakeholders identified the following areas of concern. Each area of concern listed below is described more fully 
in the Scoping Summary Report for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project (Conservancy, 
Reclamation, and TRPA 2007). The scoping summary report also includes a complete copy of the comments 
received, which is attached as Appendix B of this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS. 

The State CEQA Guidelines require that the EIR identify the major areas of known concern or controversy. The 
following list identifies these major areas of concern or controversy: 

►	 CEQA/NEPA Process 

•	 Providing adequate public noticing and opportunities to review and comment on the proposed project 
•	 Evaluation and ranking of alternatives, giving priority to low-impact components 

►	 Dogs/Pets 

•	 Protecting sensitive areas from dogs 
•	 Designating specific areas for dogs/pets 

►	 Hydrology, Geomorphology, and Water Quality 

•	 Increasing flood hazards on adjacent properties 
•	 Stabilizing the area in and around the U.S. 50 bridge 
•	 Quantifying the construction-related water quality impacts 
•	 Identifying sediment and nutrient loads resulting from implementing the action alternatives, compared to 

implementing the No-Project/No-Action Alternative 
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►	 Noise 

•	 Increasing noise resulting from increased recreational activity 

►	 Recreation and Public Access 

•	 Increasing noise, trash, and illegal activity (vandalism and theft), resulting from increased public access 
•	 Increasing public access effects on the restoration process 
•	 Linking proposed trails with existing trails to improve access on both sides of the river 
•	 Posting signs to identify appropriate and inappropriate uses of the trail system and to protect sensitive 

environmental resources 

►	 Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

•	 Exacerbating existing neighborhood parking problems 
•	 Exacerbating existing traffic and roadway hazards by increasing the number of visitors 

►	 Hazards 

•	 Increasing the fire hazard by increasing the extent of flammable vegetation 
•	 Increasing the presence of mosquitoes and the need for mosquito abatement 

►	 Cumulative Projects 

• The proposed project as it relates to other restoration projects in the Upper Truckee River watershed 

►	 Other 

•	 Retaining/restoring the Cove East trail 
•	 Water quality effects of the project on the Sailing Lagoon 
•	 Removal or restoration of the Tahoe Keys Corporation Yard 

5.3.5 FUTURE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

In accordance with NEPA, CEQA, and TRPA requirements, this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS will be circulated for public 
and agency review and comment for a 60-day period following the date when EPA publishes the weekly notice of 
this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS in the Federal Register and the notice of completion is filed with the State Clearinghouse. 
Public hearings will be held during the review period to receive oral comments on the content and adequacy of 
this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS. In addition, written comments will be accepted during the review period. Hearings will be 
held at the following locations: 

March 13, 2013
	
TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting
	
Lower Kingsbury Grade 

128 Market Street
	
Stateline, NV 89449
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March 27, 2012
	
TRPA Governing Board Meeting
	
Lower Kingsbury Grade 

128 Market Street
	
Stateline, NV 89449
	

Public information meeting will be held at the following locations: 

February 27, 2013
	
Inn by the Lake
	
3300 Lake Tahoe Blvd
	
South Lake Tahoe, CA, 96150
	
1:30 – 4:00 PM and 6:00 – 8:30 PM 

March 28, 2013
	
Lake Tahoe Community College Board Room
	
1 College Drive
	
South Lake Tahoe, CA, 96150
	
6:00 – 8:30 PM 

Following lead agency consideration of all comments received during the public review period of this 
DEIR/DEIS/DEIS and circulation of the final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Conservancy, Reclamation, and TRPA will hold a 
public meeting to consider certification of the final EIR/EIS/EIS and decide whether to approve one of the 
alternatives. A record of decision under NEPA and a notice of determination under CEQA documenting the 
decision will then be issued. To support a decision on the proposed project, the Conservancy and TRPA must 
prepare and adopt written findings of fact for each environmental impact identified in this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS that 
would remain significant after mitigation; a statement of overriding considerations, if needed; and a mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program for implementing the mitigation measures and project revisions, if any, 
identified in this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS. 

DISTRIBUTION LIST 

The public distribution of this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS emphasizes the use of electronic media to ensure cost-effective, 
broad availability to the public and interested parties. This DEIR/DEIS/DEIS is available on the Internet at the 
Conservancy’s website at http://tahoe.ca.gov/index.aspx. This DEIR/DEIS/DEIS is also available for review at 
the locations listed below. 

All persons, agencies, and organizations listed in Appendix L have been informed of the availability of and 
locations to obtain this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS, as well as the timing of the 60-day public/agency comment period. 
These parties have received a hard copy of the full DEIR/DEIS/DEIS and an electronic copy of the appendices, a 
hard copy of the executive summary and an electronic copy of this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS and appendices, or a 
notification of availability of this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS. 

Copies of this DEIR/DEIS/DEIS are available for public review at the following locations: 

California Tahoe Conservancy
	
1061 Third Street 

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
	

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
	
128 Market Street
	
Stateline, NV 89449
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U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Mid-Pacific Regional Library 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

South Lake Tahoe Library front desk 
1000 Rufus Allen Blvd. 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 
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Bill Kasson M.S., Environmental Planning; M.B.A., 
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3.11-22, 3.11-25, 3.11-27, 3.11-29, 3.11-30, 4-3
	

3.4-16, 3.4-20, 3.4-46, 3.4-48, 3.4-49, 3.4-56, 3.4-57, 

3.4-61, 3.4-62, 3.4-65, 3.4-66, 3.4-69, 3.18-22, 3.18-23 

ES-3, ES-4, 2-11, 2-41, 2-46, 3.13-12
	

3.12-1, 3.12-5, 3.12-6, 3.12-7, 3.12-8, 3.12-9, 3.18-51, 

3.18-52
	

3.3-1, 3.3-2, 3.3-20 

3.11-21, 3.11-22, 3.11-24, 3.11-26, 3.11-28
	

2-15, 2-26, 2-27, 3.5-2, 3.5-4, 3.5-5, 3.8-26, 3.8-50, 

3.9-13, 3.9-16, 3.9-38, 3.9-79 

3.4-5, 3.4-10, 3.4-11, 3.4-12, 3.4-23, 3.4-24, 3.4-33, 

3.4-42, 3.4-51, 3.4-54, 3.4-58, 3.4-63, 3.4-64, 3.4-67, 

3.4-68, 4-15, 4-16
	

2-1, 2-2, 2-11, 2-15, 2-30, 2-31, 2-40, 2-46, 3.4-17, 

3.4-20, 3.4-22, 3.4-49, 3.4-50, 3.4-54, 3.4-57, 3.4-59, 

3.4-62, 3.4-64, 3.4-66, 3.4-68, 3.8-7, 3.8-26, 3.9-21, 

3.9-23, 3.9-52, 3.9-53, 3.9-59, 3.9-67, 3.9-73, 3.9-80, 

3.13-5, 3.13-13, 3.13-14, 3.14-10, 3.18-49, 4-13 


UTR and Marsh Restoration Project DEIR/DEIS/DEIS AECOM and Cardno ENTRIX
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Basin Plan—see Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region
	

beach and dune 3.4-8, 3.4-9, 3.4-12, 3.4-23, 3.4-38, 3.4-42, 3.4-43, 
3.4-46, 3.4-48, 3.4-49, 3.4-50, 3.4-53, 3.4-54, 3.4-57, 
3.4-58, 3.4-59, 3.4-61, 3.4-62, 3.4-63, 3.4-66, 3.4-67, 
3.7-6, 3.7-7, 3.13-5, 3.18-23, 4-6, 4-13 

Best management practices 2-1, 2-11, 2-12, 2-16, 2-43, 2-51, 2-52, 2-53, 2-55, 2-56, 
2-57, 2-59, 2-62, 3.6-5, 3.6-20, 3.8-2, 3.8-34, 3.8-35, 
3.8-38, 3.8-39, 3.8-41, 3.8-42, 3.8-45, 3.9-1, 3.9-2, 
3.9-3, 3.9-6, 3.9-7, 3.9-21, 3.9-45, 3.9-46, 3.9-54, 
3.9-60, 3.9-61, 3.9-68, 3.9-69, 3.9-73, 3.10-6, 3.14-3, 
3.18-7, 3.18-10, 3.18-13, 3.18-33, 3.18-38, 3.18-41, 
3.18-42, 3.18-43 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan 3.16-4 
bicycle path ES-3, ES-4, 2-11, 2-12, 2-35, 2-37, 2-38, 2-39, 2-40, 

2-41, 3-4, 3.3-23, 3.3-26, 3.3-27, 3.6-17, 3.9-54, 
3.10-14, 3.10-29, 3.10-31, 3.10-32, 3.11-21, 3.11-27, 
3.12-7, 3.13-2, 3.13-6, 3.13-7, 3.13-12, 3.13-13, 3.13-14, 
3.13-15, 3.13-17, 3.13-19, 3.13-21, 3.13-23, 3.13-24, 
3.14-15, 3.14-17, 3.15-8, 3.16-13, 3.16-14, 3.16-15, 
3.16-20, 3.16-22, 4-2, 4-3 

biological opinion 5-1 
boat take-out ES-3, ES-4, 2-46, 3.13-4, 3.13-12, 3.13-14, 3.14-17 

C 
California ambient air quality standards 3.2-4, 3.2-6, 5-10 
California Clean Air Act 3.2-4, 3.2-7, 3.2-17, 5-10 
California Climate Action Registry 3.2-22 
California Climate Solutions Act of 2006 3.2-19, 3.2-20, 3.2-24, 3.2-32, 3.2-33, 3.18-16, 3.18-18 
California Code of Regulations 1-1, 1-6, 1-8, 2-1, 3-6, 3.9-4, 3.9-5, 3.18-1 
California Department of Fish and Game 2-58, 2-59, 2-60, 3.4-4, 3.4-5, 3.4-10, 3.4-13, 3.4-22, 

3.4-33, 3.4-34, 3.4-35, 3.4-36, 3.4-38, 3.4-40, 3.4-47, 
3.4-48, 3.4-53, 3.5-2, 3.5-4, 3.5-5, 3.5-6, 3.9-21, 3.9-45, 
3.18-32, 5-11, 5-17 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 3.18-5, 3.18-12, 3.18-34, 5-14 
California Department of Public Health 2-61, 3.7-8 
California Department of Transportation ES-1, 2-62, 3.6-9, 3.7-10, 3.11-11, 3.11-13, 3.11-14, 

3.11-18, 3.11-21, 3.11-24, 3.11-26, 3.11-28, 3.16-2, 
3.16-13, 3.18-7, 3.18-12, 5-12, 5-14, 5-17 

California Endangered Species Act 3.4-1, 3.4-3, 3.4-13, 3.4-23, 3.4-34, 5-11, 5-12 
California Environmental Protection Agency 3.15-1, 5-13 
California Environmental Quality Act ES-1, ES-6, 1-1, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-9, 1-10, 1-11, 1-12, 

1-14, 1-15, 2-1, 2-12, 2-57, 3-1, 3-3, 3-4, 3-6, 3-7, 
3.2-19, 3.2-20, 3.2-21, 3.2-22, 3.2-23, 3.2-24, 3.2-25, 
3.2-26, 3.2-30, 3.2-31, 3.2-34, 3.2-35, 3.2-36, 3.2-37, 
3.2-38, 3.2-39, 3.3-1, 3.3-2, 3.3-18, 3.3-19, 3.3-20, 
3.3-21, 3.3-22, 3.3-23, 3.3-24, 3.3-25, 3.3-26, 3.3-27, 
3.3-28, 3.4-40, 3.4-41, 3.4-44, 3.4-46, 3.4-48, 3.4-49, 
3.4-50, 3.4-51, 3.4-54, 3.4-55, 3.4-56, 3.4-57, 3.4-58, 

AECOM and Cardno ENTRIX UTR and Marsh Restoration Project DEIR/DEIS/DEIS 
Index 8-2 California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 



   
   

 
  

 
  

  
  

  
 

 
   

 
 

  
 

