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Appendix A 
Project Impacts CEQA Checklist for 
Alternative 2 
 

The CEQA checklist was used to identify potential project impacts based on the 
criteria identified in section 4 for Alternative 2. The following pages include the 
completed CEQA Environmental Checklist Form with information to support each 
answer to the checklist questions. CEQA requires a brief explanation of all answers 
except for those answered as “No Impact”. CEQA also requires information sources 
supporting a “No Impact” answer. Information sources are included for each “No 
Impact” answer as well as brief explanations of all other answers. The subheadings 
for each resource area specify the section within the joint NEPA/CEQA/TRPA 
document where these issues are addressed. 
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Environmental Checklist 
 
1. Project title: Upper Truckee River Restoration Project, Middle Reaches 3 and 4. 
2. Lead agency name and address: 

City of South Lake Tahoe  
1052 Tata Lane, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 

3. Contact person and phone number:  
Jennifer Quickel, Assistant Engineer (530) 542-6036  

4. Project location:  
South Lake Tahoe, California   

5. Project sponsor's name and address:  
City of South Lake Tahoe  
1052 Tata Lane, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 

6. General plan designation:  
PAS 095 Trout/Cold Creek PAS 100 Truckee Marsh and 
PAS 116 Airport 

7. Zoning:  
Same as #6. 

8. Description of project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later 
phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its 
implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary.)  
See Section 3 Project Description in the Upper Truckee River Restoration Project, Middle 
Reaches 3 and 4, Joint Environmental Document – Alternative 2 – New Channel East of the 
Airport (Recommended Alternative). 

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: Briefly describe the project's surroundings: 
Privately-owned undeveloped land, vacant State of California land, vacant USFS land and Lake 
Tahoe Airport. See Section 4.13 Land Use in the Upper Truckee River Restoration Project, 
Middle Reaches 3 and 4, Joint Environmental Document. 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement.) 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation, Tahoe Resource Conservation District, 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, California Tahoe Conservancy, California Department of Fish 
and Game, City of South Lake Tahoe, and California Regional Water Quality Control Board – 
Lahontan and South Tahoe Public Utility District.  

 
Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this 
project, involving at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as 
indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

 Aesthetics   Agriculture Resources   Air Quality 
 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources   Geology /Soils 
 Hazards & Hazardous 

Materials 
 Hydrology / Water Quality  Land Use / Planning 

 Mineral Resources   Noise   Population / Housing 
 Public Services   Recreation   Transportation/Traffic 
 Utilities / Service 

Systems  
 Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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Determination (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

X 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 

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

 
 

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

 
 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR 
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided 
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 
_________________________________ 
Signature 
 

 
 
_________________________________ 
Date 
 

 
Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 
1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that 

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

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

3.  Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, 
then the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially 
significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. 
"Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that 
an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant 
Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 
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4. "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies 
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from 
"Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead 
agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they 
reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section 
XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced). 

5.  Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or 
other CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or 
negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should 
identify the following: 

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above 
checklist were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier 
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such 
effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were 
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which 
they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

6.  Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to 
information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). 
Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where 
appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is 
substantiated. 

7.  Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other 
sources used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8.  This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; 
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist 
that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is 
selected. 

9.  The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a. the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; 
and 

b. the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than 
significance 
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Issues 
 
 
 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
I.  AESTHETICS -- Would the project:     

 
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on 

a scenic vista? 
   X 

 
b)  Substantially damage scenic 

resources, including, but not limited 
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic 
highway? 

   X 

 
c)  Substantially degrade the existing 

visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings? 

  X  

 
d)  Create a new source of substantial 

light or glare which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

   X 

 
II.  AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In 

determining whether impacts to 
agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the California Dept. of 
Conservation as an optional model to use 
in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. Would the project: 

    

 
a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 

Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

   X 

 
b)  Conflict with existing zoning for 

agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

   X 

 
c)  Involve other changes in the existing 

environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use? 

   X 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
III.  AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the 

significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon 
to make the following determinations. 
Would the project: 

    

 
a)  Conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

   X 

 
b)  Violate any air quality standard or 

contribute substantially to an existing 
or projected air quality violation? 

  X  

 
c)  Result in a cumulatively considerable 

net increase of any criteria pollutant 
for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

  X  

 
d)  Expose sensitive receptors to 

substantial pollutant concentrations? 
   X 

 
e)  Create objectionable odors affecting a 

substantial number of people? 
   X 

 
IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the 

project: 
    

 
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, 

either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

  X  

 
b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on 

any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local 
or regional plans, policies, regulations 
or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or US Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

  X  
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on 

federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (including, but not limited 
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

  X  

 
d)  Interfere substantially with the 

movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede 
the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

  X  

 
e)  Conflict with any local policies or 

ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

   X 

 
f)  Conflict with the provisions of an 

adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? 

   X 

 
V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the 

project: 
    

 
a)  Cause a substantial adverse change 

in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in '15064.5? 

   X 

 
b)  Cause a substantial adverse change 

in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to 
'15064.5? 

   X 

 
c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 

paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

   X 

 
d)  Disturb any human remains, including 

those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

  X  
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the 

project: 
    

 
a)  Expose people or structures to 

potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

   X 

 
i)  Rupture of a known earthquake 

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

   X 

 
ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?    X 
 
iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? 
   X 

 
iv)  Landslides?    X 

 
b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or 

the loss of topsoil? 
  X  

 
c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil 

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

  X  

 
d)  Be located on expansive soil, as 

defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

   X 

 
e)  Have soils incapable of adequately 

supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal 
systems where sewers are not 
available for the disposal of waste 
water? 

   X 

 
VII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 

MATERIALS B -- Would the project: 
    

 
a)  Create a significant hazard to the 

public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials? 