3.4-59, 3.4-60, 3.4-61, 3.4-62, 3.4-63, 3.4-64, 3.4-65, 
3.4-66, 3.4-67, 3.4-68, 3.4-69, 3.4-70, 3.5-6, 3.5-7, 
3.5-8, 3.5-9, 3.5-10, 3.5-11, 3.5-12, 3.5-13, 3.5-14, 
3.5-15, 3.5-16, 3.6-12, 3.6-14, 3.6-15, 3.6-16, 3.6-18, 
3.6-19, 3.6-20, 3.6-22, 3.6-23, 3.6-24, 3.6-25, 3.6-27, 
3.7-6, 3.7-9, 3.7-10, 3.7-11, 3.7-12, 3.7-13, 3.7-14, 
3.7-15, 3.7-16, 3.7-17, 3.7-18, 3.7-19, 3.7-20, 3.8-32, 
3.8-33, 3.8-34, 3.8-36, 3.8-37, 3.8-38, 3.8-40, 3.8-41, 
3.8-42, 3.8-43, 3.8-45, 3.8-46, 3.8-47, 3.8-49, 3.8-50, 
3.8-51, 3.8-52, 3.8-53, 3.9-42, 3.9-44, 3.9-45, 3.9-46, 
3.9-47, 3.9-48, 3.9-50, 3.9-54, 3.9-55, 3.9-57, 3.9-60, 
3.9-61, 3.9-64, 3.9-68, 3.9-69, 3.9-71, 3.9-72, 3.9-73, 
3.9-74, 3.9-77, 3.9-78, 3.9-82, 3.10-29, 3.10-30, 3.10-31, 
3.10-32, 3.10-35, 3.10-36, 3.10-37, 3.10-38, 3.10-39, 
3.11-18, 3.11-19, 3.11-20, 3.11-21, 3.11-22, 3.11-23, 
3.11-24, 3.11-25, 3.11-26, 3.11-27, 3.11-28, 3.11-29, 
3.11-30, 3.12-6, 3.12-7, 3.12-8, 3.12-9, 3.13-8, 3.13-10, 
3.13-11, 3.13-12, 3.13-13, 3.13-14, 3.13-15, 3.13-16, 
3.13-17, 3.13-18, 3.13-19, 3.13-20, 3.13-21, 3.13-22, 
3.13-23, 3.13-24, 3.13-25, 3.14-12, 3.14-13, 3.14-14, 
3.14-15, 3.14-16, 3.14-17, 3.14-18, 3.14-19, 3.14-20, 
3.14-21, 3.14-22, 3.14-23, 3.14-24, 3.15-5, 3.15-6, 
3.15-7, 3.15-8, 3.15-9, 3.15-10, 3.15-11, 3.15-12, 
3.16-13, 3.16-14, 3.16-16, 3.16-17, 3.16-21, 3.16-22, 
3.16-26, 3.16-30, 3.16-32, 3.16-34, 3.16-35, 3.17-4, 
3.17-5, 3.17-6, 3.17-7, 3.17-8, 3.18-1, 3.18-3, 3.18-8, 
3.18-19, 4-1, 4-2, 4-4, 4-5, 5-1, 5-2, 5-12, 5-15, 5-16, 
5-17, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21 

California Fish and Game Code 3.4-1, 3.4-13, 3.4-23, 3.5-1, 5-11 
California Geological Survey 3.6-10, 3.6-18 
California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 3.17-2 
California Invasive Plant Council 3.4-9 
California Native Plant Protection Act 5-12 
California Native Plant Society 3.4-4, 3.4-13, 3.4-14, 3.4-19, 3.4-20 
California Natural Diversity Database 3.4-4, 3.4-13, 3.4-22 
California Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration 3.10-4, 5-13 
California Register of Historical Resources 2-57, 3.3-2, 3.3-13, 3.3-14, 3.3-15, 3.3-17, 3.3-18, 

3.3-19, 3.3-21, 3.3-23, 3.3-24, 3.3-25, 3.3-28 
California State Lands Commission 3.10-32, 3.10-35, 3.10-36, 3.10-37, 3.13-1, 5-12, 5-17 
California Tahoe Conservancy ES-1, ES- 2, ES-5, 1-1, 1-4, 1-5, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 1-11, 

1-12, 1-14, 1-16, 2-3, 2-5, 2-7, 2-9, 2-12, 2-13, 2-32, 
2-34, 2-40, 2-41, 2-42, 2-43, 2-46, 2-47, 2-48, 2-49, 
2-50, 2-57, 2-58, 2-58, 2-59, 2-60, 2-61, 2-61, 2-62, 
2-63, 3.2-25, 3.2-32, 3.2-34, 3.2-35, 3.2-37, 3.3-21, 
3.3-22, 3.3-23, 3.3-24, 3.3-25, 3.3-26, 3.3-27, 3.4-4, 
3.4-5, 3.4-7, 3.4-8, 3.4-9, 3.4-10, 3.4-11, 3.4-12, 3.4-20, 
3.4-22, 3.4-28, 3.4-33, 3.4-34, 3.4-42, 3.4-44, 3.4-45, 
3.4-47, 3.4-48, 3.4-49, 3.4-50, 3.4-53, 3.4-55, 3.4-56, 
3.4-58, 3.4-59, 3.4-60, 3.4-62, 3.4-63, 3.4-64, 3.4-65, 

UTR and Marsh Restoration Project DEIR/DEIS/DEIS AECOM and Cardno ENTRIX 
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 8-3 Index 



   
   

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
   

   
 

 
  

  
 

 
  

  

3.4-66, 3.4-68, 3.5-2, 3.5-5, 3.5-7, 3.5-8, 3.5-9, 3.5-10, 
3.5-11, 3.5-12, 3.5-14, 3.5-15, 3.6-6, 3.6-7, 3.6-12, 
3.6-17, 3.6-19, 3.6-22, 3.7-7, 3.7-8, 3.7-10, 3.7-11, 
3.7-12, 3.7-13, 3.7-14, 3.7-15, 3.7-16, 3.7-17, 3.7-18, 
3.7-19, 3.8-1, 3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.8-7, 3.8-10, 3.8-11, 3.8-12, 
3.8-13, 3.8-15, 3.8-17, 3.8-18, 3.8-19, 3.8-21, 3.8-22, 
3.8-24, 3.8-25, 3.8-26, 3.8-27, 3.8-28, 3.8-29, 3.8-30, 
3.8-31, 3.8-36, 3.8-37, 3.8-40, 3.8-43, 3.8-46, 3.9-1, 
3.9-9, 3.9-13, 3.9-14, 3.9-15, 3.9-16, 3.9-19, 3.9-22, 
3.9-23, 3.9-27, 3.9-31, 3.9-39, 3.9-40, 3.9-44, 3.9-45, 
3.9-47, 3.9-48, 3.9-49, 3.9-51, 3.9-53, 3.9-54, 3.9-58, 
3.9-60, 3.9-61, 3.9-66, 3.9-68, 3.9-69, 3.9-72, 3.9-73, 
3.9-74, 3.9-79, 3.9-80, 3.10-11, 3.10-27, 3.10-28, 
3.10-29, 3.10-32, 3.10-35, 3.10-36, 3.10-37, 3.10-38, 
3.10-39, 3.11-15, 3.12-5, 3.12-7, 3.12-8, 3.12-9, 3.13-3, 
3.13-5, 3.13-9, 3.13-10, 3.13-11, 3.13-13, 3.13-15, 
3.13-16, 3.13-18, 3.13-19, 3.13-21, 3.13-22, 3.16-11, 
3.16-12, 3.16-20, 3.16-21, 3.16-25, 3.16-26, 3.16-29, 
3.16-30, 3.16-32, 3.16-34, 3.18-5, 3.18-6, 3.18-7, 3.18-8, 
3.18-9, 3.18-10, 3.18-11, 3.18-12, 3.18-16, 3.18-19, 
3.18-20, 3.18-22, 3.18-23, 3.18-26, 3.18-31, 3.18-33, 
3.18-35, 3.18-42, 3.18-48, 3.18-53, 3.18-60, 4-2, 4-3, 
4-12, 4-13, 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-5, 5-6, 5-8, 5-9, 5-11, 5-12, 
5-13, 5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-19, 5-21 

carbon dioxide 3.2-17, 3.2-18, 3.2-22, 3.2-25, 3.2-32, 3.2-33, 3.18-16, 
3.18-17, 3.18-18 

carbon dioxide equivalent 3.2-18, 3.2-20, 3.2-21, 3.2-22 
carbon monoxide 3.2-1, 3.2-2, 3.2-6, 3.2-7, 3.2-10, 3.2-11, 3.2-13, 3.2-14, 

3.2-15, 3.2-23, 3.2-26, 3.2-29, 3.2-30, 3.2-35, 3.2-36, 
3.2-38, 3.2-39, 3.18-14 

Carson & Tahoe Lumber & Fluming Company 3.3-11, 3.3-13, 3.3-14 
Center for Environmental Design Research 3.8-24 
City of South Lake Tahoe ES-1, 2-30, 2-41, 2-59, 2-61, 2-62, 3.6-8, 3.6-9, 3.6-19, 

3.6-20, 3.6-21, 3.6-23, 3.6-24, 3.6-25, 3.7-2, 3.7-6, 
3.7-13, 3.8-3, 3.8-7, 3.8-28, 3.8-36, 3.9-9, 3.9-44, 
3.10-5, 3.10-28, 3.10-29, 3.10-30, 3.10-32, 3.11-10, 
3.11-16, 3.12-2, 3.12-3, 3.12-4, 3.12-5, 3.12-6, 3.13-3, 
3.13-6, 3.13-7, 3.14-4, 3.14-17, 3.15-2, 3.15-3, 3.15-4, 
3.15-5, 3.15-7, 3.16-11, 3.17-2, 3.17-3, 3.18-4, 3.18-6, 
3.18-7, 3.18-8, 3.18-10, 3.18-11, 3.18-12, 3.18-37, 
3.18-38, 3.18-48, 3.18-61, 5-5, 5-10, 5-14 

City of South Lake Tahoe 2030 General Plan 3.10-27, 3.10-31, 3.10-32, 3.10-35, 3.10-36, 3.10-37 
Clean Air Act 3.2-1, 3.2-7, 3.2-17, 3.2-18, 5-5 
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 3.2-1, 3.2-4, 3.2-7 
Clean Water Act 3.4-1, 3.4-13, 3.4-38, 3.4-40, 3.9-1, 3.9-3, 3.9-7, 3.9-21, 

3.9-28, 5-3, 5-4, 5-13 
Climate change—see global climate change 
Climate Change Scoping Plan 3.2-20 

AECOM and Cardno ENTRIX UTR and Marsh Restoration Project DEIR/DEIS/DEIS 
Index 8-4 California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 



   
   

 

 
  

 
   

 

 
  

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
  

   
  

  
   

 
  

  
  

  
  

Code of Federal Regulations 

Code of Ordinances—see TRPA Code of Ordinances 
Committee of Hearing, Bio Acoustics, and 

Bio Mechanics 
community noise equivalent level 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

Conservancy—see California Tahoe Conservancy 
construction schedule 
Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) 
corporate-average fuel economy 
Council of Environmental Quality 

Cove East Beach 

criteria air pollutants 

cultural resources 

D 
Daily Vehicle Trip Ends 
day-night noise level 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 

1-1, 1-5, 1-8, 1-12, 2-1, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-6, 3-7, 3.3-1, 

3.3-19, 3.7-3, 3.8-28, 3.15-1, 3.16-1, 3.18-1, 4-1, 4-2, 

4-3, 5-5, 5-8, 5-9, 5-10, 5-17
	

3.11-1
	

3.11-1, 3.11-2, 3.11-3, 3.11-4, 3.11-5, 3.11-6, 3.11-13, 

3.11-14, 3.11-16, 3.11-18, 3.11-21, 3.11-22, 3.11-23, 

3.11-24, 3.11-26, 3.11-28
	

3.7-2, 3.7-13, 3.7-14, 3.7-15, 3.7-17, 3.7-18, 3.10-28, 

3.10-31, 3.10-32, 3.10-35, 3.10-36, 3.10-37, 5-10, 5-14
	

2-51, 3.6-5, 3.6-19, 3.8-2, 3.13-8, 3.13-10, 3.16-15
	

3.4-26, 3.4-33 

3.2-17, 3.2-18 

ES-1, 1-1, 1-12, 1-14, 2-1, 3.2-18, 3.15-1, 3.15-6, 

3.15-7, 3.18-1 

ES-2, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, 1-7, 2-1, 2-11, 2-12, 2-14, 2-18, 

2-22, 2-33, 2-35, 2-38, 2-39, 2-40, 2-46, 3.4-9, 3.4-22,
	
3.4-49, 3.4-54, 3.4-57, 3.4-62, 3.4-64, 3.4-66, 3.4-68, 

3.8-11, 3.8-26, 3.8-28, 3.8-38, 3.8-41, 3.8-45, 3.8-48, 

3.9-21, 3.9-60, 3.9-73, 3.10-8, 3.10-21, 3.10-28, 3.11-25, 

3.13-4, 3.13-5, 3.13-6, 3.13-22, 3.14-14, 3.16-12, 3.18-6, 

4-13
	

3.2-1, 3.2-4, 3.2-10, 3.2-13, 3.2-14, 3.2-15, 3.2-23, 

3.2-24, 3.2-25, 3.2-26, 3.2-34, 3.2-35, 3.2-36, 3.2-37, 

3.2-38, 3.2-39, 3.18-12, 3.18-13, 3.18-14, 4-7, 5-5, 5-10
	

1-13, 2-28, 2-33, 2-57, 3-1, 3.3-1, 3.3-2, 3.3-3, 3.3-12, 

3.3-13, 3.3-15, 3.3-16, 3.3-19, 3.3-20, 3.3-21, 3.3-22, 

3.3-23, 3.3-24, 3.3-25, 3.3-26, 3.3-27, 3.3-28, 3.10-16, 

3.18-18, 3.18-19, 5-5, 5-6, 5-12
	

3.16-14
	

3.11-2, 3.11-6, 3.11-7, 3.11-9, 3.11-13, 3.11-14, 3.11-16
	

3.7-5, 3.7-10, 3.7-12 

DGS—see California Department of General Services, Real Estate Services Division 
diesel PM—see particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines 
digital elevation model 3.9-12, 3.9-66 
dissolved nitrogen 3.9-39 
dissolved oxygen 3.9-4, 3.9-5 
dissolved phosphorus 3.9-39 
ducks—see waterfowl 
dune—see beach and dune 

UTR and Marsh Restoration Project DEIR/DEIS/DEIS AECOM and Cardno ENTRIX
 
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 8-5 Index
 



   
   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 
  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

E 
East Barton Beach		 ES-4, 2-11, 2-22, 2-37, 2-54, 3.4-8, 3.4-22, 3.4-48, 

3.8-26, 3.8-39, 3.8-40, 3.9-51, 3.9-52, 3.9-53, 3.9-58, 
3.9-59, 3.9-73, 3.10-8, 3.13-5, 3.14-10, 3.14-11, 3.14-14, 
3.18-37 

El Dorado County		 1-13, 2-41, 2-57, 2-58, 2-61, 2-62, 3-3, 3.2-1, 3.2-6, 
3.2-7, 3.2-8, 3.2-13, 3.2-14, 3.2-15, 3.3-12, 3.3-22, 
3.3-24, 3.3-25, 3.3-27, 3.4-20, 3.6-19, 3.7-2, 3.7-3, 
3.7-5, 3.7-6, 3.7-8, 3.7-10, 3.7-11, 3.7-12, 3.7-13, 3.8-3, 
3.9-45, 3.11-5, 3.11-6, 3.11-7, 3.11-8, 3.11-9, 3.11-18, 
3.11-19, 3.11-20, 3.11-21, 3.11-24, 3.11-25, 3.11-26, 
3.11-28, 3.12-4, 3.12-5, 3.14-4, 3.14-5, 3.15-1, 3.15-2, 
3.15-3, 3.15-4, 3.15-7, 3.18-6, 3.18-7, 3.18-8, 3.18-10, 
3.18-11, 3.18-12, 3.18-13, 3.18-19, 3.18-36, 3.18-51, 
5-14 

El Dorado County Air Quality Management District		 3.2-7, 3.2-8, 3.2-23, 3.2-24, 3.2-26, 3.2-29, 3.2-34, 
3.2-36 

El Dorado County Animal Control		 3.12-5, 3.12-6 
El Dorado County Vector Control District		 2-61, 3.7-3, 3.7-8, 3.7-13, 3.7-15, 3.7-17, 3.7-18 
emergency services		 3.12-1, 3.12-3, 3.12-5, 3.12-6, 3.18-51, 3.18-52 
Energy and Independence Security Act of 2007		 3.2-17 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act		 3.2-17, 3.2-18 
environmental assessment		 3.18-9, 3.18-9, 3.18-11, 3.18-12 
Environmental Commitment		 2-60, 3.2-26, 3.2-34, 3.2-36, 3.2-37, 3.3-21, 3.3-22, 

3.3-23, 3.3-25, 3.3-26, 3.4-45, 3.4-50, 3.4-60, 3.5-8, 
3.5-9, 3.5-10, 3.5-11, 3.5-12, 3.5-14, 3.5-15, 3.5-16, 
3.6-19, 3.6-20, 3.7-10, 3.7-11, 3.7-12, 3.7-13, 3.7-14, 
3.8-35, 3.8-39, 3.8-42, 3.8-45, 3.9-45, 3.9-47, 3.9-54, 
3.9-61, 3.9-68, 3.9-73, 3.13-10, 3.13-11, 3.13-15, 
3.13-18, 3.13-21, 3.16-21, 3.16-26, 3.16-30, 3.16-34, 
3.18-13, 3.18-19, 3.18-20, 3.18-21, 3.18-27, 3.18-28, 
3.18-30, 3.18-31, 3.18-32, 3.18-33, 3.18-35, 3.18-36, 
3.18-38, 3.18-42, 3.18-45, 3.18-52, 3.18-53, 3.18-59, 
5-5, 5-6, 5-8, 5-9, 5-10, 5-13, 5-14 

Environmental Commitments Record		 2-46 
Environmental Improvement Program		 ES-1, 1-4, 1-11, 3.10-27, 3.10-31, 3.10-32, 3.10-35, 

3.10-36, 3.10-37, 3.10-38, 3.13-14, 3.13-17, 3.13-21, 
3.13-23, 3.13-24, 3.14-4, 3.18-10 

environmental threshold carrying capacities		 1-4, 1-9, 1-10, 1-15, 2-42, 3-1, 3-3, 3-4, 3.2-1, 3.2-5, 
3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.5-1, 3.5-7, 3.6-1, 3.6-16, 3.9-42, 3.10-1, 
3.10-2, 3.10-4, 3.11-1, 3.11-4, 3.13-1, 3.13-8, 3.14-1, 
3.14-2, 3.16-3, 3.16-4, 3.16-13, 4-5, 4-6 

EPA—see U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
equivalent noise level		 3.11-6, 3.11-7, 3.11-8, 3.11-9, 3.11-13, 3.11-14, 3.11-15, 

3.11-16, 3.11-20 
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erosion control 2-24, 2-58, 2-59, 2-60, 3.3-12, 3.4-45, 3.6-3, 3.6-4, 
3.6-5, 3.6-8, 3.6-20, 3.7-2, 3.7-3, 3.8-2, 3.9-46, 3.10-23, 
3.10-24, 3.10-25, 3.10-33, 3.10-34, 3.18-4, 3.18-7, 
3.18-8, 3.18-10, 3.18-11, 3.18-20, 3.18-33, 3.18-38, 
3.18-41, 3.18-46, 3.18-47, 3.18-49, 3.18-51, 3.18-53, 
3.18-55, 3.18-56 

ESA—see U.S. Endangered Species Act 
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management 3.8-1, 5-7 
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands 5-7 
Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice 3.15-1, 5-7 
Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites 5-8 
Executive Order 13007, National Invasive Species 

Management Plan 5-8 

F 
Federal Aviation Administration 3.7-6, 3.7-7, 3.7-13, 3.7-14, 5-9, 5-10 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 3.8-2, 3.8-3, 3.8-28, 3.8-29, 3.8-34, 3.8-36, 3.8-40, 

3.8-43, 3.8-46, 3.18-39, 5-4, 5-5, 5-10 
Federal Highway Administration 3.11-16, 3.11-19, 3.11-20, 3.11-22, 3.11-24, 3.11-26, 

3.11-28, 3.16-1, 3.18-12 
Federal implementation plan 3.2-1 
Federal Transit Administration 3.11-1, 3.11-14, 3.11-15, 3.11-18, 3.11-20, 3.11-23, 

3.11-24 
Final Environmental Impact Report 1-1, 1-14 
finding of no significant impact 3.18-9, 3.18-9, 3.18-11, 3.18-12 
fine particulate matter 3.2-1, 3.2-2, 3.2-3, 3.2-4, 3.2-5, 3.2-10, 3.2-12, 3.2-13, 

3.2-14, 3.2-15, 3.2-23 
fire protection 3.4-3, 3.12-3, 3.12-4, 3.12-6, 3.12-7, 3.12-8, 3.12-9, 

3.17-1, 3.18-51, 3.18-52, 5-14 
fishing platform ES-3, ES-4, 2-2, 2-11, 2-35, 2-36, 2-38, 2-46, 3.6-17, 

3.6-23, 3.6-25, 3.9-60, 3.9-68, 3.10-17, 3.10-18, 3.10-19, 
3.10-34, 3.10-35, 3.10-36, 3.10-37, 3.11-25, 3.11-27, 
3.13-14, 3.13-16, 3.13-17, 3.13-21, 3.13-23, 3.13-24, 
3.14-19, 3.14-20, 3.15-9, 4-9, 4-20 

Flood Insurance Rate Map 3.8-28, 3.8-33 
flooding ES-6, 1-10, 2-26, 2-32, 2-39, 2-43, 3-2, 3.4-8, 3.4-50, 

3.4-53, 3.4-68, 3.5-7, 3.6-2, 3.6-11, 3.6-12, 3.6-16, 
3.6-18, 3.8-1, 3.8-3, 3.8-11, 3.8-22, 3.8-24, 3.8-25, 
3.8-26, 3.8-28, 3.8-32, 3.8-33, 3.8-34, 3.8-36, 3.8-38, 
3.8-40, 3.8-44, 3.8-46, 3.8-48, 3.8-51, 3.9-1, 3.9-19, 
3.9-49, 3.9-54, 3.9-60, 3.9-68, 3.9-73, 3.10-5, 3.17-3, 
3.18-2, 3.18-38, 3.18-39, 3.18-40, 3.18-47, 4-8, 5-5 

fossils 3.3-18 
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G 
geomorphology 1-10, 3-2, 3.4-49, 3.4-51, 3.5-7, 3.6-1, 3.6-16, 3.8-1, 

3.8-2, 3.8-25, 3.8-34, 3.9-1, 3.9-7, 3.9-8, 3.9-9, 3.9-42, 
3.9-43, 3.13-10, 3.13-11, 3.13-15, 3.13-18, 3.13-21, 
3.13-22, 3.18-2, 3.18-22, 3.18-41, 3.18-43, 3.18-45, 
3.18-47, 3.18-49, 3.18-54, 4-2, 5-13, 5-19 

global climate change 1-10, 3.2-1, 3.2-19, 3.2-24, 3.2-31, 3.8-48, 3.8-51, 
3.18-16 

global warming potential 3.2-22 
Goals and Policies—see TRPA Goals and Policies 
grade control 2-16, 2-17, 2-19, 2-20, 2-23, 2-24, 2-25, 2-26, 2-27, 

2-44, 2-45, 2-46, 2-51, 2-54, 2-55, 3.4-43, 3.5-8, 3.5-9, 
3.5-10, 3.5-11, 3.5-12, 3.5-13, 3.6-19, 3.8-36, 3.8-42, 
3.8-43, 3.9-45, 3.9-47, 3.9-49, 3.9-50, 3.9-52, 3.9-56, 
3.9-58, 3.9-59, 3.9-62, 3.9-63, 3.9-64, 3.9-65, 3.9-67, 
3.13-15, 3.18-8 

greenhouse gas 3.2-1, 3.2-17, 3.2-18, 3.2-19, 3.2-20, 3.2-21, 3.2-22, 
3.2-24, 3.2-25, 3.2-31, 3.2-32, 3.2-33, 3.2-35, 3.2-37, 
3.2-38, 3.18-16, 3.18-17, 3.18-18 

groundwater 2-14, 2-42, 2-44, 2-60, 2-61, 3.4-2, 3.4-7, 3.4-8, 3.4-41, 
3.6-5, 3.6-20, 3.7-3, 3.7-5, 3.7-6, 3.7-11, 3.7-12, 3.8-3, 
3.8-7, 3.8-15, 3.8-16, 3.8-17, 3.8-18, 3.8-19, 3.8-20, 
3.8-21, 3.8-22, 3.8-32, 3.8-33, 3.8-34, 3.8-37, 3.8-41, 
3.8-44, 3.8-47, 3.8-48, 3.8-50, 3.8-52, 3.8-53, 3.9-2, 
3.9-3, 3.9-5, 3.9-7, 3.9-9, 3.9-16, 3.9-19, 3.9-28, 3.9-40, 
3.9-41, 3.9-42, 3.9-43, 3.9-45, 3.9-46, 3.9-47, 3.9-48, 
3.9-52, 3.9-54, 3.9-55, 3.9-58, 3.9-61, 3.9-62, 3.9-66, 
3.9-69, 3.9-70, 3.9-74, 3.10-10, 3.10-13, 3.10-16, 3.17-2, 
3.18-6, 3.18-29, 3.18-30, 3.18-35, 3.18-40, 3.18-41, 
3.18-42, 3.18-43, 4-1, 4-2, 4-8, 4-10, 5-13 

H 
hazardous air pollutant 3.2-4, 3.2-5, 3.2-22, 3.2-30, 3.2-31, 3.2-35, 3.2-36, 

3.2-38, 3.2-39, 3.18-15 
hazardous materials 2-61, 3.6-9, 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3, 3.7-4, 3.7-5, 3.7-6, 3.7-9, 

3.7-10, 3.7-11, 3.7-12, 3.7-14, 3.7-15, 3.7-16, 3.7-17, 
3.7-18, 3.7-19, 3.9-45, 3.9-54, 3.9-61, 3.9-69, 3.10-4, 
3.12-5, 3.18-35, 5-8, 5-9, 5-13, 5-14 

health and safety plan 2-61, 3.7-11 
Highland Woods ES-1, ES-4, 1-1, 2-11, 2-12, 2-34, 2-37, 2-38, 2-39, 

2-40, 2-44, 2-46, 2-51, 3.3-8, 3.3-9, 3.3-12, 3.3-21, 
3.3-23, 3.3-26, 3.4-54, 3.6-10, 3.7-2, 3.7-7, 3.8-2, 3.8-7, 
3.8-28, 3.10-2, 3.10-3, 3.10-21, 3.10-25, 3.10-28, 
3.10-29, 3.10-30, 3.11-3, 3.11-15, 3.11-18, 3.13-5, 
3.14-3, 3.16-7, 3.16-17, 3.16-21, 3.16-22, 3.16-26, 
3.16-29, 3.16-30, 3.16-32, 3.17-3, 3.17-4, 3.18-34 

historical resources 1-10, 2-57, 2-58, 3-1, 3-2, 3.3-1, 3.3-2, 3.3-3, 3.3-13, 
3.3-15, 3.3-18, 3.3-19, 3.3-20, 3.4-1, 3.10-16, 3.18-2, 
3.18-18, 5-8 

AECOM and Cardno ENTRIX UTR and Marsh Restoration Project DEIR/DEIS/DEIS 
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Hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus) 3.4-11, 3.4-29, 3.4-36, 3.4-52, 3.4-58, 3.4-63, 3.4-67 
Housing and Community Development 3.15-4 
human remains 2-57, 2-58, 3.3-2, 3.3-19, 3.3-20, 3.3-22, 3.3-24, 3.3-25, 

3.3-27, 3.3-28, 3.10-16, 3.18-18, 3.18-19 
Hydraulic Engineering Center’s River Analysis System 3.8-30, 3.9-15, 3.9-51, 3.9-58, 3.9-66, 3.9-72, 3.9-80 
Hydrologic Unit 3.9-2 

I 
Indian Trust Assets 5-6 
Individual Parcel Evaluation System 
Initial Study 

3.4-41 
3.18-9, 3.18-9, 3.18-11, 3.18-12 

J 
Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi) 2-34, 3.2-33, 3.4-7, 3.4-9, 3.4-10, 3.4-23, 3.4-24, 3.4-43, 

3.4-52, 3.4-54, 3.4-59, 3.4-62, 3.4-64, 3.4-68, 3.7-6, 
3.7-7, 3.14-5, 3.18-17 

K 
kiosk ES-4, ES-5, 2-2, 2-11, 2-12, 2-14, 2-35, 2-37, 2-40, 

2-41, 2-46, 3.6-17, 3.8-41, 3.8-45, 3.9-68, 3.9-73, 
3.10-34, 3.11-27, 3.11-29, 3.13-19, 3.14-13, 3.14-16, 
3.14-17, 3.14-19, 3.14-20, 3.14-21, 3.15-10, 3.15-11, 
3.16-20, 4-3, 4-9 

L 
lagoon ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, 2-1, 2-11, 2-12, 2-15, 2-16, 2-18, 

2-22, 2-23, 2-24, 2-27, 2-30, 2-31, 2-37, 2-38, 2-45, 
2-46, 2-55, 3.4-5, 3.4-8, 3.4-9, 3.4-11, 3.4-12, 3.4-23, 
3.4-36, 3.4-38, 3.4-42, 3.4-48, 3.4-50, 3.4-53, 3.4-54, 
3.4-57, 3.4-59, 3.4-61, 3.4-62, 3.4-63, 3.4-67, 3.5-2, 
3.6-19, 3.7-13, 3.7-17, 3.7-18, 3.8-15, 3.8-26, 3.8-35, 
3.8-39, 3.8-42, 3.8-43, 3.8-50, 3.9-9, 3.9-11, 3.9-15, 
3.9-19, 3.9-31, 3.9-38, 3.9-51, 3.9-52, 3.9-53, 3.9-58, 
3.9-59, 3.9-66, 3.9-67, 3.9-73, 3.10-31, 3.10-35, 3.10-36, 
3.10-37, 3.18-22, 3.18-23, 3.18-25, 3.18-30, 3.18-32, 
3.18-37, 3.18-47, 3.18-49, 4-6, 4-12, 4-16, 5-2 

Lahontan cutthroat trout 5-2 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 1-6, 2-57, 2-59, 2-62, 3-3, 3.5-7, 3.7-12, 3.9-1, 3.9-2, 

3.9-3, 3.9-5, 3.9-7, 3.9-19, 3.9-21, 3.9-28, 3.9-29, 
3.9-30, 3.9-39, 3.9-40, 3.9-43, 3.9-44, 3.9-45, 5-4, 5-13, 
5-17 

Lake Tahoe ES-1, ES-2, ES-3, ES-5, 1-1, 1-4, 1-6, 1-7, 1-9, 1-11, 
1-13, 1-14, 1-16, 2-1, 2-12, 2-13, 2-14, 2-15, 2-21, 2-23, 
2-30, 2-31, 2-32, 2-37, 2-38, 2-42, 2-61, 2-62, 3-3, 3.2-1, 
3.2-3, 3.2-5, 3.2-6, 3.2-9, 3.2-10, 3.2-13, 3.2-14, 3.2-15, 
3.2-16, 3.3-3, 3.3-4, 3.3-6, 3.3-7, 3.3-8, 3.3-9, 3.3-10, 
3.3-11, 3.3-12, 3.3-13, 3.3-14, 3.3-15, 3.3-17, 3.4-1, 
3.4-4, 3.4-5, 3.4-8, 3.4-9, 3.4-10, 3.4-13, 3.4-14, 3.4-19, 
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3.4-20, 3.4-22, 3.4-23, 3.4-25, 3.4-27, 3.4-29, 3.4-33, 
3.4-39, 3.4-40, 3.4-46, 3.4-47, 3.4-49, 3.4-51, 3.4-55, 
3.4-56, 3.4-60, 3.4-64, 3.4-68, 3.5-1, 3.5-2, 3.5-3, 3.5-5, 
3.5-7, 3.5-9, 3.5-10, 3.5-11, 3.5-12, 3.5-13, 3.5-14, 
3.5-15, 3.6-1, 3.6-3, 3.6-5, 3.6-8, 3.6-9, 3.6-10, 3.6-11, 
3.6-20, 3.6-21, 3.7-2, 3.7-3, 3.7-5, 3.7-6, 3.7-7, 3.7-12, 
3.7-13, 3.7-14, 3.7-15, 3.7-17, 3.7-18, 3.7-20, 3.8-2, 
3.8-3, 3.8-4, 3.8-7, 3.8-8, 3.8-11, 3.8-12, 3.8-13, 3.8-15, 
3.8-17, 3.8-20, 3.8-21, 3.8-26, 3.8-32, 3.8-37, 3.8-38, 
3.8-39, 3.8-41, 3.8-42, 3.8-43, 3.8-45, 3.8-47, 3.8-48, 
3.8-49, 3.8-50, 3.8-51, 3.8-52, 3.8-53, 3.9-2, 3.9-5, 
3.9-6, 3.9-7, 3.9-8, 3.9-9, 3.9-13, 3.9-16, 3.9-19, 3.9-28, 
3.9-29, 3.9-30, 3.9-31, 3.9-32, 3.9-37, 3.9-38, 3.9-39, 
3.9-40, 3.9-44, 3.9-45, 3.9-46, 3.9-48, 3.9-52, 3.9-53, 
3.9-54, 3.9-56, 3.9-59, 3.9-60, 3.9-61, 3.9-62, 3.9-65, 
3.9-66, 3.9-67, 3.9-69, 3.9-72, 3.9-73, 3.9-74, 3.9-75, 
3.9-78, 3.9-79, 3.9-80, 3.9-81, 3.10-1, 3.10-2, 3.10-3, 
3.10-5, 3.10-6, 3.10-7, 3.10-10, 3.10-12, 3.10-13, 
3.10-14, 3.10-26, 3.10-27, 3.10-28, 3.10-29, 3.10-30, 
3.10-32, 3.11-2, 3.11-3, 3.11-10, 3.11-15, 3.11-21, 
3.12-1, 3.12-2, 3.12-3, 3.12-4, 3.12-5, 3.12-6, 3.13-1, 
3.13-2, 3.13-3, 3.13-5, 3.13-10, 3.13-13, 3.13-14, 
3.13-16, 3.13-20, 3.13-22, 3.14-1, 3.14-4, 3.14-5, 3.14-6, 
3.14-11, 3.14-12, 3.14-14, 3.14-15, 3.14-18, 3.14-20, 
3.14-22, 3.14-23, 3.15-1, 3.15-2, 3.15-3, 3.15-4, 3.15-5, 
3.15-6, 3.15-7, 3.15-8, 3.15-9, 3.15-10, 3.15-11, 3.16-2, 
3.16-4, 3.16-5, 3.16-7, 3.16-10, 3.16-11, 3.16-12, 
3.16-13, 3.16-15, 3.16-16, 3.16-17, 3.16-19, 3.16-21, 
3.16-24, 3.16-26, 3.16-28, 3.16-30, 3.16-33, 3.16-34, 
3.17-1, 3.17-2, 3.17-3, 3.17-5, 3.17-6, 3.17-7, 3.18-2, 
3.18-4, 3.18-5, 3.18-6, 3.18-7, 3.18-8, 3.18-9, 3.18-10, 
3.18-11, 3.18-12, 3.18-25, 3.18-27, 3.18-31, 3.18-34, 
3.18-36, 3.18-37, 3.18-41, 3.18-42, 3.18-46, 3.18-47, 
3.18-48, 3.18-50, 3.18-52, 3.18-53, 3.18-57, 3.18-58, 
3.18-59, 3.18-60, 4-3, 4-4, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-12, 
4-14, 4-16, 4-17, 4-19, 5-2, 5-9, 5-10, 5-12, 5-13, 5-14, 
5-18, 5-21, 5-22 

Lake Tahoe Air Basin 3.2-1, 3.2-6, 3.2-8, 3.2-9, 3.2-10, 3.2-11, 3.2-12, 3.2-13, 
3.2-14, 3.2-21, 3.2-25, 3.2-34, 3.2-35, 3.2-37 

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit 3.3-14, 3.5-2, 3.5-5, 3.18-27 
Lake Tahoe Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 3.13-2, 3.13-7 
Lake Tahoe Regional Transportation Plan – 

Mobility 2030 3.2-7, 3.16-2, 3.16-4, 3.16-13 
land capability district 3.6-8, 3.6-12, 3.6-16, 3.6-17, 3.6-21, 3.6-23, 3.6-24, 

3.6-25, 3.6-26, 3.6-27, 3.10-12, 3.18-34, 4-10 
land coverage 3.6-1, 3.6-2, 3.6-3, 3.6-4, 3.6-5, 3.6-6, 3.6-8, 3.6-12, 

3.6-14, 3.6-15, 3.6-21, 3.6-22, 3.6-23, 3.6-24, 3.6-26, 
3.6-27, 3.8-35, 3.8-38, 3.8-42, 3.8-45, 3.9-7, 3.10-3, 
3.10-4, 3.10-12, 3.10-16, 3.10-27, 3.10-32, 3.18-34, 4-10 

law enforcement 3.12-1, 3.12-2, 3.12-4, 3.12-6, 3.18-51, 3.18-52 

AECOM and Cardno ENTRIX UTR and Marsh Restoration Project DEIR/DEIS/DEIS 
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leaking underground storage tank 3.7-5 
Letter of Map Revision 3.8-28 
level of service 3.2-30, 3.2-39, 3.16-2, 3.16-4, 3.16-9, 3.16-10, 3.16-15, 

3.16-17, 3.16-19, 3.16-22, 3.16-24, 3.16-26, 3.16-28, 
3.16-29, 3.16-30, 3.16-32, 3.16-33, 3.16-34, 3.18-14, 
3.18-58, 3.18-59 

lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta var. murrayana) 2-34, 3.3-8, 3.4-7, 3.4-10, 3.4-24, 3.4-38, 3.4-42, 3.4-43, 
3.4-50, 3.4-52, 3.4-54, 3.4-58, 3.4-59, 3.4-64, 3.4-67, 
3.4-68, 3.7-6, 3.7-7, 3.14-5, 3.18-7, 3.18-9 

Long-eared owl (Asio otus) 3.4-27, 3.4-34, 3.4-51, 3.4-52, 3.4-53, 3.4-58, 3.4-63, 
3.4-67 

Lower West Side 1-4, 2-22, 2-23, 2-28, 2-35, 2-40, 2-43, 2-44, 2-45, 2-46, 
2-51, 2-53, 2-54, 3.4-7, 3.4-9, 3.8-28, 3.8-30, 3.8-39, 
3.8-40, 3.8-42, 3.8-43, 3.10-28, 3.10-29, 3.13-5, 3.17-3 

Lower West Side Restoration Area 2-15, 2-22, 2-23, 2-28, 2-35, 2-40, 2-45, 2-46, 2-53, 
2-54, 3.4-9, 3.6-10, 3.8-17, 3.8-28, 3.8-40, 3.8-43, 
3.9-16, 3.9-75, 3.9-79, 3.10-21, 3.10-28, 3.10-29, 3.17-3 

M 
maximum available control technology 3.2-4 
maximum contaminant level 3.9-5 
maximum noise level 3.11-3, 3.11-4, 3.11-8, 3.11-9, 3.11-13, 3.11-15, 3.11-16, 

3.11-20 
methane 3.2-18, 3.2-22, 3.2-32, 3.2-33, 3.18-17, 3.18-18 
methyl tertiary butyl ether 3.9-42 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act 3.4-1, 3.4-40, 5-2, 5-12 
migratory birds 3.4-38, 3.4-40, 5-2 
minimum noise level 3.11-13, 3.11-15, 3.11-16 
monitoring ES-2, ES-3, 1-5, 1-7, 1-9, 2-1, 2-41, 2-42, 2-43, 2-58, 

2-59, 2-59, 2-60, 2-60, 2-61, 3.2-4, 3.2-10, 3.2-12, 
3.2-13, 3.2-15, 3.3-21, 3.3-24, 3.4-4, 3.4-22, 3.4-45, 
3.4-47, 3.4-48, 3.4-49, 3.4-53, 3.6-19, 3.7-5, 3.7-6, 
3.7-8, 3.7-11, 3.7-13, 3.8-15, 3.8-17, 3.8-22, 3.8-24, 
3.9-2, 3.9-6, 3.9-28, 3.9-30, 3.9-31, 3.9-39, 3.9-41, 
3.9-43, 3.9-44, 3.9-45, 3.9-48, 3.9-53, 3.9-79, 3.10-10, 
3.10-12, 3.10-35, 3.10-36, 3.11-3, 3.11-14, 3.18-20, 
3.18-32, 3.18-33, 3.18-42, 3.18-44, 4-15, 5-4, 5-11, 5-21 

montane meadow 2-33, 3.2-33, 3.4-7, 3.4-8, 3.4-9, 3.4-11, 3.4-15, 3.4-27, 
3.4-28, 3.4-35, 3.4-36, 3.4-38, 3.4-39, 3.4-42, 3.4-43, 
3.4-50, 3.4-58, 3.4-62, 3.4-67, 3.7-6, 3.7-7, 3.14-5, 
3.18-17, 4-12 

Most Likely Descendant 2-57, 2-58, 3.3-22 
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N 
national ambient air quality standards		 3.2-1, 3.2-4, 3.2-5, 3.2-6, 5-5, 5-10 
National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program Act		 5-10 
national emissions standards for HAPs		 3.2-4 
National Environmental Policy Act		 ES-1, ES-2, 1-1, 1-5, 1-7, 1-8, 1-9, 1-10, 1-12, 1-14, 

1-15, 1-16, 2-1, 2-12, 2-57, 3-1, 3-3, 3-4, 3-6, 3-7, 
3.2-18, 3.2-22, 3.2-23, 3.3-1, 3.3-18, 3.3-19, 3.3-20, 
3.3-21, 3.3-22, 3.3-23, 3.4-41, 3.4-50, 3.4-53, 3.4-54, 
3.4-56, 3.4-57, 3.4-58, 3.4-59, 3.4-60, 3.4-62, 3.4-63, 
3.4-64, 3.4-65, 3.4-66, 3.4-68, 3.5-6, 3.5-7, 3.6-12, 
3.6-15, 3.6-16, 3.6-18, 3.7-9, 3.8-32, 3.8-33, 3.8-35, 
3.8-36, 3.8-37, 3.8-39, 3.8-40, 3.8-41, 3.8-44, 3.8-46, 
3.9-42, 3.9-44, 3.9-48, 3.9-50, 3.9-51, 3.9-55, 3.9-57, 
3.9-58, 3.9-62, 3.9-65, 3.9-70, 3.9-72, 3.10-30, 3.10-31, 
3.11-18, 3.11-19, 3.12-6, 3.13-8, 3.14-12, 3.14-13, 
3.15-1, 3.15-5, 3.15-6, 3.15-7, 3.15-8, 3.15-9, 3.15-10, 
3.15-11, 3.15-12, 3.16-14, 3.17-4, 3.18-1, 3.18-3, 3.18-8, 
4-5, 5-1, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21 

National Flood Insurance Program		 5-4 
National Geodetic Vertical Datum		 3.8-7, 3.8-11, 3.8-15, 3.8-21, 3.8-28, 3.8-39, 3.8-42, 

3.9-11, 3.9-19, 3.9-63 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration		 3.2-17 
National Historic Preservation Act—see Section 106 
National Marine Fisheries Service		 5-1 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 	 2-57, 3.9-1, 3.9-19, 3.9-21, 3.9-30, 5-4, 5-13 
National Register of Historical Places		 2-57, 3.3-1, 3.3-13, 3.3-14, 3.3-15, 3.3-17, 3.3-18, 

3.3-19, 3.3-20, 3.3-21, 3.3-23, 3.3-24, 3.3-25, 3.3-28, 
5-5, 5-6 

Native American Heritage Commission		 2-57, 2-58, 3.3-2 
Native Americans		 3.3-2, 3.3-7, 3.3-20 
Neotropical Migrant Landbirds		 3.4-39 
Nevada Department of Wildlife 	 3.5-5, 5-2 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection		 3-3 
nitric oxide		 3.2-1, 3.2-2, 3.2-3, 3.2-10, 3.2-11, 3.2-13, 3.2-14, 

3.2-23, 3.2-33, 3.18-18 
nitrogen dioxide		 3.2-1, 3.2-2, 3.2-3, 3.2-10, 3.2-11, 3.2-13, 3.2-14, 

3.2-23, 3.2-33, 3.18-18 
noise—see ambient noise 
North American Vertical Datum		 3.8-28 
Northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis)		 3.4-25, 3.4-33 
Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus)		 3.4-25, 3.4-33, 3.4-51, 4-15 
NOX—see oxides of nitrogen 
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O
	
observation area		 ES-3, ES-4, 2-2, 2-11, 2-12, 2-35, 2-36, 2-37, 2-38, 

2-40, 2-41, 3.6-17, 3.6-21, 3.6-23, 3.6-25, 3.8-34, 
3.8-35, 3.8-41, 3.8-45, 3.9-54, 3.10-17, 3.10-18, 3.10-19, 
3.10-23, 3.10-24, 3.10-34, 3.11-21, 3.11-27, 3.11-29, 
3.13-13, 3.13-14, 3.13-21, 3.13-23, 3.13-24, 3.14-17, 
3.16-32, 4-9, 4-20 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration		 3.7-11, 5-9, 5-13 
Office of Planning and Research		 3.2-19, 3.2-20, 3.2-21, 3.2-24, 3.11-1, 3.11-2 
Osprey (Pandion haliaetus)		 3.4-25, 3.4-33, 3.4-51, 4-15 
oxides of nitrogen		 2-57, 3.2-6, 3.2-7, 3.2-10, 3.2-11, 3.2-14, 3.2-15, 3.2-23, 

3.2-24, 3.2-25, 3.2-26, 3.2-27, 3.2-29, 3.2-31, 3.2-34, 
3.2-35, 3.2-36, 3.2-37, 3.2-38, 3.2-39, 3.10-7, 3.18-12, 
3.18-13, 3.18-14, 4-7, 5-10 

oxides of sulfur		 3.2-14, 3.2-15, 3.2-26, 3.2-29, 3.18-14 
ozone		 3.2-1, 3.2-2, 3.2-3, 3.2-4, 3.2-5, 3.2-7, 3.2-10, 3.2-11, 

3.2-13, 3.2-14, 3.2-22, 3.2-24, 3.2-25, 3.2-26, 3.16-4, 
4-7, 5-5 

P 
Particulate matter—see respirable particulate matter and fine particulate matter 
particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines 3.2-5, 3.2-15, 3.2-31, 3.18-15 
passenger car equivalent 3.16-15, 3.16-17, 3.16-18, 3.16-20, 3.16-22, 3.16-23, 

3.16-25, 3.16-26, 3.16-27, 3.16-29, 3.16-30, 3.16-31, 
3.16-34 

peak particle velocity		 3.11-1, 3.11-14, 3.11-18, 3.11-23 
pedestrian trail		 ES-3, ES-4, 2-11, 2-12, 2-35, 2-38, 2-39, 2-40, 3-4, 

3.3-25, 3.3-26, 3.6-17, 3.6-21, 3.6-23, 3.6-25, 3.9-60, 
3.9-68, 3.10-28, 3.10-31, 3.10-32, 3.10-35, 3.10-36, 
3.10-37, 3.11-21, 3.11-25, 3.11-27, 3.11-29, 3.12-7, 
3.13-2, 3.13-12, 3.14-17, 3.14-20, 3.15-8, 3.15-9, 
3.15-10, 3.15-11, 4-2, 4-3 

plan area statement		 3-3, 3.8-2, 3.9-8, 3.10-1, 3.10-2, 3.10-3, 3.10-8, 3.10-21, 
3.10-22, 3.10-23, 3.10-24, 3.10-25, 3.10-27, 3.10-29, 
3.10-30, 3.10-32, 3.10-33, 3.10-34, 3.11-3, 3.11-10, 
3.11-16, 3.11-18, 3.11-19, 3.11-20, 3.11-21, 3.11-24, 
3.11-25, 3.11-26, 3.11-27, 3.11-28, 3.11-29, 3.13-2, 
3.14-3, 3.14-4, 3.14-5, 3.14-16, 3.17-1 

polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon		 3.9-31 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act		 3.4-1, 3.4-38, 3.5-1, 3.8-1, 3.9-1, 3.17-1, 5-4, 5-13 
Public Outreach Plan		 2-62 
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R 
reactive organic gas 	 2-57, 3.2-10, 3.2-12, 3.2-14, 3.2-15, 3.2-23, 3.2-24, 

3.2-25, 3.2-26, 3.2-27, 3.2-29, 3.2-34, 3.2-35, 3.2-36, 
3.2-37, 3.2-39, 3.10-7, 3.18-12, 3.18-13, 3.18-14, 4-7, 
5-10 

Reclamation—see U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 
Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin		 ES-1, ES-2, 1-1, 1-9, 1-11, 1-16, 2-1, 3-3, 3.2-5, 3.2-6, 

3.2-7, 3.2-14, 3.2-27, 3.2-30, 3.3-3, 3.4-1, 3.5-1, 3.5-7, 
3.6-1, 3.6-3, 3.6-5, 3.6-6, 3.6-16, 3.7-1, 3.8-1, 3.9-2, 
3.9-3, 3.9-7, 3.9-42, 3.10-1, 3.10-2, 3.10-3, 3.10-4, 
3.10-20, 3.10-30, 3.10-31, 3.10-32, 3.10-35, 3.10-36, 
3.10-37, 3.10-38, 3.11-2, 3.11-4, 3.12-1, 3.12-6, 3.13-1, 
3.13-8, 3.13-14, 3.13-17, 3.13-21, 3.13-23, 3.13-24, 
3.14-1, 3.14-4, 3.15-2, 3.16-2, 3.16-3, 3.16-4, 3.16-13, 
3.17-1, 3.18-12, 3.18-50, 3.18-51, 4-14, 5-21 

Regional Transportation Plan—Air Quality Plan		 3.2-7 
regional water quality control board 	 1-6, 2-30, 3.7-12, 3.9-1, 3.9-2, 3.9-28, 3.9-30, 3.9-43, 

3.9-44, 5-4, 5-13 
respirable particulate matter		 2-57, 3.2-1, 3.2-2, 3.2-3, 3.2-10, 3.2-12, 3.2-13, 3.2-14, 

3.2-15, 3.2-23, 3.2-24, 3.2-25, 3.2-26, 3.2-27, 3.2-29, 
3.2-34, 3.2-35, 3.2-36, 3.2-37, 3.2-39, 3.10-7, 3.18-12, 
3.18-13, 3.18-14, 4-7, 5-10 

runoff		 1-6, 1-13, 2-30, 2-44, 2-59, 2-60, 2-62, 3.2-21, 3.4-51, 
3.5-9, 3.6-3, 3.6-8, 3.6-9, 3.6-11, 3.6-12, 3.8-2, 3.8-3, 
3.8-4, 3.8-7, 3.8-11, 3.8-17, 3.8-21, 3.8-22, 3.8-26, 
3.8-32, 3.8-33, 3.8-34, 3.8-35, 3.8-38, 3.8-39, 3.8-41, 
3.8-42, 3.8-45, 3.8-49, 3.8-50, 3.8-52, 3.8-53, 3.9-1, 
3.9-5, 3.9-6, 3.9-7, 3.9-8, 3.9-13, 3.9-19, 3.9-22, 3.9-28, 
3.9-29, 3.9-30, 3.9-31, 3.9-37, 3.9-38, 3.9-39, 3.9-42, 
3.9-54, 3.9-60, 3.9-67, 3.9-68, 3.9-73, 3.9-75, 3.9-78, 
3.9-80, 3.9-81, 3.10-6, 3.10-23, 3.10-24, 3.10-25, 3.13-6, 
3.17-5, 3.18-7, 3.18-10, 3.18-34, 3.18-38, 3.18-41, 
3.18-42, 3.18-46, 3.18-47, 3.18-49, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 5-7 

S 
Safe Drinking Water Act		 5-4 
Sailing Lagoon		 ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, 2-1, 2-11, 2-12, 2-18, 2-22, 2-30, 

2-31, 2-33, 2-43, 2-44, 2-45, 2-46, 2-51, 2-53, 2-55, 
2-63, 3.4-8, 3.4-53, 3.5-8, 3.5-9, 3.5-10, 3.5-11, 3.5-12, 
3.5-13, 3.5-14, 3.5-15, 3.5-16, 3.7-6, 3.7-7, 3.8-7, 
3.8-11, 3.8-15, 3.8-28, 3.8-34, 3.8-35, 3.8-38, 3.8-39, 
3.8-40, 3.8-41, 3.8-42, 3.8-43, 3.8-45, 3.8-50, 3.8-51, 
3.8-53, 3.9-19, 3.9-20, 3.9-29, 3.9-30, 3.9-45, 3.9-52, 
3.9-53, 3.9-59, 3.9-60, 3.9-62, 3.9-63, 3.9-65, 3.9-66, 
3.9-67, 3.9-68, 3.9-73, 3.10-21, 3.10-31, 3.13-5, 3.13-7, 
3.13-11, 3.13-12, 3.13-14, 3.13-16, 3.13-17, 3.13-19, 
3.13-20, 3.13-22, 3.13-23, 3.18-24, 3.18-37, 3.18-41, 
3.18-45, 3.18-53, 5-20 
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scenic resources 1-10, 1-11, 3-6, 3.10-14, 3.14-1, 3.14-4, 3.14-12, 
3.14-13, 3.14-14, 3.14-15, 3.14-16, 3.14-18, 3.14-19, 
3.14-20, 3.14-22, 3.14-23, 3.14-24, 3.18-56, 3.18-57, 
4-17, 4-18, 5-12 

secondary maximum contaminant level 3.9-5 
Section 106 1-13, 3.3-1, 3.3-19, 3.18-19, 5-5, 5-6 
Sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus) 3.4-26, 3.4-33 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare 

(Lepus americanus tahoensis) 3.4-30, 3.4-38 
single-event noise level 3.11-13 
Sky Meadows ES-1, 1-1, 3.8-7, 3.8-22, 3.8-25, 3.8-28, 3.8-30, 3.10-28, 

3.11-15, 3.11-18, 3.12-5, 3.13-6 
South Lake Tahoe Fire Department 3.12-5, 3.12-6, 3.12-8 
South Lake Tahoe Police Department 3.12-4, 3.12-6 
South Tahoe Public Utility District 3.8-15, 3.9-6, 3.17-2, 3.17-5 
Special Area 3.10-21, 3.10-25 
special-status species 3.4-13, 3.4-20, 3.4-22, 3.4-38, 3.4-40, 3.5-6, 3.5-8, 

3.5-11, 3.5-12, 3.5-15, 3.18-23, 3.18-24, 3.18-25, 
3.18-31, 3.18-32 

Spill Prevention Plan 2-59 
State Historic Preservation Officer 5-6, 5-17 
State Implementation Plan 3.2-1, 3.2-4, 3.2-5, 3.2-29, 5-5 
State Park 3.18-9, 3.18-12 
State Recreation Area 3.18-5, 3.18-9, 3.18-12, 3.18-26, 3.18-31, 3.18-53, 5-14 
State Responsibility Areas 5-14 
State Species of Special Concern 3.5-3, 3.5-4 
State Water Resources Control Board 3.7-3, 3.7-4, 3.7-5, 3.9-1, 3.9-3, 5-13 
storm water pollution prevention plan 2-59, 3.9-2, 3.9-30 
Stream Environment Zone 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-42, 3.4-50, 3.4-55, 3.4-58, 3.4-62, 

3.4-66, 3.4-69, 3.4-70, 3.6-4, 3.6-5, 3.6-6, 3.7-13, 
3.7-15, 3.7-17, 3.7-18, 3.8-2, 3.9-3, 3.9-6, 3.9-7, 3.9-8, 
3.9-54, 3.9-60, 3.9-68, 3.9-73, 3.9-82, 3.10-6, 3.10-13, 
3.10-15, 3.10-16, 3.10-23, 3.10-24, 3.10-25, 3.10-26, 
3.10-27, 3.10-32, 3.10-33, 3.10-38, 3.14-4, 3.18-6, 
3.18-7, 3.18-9, 3.18-12, 3.18-24, 3.18-25, 3.18-37, 
3.18-56, 4-1, 4-10, 4-11, 4-16 

streambed alteration agreement 1-13, 5-11 
sulfur dioxide 3.2-1, 3.2-2, 3.2-3, 3.2-10, 3.2-11, 3.2-12, 3.2-14, 3.2-23 

T 
Tahoe Island ES-1, 1-1, 3.7-7, 3.8-2, 3.8-7, 3.8-22, 3.8-25, 3.8-28, 

3.8-51, 3.10-2, 3.10-3, 3.10-21, 3.10-25, 3.10-28, 
3.10-29, 3.10-30, 3.11-3, 3.11-15, 3.11-18, 3.13-6, 
3.14-3, 3.14-6, 3.14-9, 3.16-12, 3.17-3, 3.17-4 

Tahoe Keys ES-1, ES-4, ES-5, 1-1, 1-4, 1-6, 2-1, 2-11, 2-12, 2-14, 
2-18, 2-22, 2-30, 2-31, 2-33, 2-34, 2-40, 2-41, 2-43, 
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2-45, 2-53, 2-56, 2-62, 2-63, 3-4, 3.4-8, 3.5-5, 3.6-6, 
3.6-12, 3.7-5, 3.8-2, 3.8-7, 3.8-11, 3.8-15, 3.8-17, 
3.8-21, 3.8-22, 3.8-26, 3.8-28, 3.8-35, 3.8-37, 3.8-41, 
3.8-44, 3.8-50, 3.8-51, 3.8-52, 3.8-53, 3.9-8, 3.9-19, 
3.9-21, 3.9-23, 3.9-27, 3.9-29, 3.9-30, 3.9-31, 3.9-40, 
3.9-45, 3.9-54, 3.9-61, 3.9-80, 3.10-2, 3.10-3, 3.10-15, 
3.10-21, 3.10-27, 3.10-28, 3.10-29, 3.10-30, 3.10-31, 
3.10-35, 3.10-36, 3.10-37, 3.11-3, 3.11-15, 3.11-18, 
3.11-21, 3.11-23, 3.12-5, 3.12-7, 3.13-5, 3.13-6, 3.13-7, 
3.13-11, 3.13-12, 3.13-14, 3.13-16, 3.13-17, 3.13-19, 
3.13-20, 3.13-22, 3.13-23, 3.14-3, 3.14-5, 3.14-6, 3.14-8, 
3.14-11, 3.14-14, 3.14-17, 3.14-19, 3.15-8, 3.16-5, 
3.16-7, 3.16-9, 3.16-10, 3.16-11, 3.16-12, 3.16-13, 
3.16-15, 3.16-17, 3.16-19, 3.16-20, 3.16-21, 3.16-24, 
3.16-25, 3.16-28, 3.16-29, 3.16-30, 3.16-32, 3.16-33, 
3.16-34, 3.17-3, 3.18-5, 3.18-6, 3.18-31, 3.18-34, 
3.18-42, 3.18-50, 3.18-60, 5-20 

Tahoe Keys development		 ES-1, ES-4, ES-5, 1-1, 1-4, 1-6, 2-1, 2-11, 2-12, 2-14, 
2-18, 2-22, 2-30, 2-31, 2-33, 2-34, 2-40, 2-41, 2-43, 
2-45, 2-53, 2-56, 2-62, 2-63, 3-4, 3.4-8, 3.5-5, 3.6-6, 
3.6-12, 3.7-5, 3.8-2, 3.8-7, 3.8-11, 3.8-15, 3.8-17, 
3.8-21, 3.8-22, 3.8-26, 3.8-28, 3.8-35, 3.8-37, 3.8-41, 
3.8-44, 3.8-50, 3.8-51, 3.8-52, 3.8-53, 3.9-8, 3.9-19, 
3.9-21, 3.9-23, 3.9-27, 3.9-29, 3.9-30, 3.9-31, 3.9-40, 
3.9-45, 3.9-54, 3.9-61, 3.9-80, 3.10-2, 3.10-3, 3.10-15, 
3.10-21, 3.10-27, 3.10-28, 3.10-29, 3.10-30, 3.10-31, 
3.10-35, 3.10-36, 3.10-37, 3.11-3, 3.11-15, 3.11-18, 
3.11-21, 3.11-23, 3.12-5, 3.12-7, 3.13-5, 3.13-6, 3.13-7, 
3.13-11, 3.13-12, 3.13-14, 3.13-16, 3.13-17, 3.13-19, 
3.13-20, 3.13-22, 3.13-23, 3.14-3, 3.14-5, 3.14-6, 3.14-8, 
3.14-11, 3.14-14, 3.14-17, 3.14-19, 3.15-8, 3.16-5, 
3.16-7, 3.16-9, 3.16-10, 3.16-11, 3.16-12, 3.16-13, 
3.16-15, 3.16-17, 3.16-19, 3.16-20, 3.16-21, 3.16-24, 
3.16-25, 3.16-28, 3.16-29, 3.16-30, 3.16-32, 3.16-33, 
3.16-34, 3.17-3, 3.18-5, 3.18-6, 3.18-31, 3.18-34, 
3.18-42, 3.18-50, 3.18-60, 5-20 

Tahoe Keys Marina		 ES-1, ES-5, 1-4, 2-11, 2-12, 2-14, 2-18, 2-22, 2-30, 
2-31, 2-34, 2-40, 2-41, 2-45, 2-53, 2-63, 3-4, 3.4-8, 
3.6-6, 3.7-5, 3.8-7, 3.8-11, 3.8-15, 3.8-21, 3.8-22, 
3.8-26, 3.8-28, 3.8-50, 3.9-19, 3.9-21, 3.9-28, 3.9-29, 
3.9-30, 3.9-31, 3.9-45, 3.9-54, 3.9-61, 3.10-21, 3.10-27, 
3.10-28, 3.10-29, 3.10-30, 3.10-31, 3.10-35, 3.10-36, 
3.10-37, 3.11-15, 3.11-21, 3.11-23, 3.13-5, 3.13-7, 
3.13-11, 3.13-16, 3.13-19, 3.13-22, 3.13-23, 3.14-6, 
3.14-8, 3.14-14, 3.14-17, 3.14-19, 3.16-5, 3.16-9, 
3.16-11, 3.16-12, 3.16-13, 3.16-17, 3.16-20, 3.16-25, 
3.16-29, 3.16-30, 3.16-32, 3.18-5, 3.18-6, 3.18-34, 
3.18-42, 3.18-50, 3.18-60 

Tahoe Keys Property Owners Association		 ES-3, ES-4, 2-1, 2-11, 2-12, 2-22, 2-28, 2-33, 2-44, 
2-45, 2-46, 2-51, 2-52, 2-54, 2-55, 2-56, 3.4-43, 3.6-6, 
3.6-12, 3.6-17, 3.6-21, 3.6-23, 3.6-24, 3.6-25, 3.6-26, 
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3.7-5, 3.7-6, 3.7-11, 3.7-12, 3.7-14, 3.7-16, 3.7-18, 
3.8-15, 3.8-35, 3.8-38, 3.8-40, 3.8-41, 3.8-43, 3.9-19, 
3.9-28, 3.9-30, 3.10-27, 3.14-5, 3.14-6, 3.18-35, 4-10, 
5-8, 5-9 

Tahoe Keys Property Owners Association 
Corporation Yard ES-3, ES-4, 2-1, 2-11, 2-12, 2-22, 2-28, 2-33, 2-44, 

2-46, 2-51, 2-52, 2-54, 2-55, 3.4-43, 3.6-12, 3.6-17, 
3.6-21, 3.6-23, 3.6-24, 3.6-25, 3.6-26, 3.7-5, 3.7-6, 
3.7-11, 3.7-12, 3.7-14, 3.7-16, 3.7-18, 3.8-35, 3.8-38, 
3.8-40, 3.8-41, 3.8-43, 3.14-5, 3.14-6, 4-10, 5-8, 5-9, 
5-20 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency		 ES-1, ES-2, ES-3, 1-1, 1-4, 1-6, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 1-11, 
1-12, 1-14, 1-15, 2-1, 2-11, 2-12, 2-13, 2-35, 2-39, 2-41, 
2-42, 2-43, 2-44, 2-57, 2-58, 2-59, 2-62, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 
3-4, 3-6, 3-7, 3.2-1, 3.2-2, 3.2-3, 3.2-5, 3.2-6, 3.2-7, 
3.2-8, 3.2-11, 3.2-12, 3.2-13, 3.2-14, 3.2-22, 3.2-23, 
3.2-24, 3.2-25, 3.2-26, 3.2-27, 3.2-29, 3.2-30, 3.2-31, 
3.2-34, 3.2-35, 3.2-36, 3.2-37, 3.2-38, 3.2-39, 3.3-1, 
3.3-3, 3.3-9, 3.3-18, 3.3-20, 3.3-21, 3.3-22, 3.3-23, 
3.3-24, 3.3-25, 3.3-26, 3.3-27, 3.3-28, 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 
3.4-3, 3.4-4, 3.4-5, 3.4-10, 3.4-11, 3.4-13, 3.4-14, 
3.4-15, 3.4-16, 3.4-17, 3.4-20, 3.4-22, 3.4-23, 3.4-24, 
3.4-25, 3.4-26, 3.4-28, 3.4-31, 3.4-32, 3.4-33, 3.4-35, 
3.4-36, 3.4-37, 3.4-38, 3.4-39, 3.4-41, 3.4-42, 3.4-44, 
3.4-46, 3.4-48, 3.4-49, 3.4-50, 3.4-51, 3.4-53, 3.4-54, 
3.4-55, 3.4-56, 3.4-57, 3.4-58, 3.4-59, 3.4-60, 3.4-61, 
3.4-62, 3.4-63, 3.4-64, 3.4-65, 3.4-66, 3.4-67, 3.4-68, 
3.4-69, 3.4-70, 3.5-1, 3.5-2, 3.5-6, 3.5-7, 3.5-8, 3.5-9, 
3.5-10, 3.5-11, 3.5-12, 3.5-13, 3.5-14, 3.5-15, 3.5-16, 
3.6-1, 3.6-2, 3.6-3, 3.6-5, 3.6-6, 3.6-8, 3.6-9, 3.6-12, 
3.6-13, 3.6-14, 3.6-15, 3.6-16, 3.6-18, 3.6-19, 3.6-20, 
3.6-21, 3.6-22, 3.6-23, 3.6-24, 3.6-25, 3.6-26, 3.6-27, 
3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-9, 3.7-10, 3.7-11, 3.7-12, 3.7-13, 
3.7-14, 3.7-15, 3.7-16, 3.7-17, 3.7-18, 3.7-19, 3.8-1, 
3.8-2, 3.8-3, 3.8-32, 3.8-33, 3.8-34, 3.8-35, 3.8-36, 
3.8-37, 3.8-38, 3.8-40, 3.8-41, 3.8-42, 3.8-43, 3.8-45, 
3.8-46, 3.8-47, 3.8-48, 3.8-49, 3.8-50, 3.8-51, 3.8-52, 
3.8-53, 3.9-2, 3.9-3, 3.9-6, 3.9-7, 3.9-8, 3.9-19, 3.9-21, 
3.9-28, 3.9-29, 3.9-30, 3.9-31, 3.9-38, 3.9-39, 3.9-42, 
3.9-43, 3.9-44, 3.9-45, 3.9-47, 3.9-50, 3.9-52, 3.9-54, 
3.9-55, 3.9-57, 3.9-59, 3.9-60, 3.9-61, 3.9-64, 3.9-67, 
3.9-68, 3.9-69, 3.9-71, 3.9-72, 3.9-73, 3.9-74, 3.9-77, 
3.9-78, 3.9-80, 3.9-82, 3.10-1, 3.10-2, 3.10-5, 3.10-7, 
3.10-9, 3.10-12, 3.10-20, 3.10-21, 3.10-22, 3.10-23, 
3.10-24, 3.10-25, 3.10-26, 3.10-27, 3.10-29, 3.10-30, 
3.10-31, 3.10-32, 3.10-33, 3.10-35, 3.10-36, 3.10-37, 
3.10-38, 3.11-1, 3.11-2, 3.11-3, 3.11-4, 3.11-5, 3.11-10, 
3.11-18, 3.11-19, 3.11-20, 3.11-21, 3.11-23, 3.11-24, 
3.11-25, 3.11-26, 3.11-27, 3.11-28, 3.11-29, 3.11-30, 
3.12-1, 3.12-2, 3.12-6, 3.12-7, 3.12-8, 3.12-9, 3.13-1, 
3.13-2, 3.13-7, 3.13-8, 3.13-11, 3.13-13, 3.13-14, 
3.13-16, 3.13-17, 3.13-19, 3.13-20, 3.13-21, 3.13-22, 
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3.13-23, 3.13-24, 3.13-25, 3.14-1, 3.14-2, 3.14-3, 3.14-4, 
3.14-5, 3.14-11, 3.14-12, 3.14-13, 3.14-14, 3.14-15, 
3.14-16, 3.14-18, 3.14-19, 3.14-20, 3.14-21, 3.14-22, 
3.14-23, 3.14-24, 3.15-2, 3.15-4, 3.15-5, 3.15-6, 3.15-7, 
3.15-8, 3.15-9, 3.15-10, 3.15-11, 3.15-12, 3.16-2, 3.16-4, 
3.16-7, 3.16-11, 3.16-13, 3.16-14, 3.16-16, 3.16-17, 
3.16-20, 3.16-21, 3.16-22, 3.16-25, 3.16-26, 3.16-29, 
3.16-30, 3.16-32, 3.16-34, 3.16-35, 3.17-1, 3.17-2, 
3.17-4, 3.17-5, 3.17-6, 3.17-7, 3.17-8, 3.18-1, 3.18-6, 
3.18-7, 3.18-8, 3.18-9, 3.18-10, 3.18-12, 3.18-13, 
3.18-14, 3.18-17, 3.18-19, 3.18-20, 3.18-24, 3.18-25, 
3.18-30, 3.18-32, 3.18-38, 3.18-51, 3.18-55, 3.18-57, 
4-1, 4-3, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 
4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 5-1, 5-2, 5-13, 
5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21 

Tahoe yellow cress (Rorippa subumbellata)		 2-33, 2-39, 2-42, 2-43, 3.4-9, 3.4-20, 3.4-22, 3.4-46, 
3.4-47, 3.4-48, 3.4-49, 3.4-50, 3.4-57, 3.4-61, 3.4-69 

Take-out area—see boat take-out 
Tanner Air Toxics Act		 3.2-5 
technical advisory group		 3.4-20, 3.4-22 
total maximum daily load		 3.9-13, 3.9-28, 3.9-39, 3.9-49, 3.9-50, 3.9-56, 3.9-57, 

3.9-63, 3.9-64, 3.9-70, 3.9-71, 3.9-74, 3.9-75, 3.9-77, 
3.9-78, 3.9-79, 3.18-45, 3.18-46 

toxic air contaminants		 3.2-4, 3.2-5, 3.2-8, 3.2-13, 3.2-14, 3.2-15, 3.2-16, 
3.2-22, 3.2-24, 3.2-30, 3.2-31, 3.2-35, 3.2-36, 3.2-38, 
3.2-39, 3.18-15 

Transportation System Management		 3.16-3 
Trout Creek		 ES-1, ES-3, ES-4, 1-4, 1-7, 2-11, 2-19, 2-24, 2-25, 2-30, 

2-38, 2-39, 2-40, 2-53, 2-59, 2-60, 3.3-6, 3.3-7, 3.3-8, 
3.3-9, 3.3-10, 3.3-11, 3.3-21, 3.4-5, 3.4-8, 3.4-9, 3.4-20, 
3.4-27, 3.4-35, 3.4-38, 3.4-46, 3.4-48, 3.4-49, 3.4-53, 
3.4-61, 3.5-5, 3.5-13, 3.6-19, 3.6-21, 3.6-23, 3.6-25, 
3.6-26, 3.7-2, 3.7-7, 3.8-2, 3.8-3, 3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.8-7, 
3.8-9, 3.8-15, 3.8-16, 3.8-17, 3.8-21, 3.8-22, 3.8-23, 
3.8-24, 3.8-25, 3.8-26, 3.8-28, 3.8-30, 3.8-36, 3.8-42, 
3.8-43, 3.8-48, 3.8-50, 3.8-51, 3.8-52, 3.8-53, 3.9-8, 
3.9-9, 3.9-10, 3.9-11, 3.9-12, 3.9-13, 3.9-15, 3.9-16, 
3.9-23, 3.9-27, 3.9-31, 3.9-32, 3.9-33, 3.9-34, 3.9-35, 
3.9-36, 3.9-37, 3.9-39, 3.9-40, 3.9-44, 3.9-45, 3.9-50, 
3.9-53, 3.9-54, 3.9-56, 3.9-57, 3.9-60, 3.9-61, 3.9-62, 
3.9-63, 3.9-64, 3.9-65, 3.9-66, 3.9-71, 3.9-75, 3.9-77, 
3.9-78, 3.9-79, 3.9-80, 3.9-81, 3.9-82, 3.10-21, 3.10-28, 
3.10-29, 3.10-33, 3.11-15, 3.13-5, 3.13-7, 3.13-12, 
3.13-14, 3.13-18, 3.13-19, 3.14-5, 3.14-6, 3.14-10, 
3.17-3, 3.18-2, 3.18-6, 3.18-7, 3.18-9, 3.18-10, 3.18-11, 
3.18-19, 3.18-20, 3.18-21, 3.18-22, 3.18-23, 3.18-24, 
3.18-26, 3.18-31, 3.18-34, 3.18-38, 3.18-41, 3.18-45, 
3.18-47, 4-3, 4-10, 5-4, 5-11 
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TRPA Code of Ordinances		 ES-1, ES-2, 1-1, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 1-11, 2-1, 2-43, 2-57, 
3-2, 3-6, 3.2-5, 3.2-6, 3.2-31, 3.3-1, 3.3-3, 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 
3.4-3, 3.4-4, 3.4-13, 3.4-38, 3.4-39, 3.6-5, 3.6-8, 3.6-16, 
3.6-21, 3.6-22, 3.6-23, 3.6-24, 3.6-25, 3.6-26, 3.7-2, 
3.8-1, 3.9-2, 3.10-1, 3.10-21, 3.10-26, 3.10-27, 3.11-3, 
3.11-4, 3.12-2, 3.12-6, 3.13-2, 3.14-1, 3.14-2, 3.14-3, 
3.14-15, 3.16-2, 3.17-2, 3.18-13, 3.18-55, 3.18-57, 4-1, 
4-3, 4-19 

TRPA Goals and Policies		 3.4-1, 3.4-38, 3.10-2, 3.14-4, 3.17-2 

U 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers		 2-59, 3.4-38, 3.4-42, 3.8-4, 3.8-7, 3.8-15, 3.8-17, 3.8-20, 

3.8-22, 3.8-24, 3.8-25, 3.8-30, 3.9-1, 3.9-21, 3.9-27, 
3.9-40, 3.9-45, 5-3, 5-13, 5-17 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation		ES-1, ES-2, 1-1, 1-7, 1-8, 1-10, 1-12, 1-13, 1-14, 1-16, 
3.3-12, 3.6-1, 3.8-7, 3.8-11, 3.9-1, 3.9-80, 3.9-81, 
3.15-5, 3.18-1, 3.18-3, 3.18-5, 3.18-6, 3.18-7, 3.18-9, 
3.18-12, 5-1, 5-2, 5-6, 5-7, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-19, 
5-21, 5-22 

U.S. Endangered Species Act 	 1-8, 1-13, 3.4-1, 3.4-3, 3.4-13, 3.4-23, 3.4-34, 5-1, 5-2, 
5-11 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency		 3.2-1, 3.2-4, 3.2-5, 3.2-7, 3.2-11, 3.2-12, 3.2-13, 3.2-14, 
3.2-17, 3.2-18, 3.2-29, 3.2-31, 3.7-5, 3.9-1, 3.9-28, 
3.11-1, 3.11-24, 3.11-26, 3.11-28, 3.15-1, 3.15-6, 3.15-7, 
3.18-14, 3.18-17, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-7, 5-8, 5-13, 5-17, 5-20 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service		 2-59, 2-60, 3.4-4, 3.4-5, 3.4-13, 3.4-19, 3.4-20, 3.4-22, 
3.4-23, 3.4-31, 3.4-36, 3.4-39, 3.4-40, 3.5-5, 3.5-6, 
3.18-27, 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-17 

U.S. Forest Service		 2-60, 3-3, 3.3-12, 3.3-14, 3.4-13, 3.4-22, 3.4-23, 3.4-32, 
3.4-33, 3.4-34, 3.4-35, 3.4-36, 3.4-38, 3.4-39, 3.5-1, 
3.5-2, 3.5-3, 3.5-5, 3.5-6, 3.7-5, 3.7-7, 3.9-3, 3.10-26, 
3.13-6, 3.13-7, 3.18-7, 3.18-8, 3.18-9, 3.18-10, 3.18-11, 
3.18-12, 3.18-20, 3.18-53 

U.S. Geological Survey		 1-6, 3.3-13, 3.3-15, 3.4-4, 3.4-13, 3.4-22, 3.8-4, 3.8-7, 
3.8-8, 3.8-24, 3.9-44, 3.9-52 

U.S. Highway 50		 ES-1, ES-4, 2-2, 2-11, 2-14, 2-15, 2-18, 2-21, 2-22, 
2-23, 2-28, 2-30, 2-40, 2-45, 2-53, 2-56, 3.2-7, 3.2-16, 
3.3-8, 3.3-9, 3.3-11, 3.3-12, 3.3-26, 3.4-40, 3.4-55, 
3.8-2, 3.8-4, 3.8-21, 3.8-24, 3.8-26, 3.8-28, 3.8-30, 
3.8-51, 3.9-7, 3.9-8, 3.9-9, 3.9-31, 3.9-32, 3.9-44, 
3.9-49, 3.9-56, 3.9-63, 3.9-70, 3.10-14, 3.10-25, 3.10-28, 
3.10-29, 3.10-33, 3.11-3, 3.11-15, 3.11-16, 3.11-18, 
3.11-23, 3.12-5, 3.12-7, 3.13-6, 3.13-7, 3.14-1, 3.14-5, 
3.14-6, 3.14-9, 3.14-11, 3.14-13, 3.14-16, 3.14-17, 
3.14-19, 3.14-21, 3.14-22, 3.14-24, 3.16-2, 3.16-4, 
3.16-5, 3.16-7, 3.16-9, 3.16-10, 3.16-12, 3.16-13, 
3.16-15, 3.16-17, 3.16-19, 3.16-20, 3.16-21, 3.16-22, 
3.16-24, 3.16-25, 3.16-26, 3.16-28, 3.16-29, 3.16-30, 
3.16-32, 3.16-33, 3.16-34, 3.17-3, 3.17-4, 3.18-4, 3.18-5, 
3.18-7, 3.18-8, 3.18-9, 3.18-10, 3.18-11, 3.18-12, 
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3.18-34, 3.18-39, 3.18-40, 3.18-48, 3.18-59, 4-7, 4-8, 
5-12, 5-19 

underground storage tank		 3.7-3, 3.7-6, 3.7-11, 3.7-12, 3.7-18 
Upper Truckee Marsh Land Steward Program		 3.13-10 
Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project		 ES-1, ES-2, ES-5, 1-1, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-9, 1-10, 

1-11, 1-12, 1-14, 1-15, 2-1, 2-12, 2-13, 2-14, 2-26, 2-32, 
2-33, 2-37, 2-41, 2-42, 2-43, 2-45, 2-46, 2-57, 2-58, 
2-59, 2-59, 2-60, 2-61, 2-61, 2-62, 2-63, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 
3-5, 3-6, 3.2-1, 3.2-6, 3.2-7, 3.2-16, 3.2-17, 3.2-20, 
3.2-21, 3.2-22, 3.2-24, 3.2-25, 3.2-26, 3.2-29, 3.2-30, 
3.2-31, 3.2-32, 3.2-33, 3.2-34, 3.2-35, 3.2-36, 3.2-37, 
3.2-38, 3.2-39, 3.3-1, 3.3-3, 3.3-12, 3.3-13, 3.3-18, 
3.3-20, 3.3-21, 3.3-22, 3.3-23, 3.3-24, 3.3-25, 3.3-26, 
3.3-27, 3.3-28, 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4, 3.4-5, 3.4-41, 
3.4-42, 3.4-44, 3.4-45, 3.4-47, 3.4-48, 3.4-50, 3.4-53, 
3.5-5, 3.5-7, 3.5-9, 3.5-11, 3.5-12, 3.5-14, 3.5-15, 
3.5-17, 3.6-1, 3.6-3, 3.6-4, 3.6-5, 3.6-14, 3.6-15, 3.6-16, 
3.6-18, 3.6-20, 3.6-21, 3.6-23, 3.6-24, 3.6-25, 3.6-26, 
3.6-27, 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-6, 3.7-9, 3.7-10, 3.7-11, 3.7-12, 
3.7-14, 3.7-15, 3.7-16, 3.7-17, 3.7-18, 3.7-19, 3.7-20, 
3.8-1, 3.8-2, 3.8-3, 3.8-7, 3.8-17, 3.8-25, 3.8-30, 3.8-33, 
3.8-35, 3.8-38, 3.8-39, 3.8-42, 3.8-45, 3.8-48, 3.9-1, 
3.9-2, 3.9-7, 3.9-8, 3.9-9, 3.9-14, 3.9-21, 3.9-22, 3.9-28, 
3.9-40, 3.9-42, 3.9-43, 3.9-44, 3.9-45, 3.9-47, 3.9-48, 
3.9-49, 3.9-50, 3.9-51, 3.9-53, 3.9-54, 3.9-57, 3.9-58, 
3.9-59, 3.9-60, 3.9-64, 3.9-65, 3.9-67, 3.9-68, 3.9-72, 
3.9-73, 3.9-75, 3.9-77, 3.9-79, 3.10-1, 3.10-5, 3.10-8, 
3.10-10, 3.10-14, 3.10-16, 3.10-20, 3.10-27, 3.10-30, 
3.10-31, 3.10-32, 3.10-34, 3.10-35, 3.10-36, 3.10-37, 
3.10-38, 3.11-1, 3.11-2, 3.11-5, 3.11-6, 3.11-7, 3.11-9, 
3.11-16, 3.11-18, 3.11-19, 3.11-21, 3.11-22, 3.11-23, 
3.11-24, 3.11-25, 3.11-26, 3.11-27, 3.11-28, 3.11-29, 
3.11-30, 3.12-1, 3.12-2, 3.12-5, 3.12-6, 3.12-7, 3.12-8, 
3.12-9, 3.13-1, 3.13-2, 3.13-3, 3.13-7, 3.13-8, 3.13-9, 
3.13-10, 3.13-11, 3.13-12, 3.13-14, 3.13-15, 3.13-16, 
3.13-18, 3.13-19, 3.13-20, 3.13-21, 3.13-22, 3.13-24, 
3.13-25, 3.14-1, 3.14-2, 3.14-3, 3.14-4, 3.14-5, 3.14-12, 
3.14-13, 3.14-15, 3.14-16, 3.14-17, 3.14-19, 3.14-20, 
3.14-22, 3.15-1, 3.15-2, 3.15-6, 3.15-7, 3.15-8, 3.15-12, 
3.16-1, 3.16-4, 3.16-5, 3.16-7, 3.16-13, 3.16-14, 3.16-15, 
3.16-16, 3.16-17, 3.16-18, 3.16-20, 3.16-21, 3.16-22, 
3.16-23, 3.16-25, 3.16-26, 3.16-27, 3.16-29, 3.16-30, 
3.16-31, 3.16-32, 3.16-34, 3.16-35, 3.17-1, 3.17-5, 
3.17-6, 3.18-1, 3.18-2, 3.18-3, 3.18-4, 3.18-5, 3.18-6, 
3.18-7, 3.18-8, 3.18-9, 3.18-10, 3.18-11, 3.18-12, 
3.18-13, 3.18-14, 3.18-15, 3.18-16, 3.18-17, 3.18-18, 
3.18-19, 3.18-26, 3.18-27, 3.18-28, 3.18-29, 3.18-30, 
3.18-31, 3.18-32, 3.18-34, 3.18-35, 3.18-36, 3.18-37, 
3.18-38, 3.18-39, 3.18-40, 3.18-41, 3.18-42, 3.18-43, 
3.18-44, 3.18-45, 3.18-46, 3.18-47, 3.18-48, 3.18-49, 
3.18-50, 3.18-51, 3.18-52, 3.18-52, 3.18-54, 3.18-55, 
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3.18-56, 3.18-57, 3.18-58, 3.18-59, 3.18-60, 3.18-61, 
4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-12, 4-13, 4-15, 
4-17, 4-19, 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 5-9, 
5-10, 5-11, 5-12, 5-13, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-19, 
5-20, 5-21 

V 
vehicle miles traveled 3.2-24, 3.2-25, 3.16-4 
vibration 3.11-1, 3.11-10, 3.11-14, 3.11-15, 3.11-18, 3.11-19, 

3.11-23, 3.11-24, 3.11-26, 3.11-27, 3.11-29, 3.11-30, 
3.18-51 

volatile organic compound 3.9-31 

W 
Washoe Tribe—see Native Americans 
water quality ES-2, ES-3, ES-6, 1-6, 1-7, 1-10, 1-11, 1-12, 1-13, 2-14, 

2-30, 2-37, 2-58, 2-59, 2-62, 3-2, 3-3, 3-6, 3.4-1, 3.4-38, 
3.4-41, 3.4-49, 3.4-50, 3.4-51, 3.4-54, 3.4-55, 3.4-58, 
3.4-59, 3.4-62, 3.4-64, 3.4-66, 3.4-68, 3.5-7, 3.5-8, 
3.5-10, 3.5-12, 3.5-14, 3.6-1, 3.6-3, 3.6-4, 3.6-5, 3.6-6, 
3.6-8, 3.6-9, 3.6-16, 3.6-19, 3.7-10, 3.7-12, 3.8-1, 3.8-2, 
3.8-3, 3.8-7, 3.8-15, 3.8-22, 3.8-25, 3.8-34, 3.8-39, 
3.8-50, 3.9-1, 3.9-2, 3.9-3, 3.9-4, 3.9-5, 3.9-6, 3.9-7, 
3.9-8, 3.9-9, 3.9-13, 3.9-21, 3.9-28, 3.9-29, 3.9-30, 
3.9-31, 3.9-32, 3.9-37, 3.9-39, 3.9-40, 3.9-41, 3.9-42, 
3.9-43, 3.9-44, 3.9-45, 3.9-46, 3.9-47, 3.9-48, 3.9-50, 
3.9-54, 3.9-55, 3.9-56, 3.9-57, 3.9-60, 3.9-61, 3.9-62, 
3.9-63, 3.9-64, 3.9-66, 3.9-68, 3.9-69, 3.9-70, 3.9-71, 
3.9-73, 3.9-74, 3.9-77, 3.9-79, 3.9-80, 3.9-82, 3.10-6, 
3.10-7, 3.10-9, 3.10-10, 3.10-38, 3.11-3, 3.13-10, 
3.13-11, 3.13-15, 3.13-18, 3.13-21, 3.13-22, 3.14-3, 
3.17-1, 3.17-4, 3.18-2, 3.18-4, 3.18-5, 3.18-6, 3.18-7, 
3.18-8, 3.18-10, 3.18-20, 3.18-21, 3.18-22, 3.18-29, 
3.18-32, 3.18-33, 3.18-41, 3.18-42, 3.18-43, 3.18-44, 
3.18-45, 3.18-47, 3.18-48, 3.18-49, 3.18-53, 3.18-54, 
3.18-59, 4-2, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 5-3, 5-4, 5-13, 5-19, 
5-20 

Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region 3.5-7, 3.9-2, 3.9-3, 3.9-7, 3.9-28, 3.9-29, 3.9-31, 3.9-43, 
3.9-44, 3.9-45, 3.9-46, 3.9-47, 3.9-48, 3.9-54, 3.9-55, 
3.9-61, 3.9-62, 3.9-69, 3.9-70, 3.9-74, 3.18-41, 3.18-42, 
3.18-43, 5-13 

waterfowl 2-38, 2-41, 3.4-3, 3.4-4, 3.4-5, 3.4-10, 3.4-11, 3.4-12, 
3.4-28, 3.4-36, 3.4-37, 3.4-39, 3.4-51, 3.4-52, 3.4-53, 
3.4-54, 3.4-58, 3.4-59, 3.4-63, 3.4-67, 3.7-6, 3.13-5, 
3.13-11, 3.13-15, 3.13-18, 3.13-22, 3.18-23, 3.18-24, 
3.18-25, 3.18-37, 4-2, 4-15, 4-16, 5-11, 5-12 

Western red bat (Lasiurus blossevilli) 3.4-29, 3.4-38, 3.4-51, 3.4-52, 3.4-58, 3.4-63, 3.4-67 
wildlife movement 3.4-3, 3.4-38, 3.4-39, 3.4-40, 3.4-55, 3.4-56, 3.4-60, 

3.4-64, 3.4-68, 3.7-6, 3.18-23, 3.18-24, 4-2, 5-9 
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Willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii brewsteri, 
E. t. adastus, and E. t. extimus) 3.4-10, 3.4-11, 3.4-27, 3.4-28, 3.4-27, 3.4-28, 3.4-34, 

3.4-35, 3.4-51, 3.4-52, 3.4-53, 3.4-58, 3.4-63, 3.4-67, 
3.18-24, 3.18-25, 5-11 

willow scrub–wet meadow 2-33, 3.4-8, 3.4-10, 3.4-11, 3.4-12, 3.4-33, 3.4-34, 
3.4-38, 3.14-5 

Y 
Yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia) 3.4-10, 3.4-28, 3.4-35, 3.4-51, 3.4-52, 3.4-53, 3.4-54, 

3.4-58, 3.4-63, 3.4-67, 3.18-23, 3.18-24, 3.18-25 
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