   X 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
b)  Create a significant hazard to the 

public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into 
the environment? 

   X 

 
c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle 

hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

   X 

 
d)  Be located on a site which is included 

on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

   X 

 
e)  For a project located within an airport 

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

  X  

 
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a 

private airstrip, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project 
area? 

   X 

 
g)  Impair implementation of or physically 

interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

   X 

 
h)  Expose people or structures to a 

significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences 
are intermixed with wildlands? 

   X 

 
VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- 

Would the project: 
    

 
a)  Violate any water quality standards or 

waste discharge requirements? 
  X  
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
b)  Substantially deplete groundwater 

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

   X 

 
c)  Substantially alter the existing 

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

  X  

 
d)  Substantially alter the existing 

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

  X  

 
e)  Create or contribute runoff water 

which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

  X  

 
f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water 

quality? 
  X  

 
g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood 

hazard area as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood 
hazard delineation map? 

   X 

 
h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard 

area structures which would impede 
or redirect flood flows? 

   X 

 
i)  Expose people or structures to a 

significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or 
dam? 

   X 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 

mudflow? 
   X 

 
IX.  LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the 

project: 
    

 
a)  Physically divide an established 

community? 
   X 

 
b)  Conflict with any applicable land use 

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

   X 

 
c)  Conflict with any applicable habitat 

conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 

   X 

 
X.  MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the 

project: 
    

 
a)  Result in the loss of availability of a 

known mineral resource that would be 
of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

   X 

 
b)  Result in the loss of availability of a 

locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other 
land use plan? 

   X 

 
XI.  NOISE B -- Would the project result in:     

 
a)  Exposure of persons to or generation 

of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

   X 

 
b)  Exposure of persons to or generation 

of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

  X  

 
c)  A substantial permanent increase in 

ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without 
the project? 

   X 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
d)  A substantial temporary or periodic 

increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

  X  

 
e)  For a project located within an airport 

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

  X  

 
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a 

private airstrip, would the project 
expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

   X 

 
XII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would 

the project: 
    

 
a)  Induce substantial population growth 

in an area, either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes 
and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads 
or other infrastructure)? 

   X 

 
b)  Displace substantial numbers of 

existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

   X 

 
c)  Displace substantial numbers of 

people, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere? 

   X 

 
XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES     
 

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

   X 

 
Fire protection?    X 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
Police protection?    X 
 
Schools?    X 
 
Parks?    X 
 
Other public facilities?    X 

 
XIV. RECREATION      

 
a)  Would the project increase the use of 

existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 

   X 

 
b)  Does the project include recreational 

facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

  X  

 
XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would 

the project: 
    

 
a)  Cause an increase in traffic which is 

substantial in relation to the existing 
traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity 
ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

  X  

 
b)  Exceed, either individually or 

cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

  X  

 
c)  Result in a change in air traffic 

patterns, including either an increase 
in traffic levels or a change in location 
that results in substantial safety risks? 

  X  

 
d)  Substantially increase hazards due to 

a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

   X 

 
e)  Result in inadequate emergency 

access? 
   X 



Appendix A 
CEQA Checklist 

 

A-14  A 

 
 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
f)  Result in inadequate parking 

capacity? 
   X 

 
g)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, 

or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 

   X 

 
XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS B   

-- Would the project: 
    

 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment 

requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

   X 

 
b)  Require or result in the construction of 

new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

   X 

 
c)  Require or result in the construction of 

new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

  X  

 
d)  Have sufficient water supplies 

available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, 
or are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 

   X 

 
e)  Result in a determination by the 

wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the 
project=s projected demand in 
addition to the provider=s existing 
commitments? 

   X 

 
f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient 

permitted capacity to accommodate 
the project=s solid waste disposal 
needs? 

   X 

 
g)  Comply with federal, state, and local 

statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

   X 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE     

a)  Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

  X  

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

  X  

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

   X 
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CEQA Checklist Analysis 
All of the CEQA checklist questions were answered as “Less Than Significant Impact” 
or “No Impact”.  

I. Aesthetics – Section 4.2 

Would the project: 

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

No Impact. The project would improve the scenic quality to the area. No scenic vistas will 
be impacted. The project area is located along the Upper Truckee River Corridor adjacent 
to the Lake Tahoe Airport and Mosher grazing property. It is surrounded by the Mosher 
grazing property and public land owned by the US Forest Service, California Tahoe 
Conservancy and the City of South Lake Tahoe. The public land areas provide a buffer 
between the river and neighboring subdivisions. The project area will be visible from the 
Airport property, Barton Tract subdivision and the recreation trail traveling along the 
eastern side of the Upper Truckee River. There may be some short-term impacts during 
construction with the presence of construction equipment and grading activities. 

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

No Impact. Project is not proposed within a state scenic highway according to the project 
area map. 

c.  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project will improve the scenic quality of the site 
because restoration and revegetation is a major part of the project. However, there will be 
short-term impacts during construction. Since these impacts are temporary they are 
considered to be less than significant. 

d.  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day 
or nighttime views in the area? 

No Impact. The project does not include any new sources of light or glare in the project 
description or on the project plans. 
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II. Agriculture Resources – Section 4.3 

Would the project: 

a. Convert prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance 
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

No Impact. No disturbance is proposed on any agricultural resources. 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

No Impact. The project would not result in a conversion of any existing agricultural land 
to a non-agricultural use. 

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

No Impact. Proposed restoration activities will not affect adjacent grazing land. 

III. Air Quality – Section 4.4 

Would the project: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

No Impact. The project would not result in the construction or operation of any new 
stationary sources of emissions, and would not result in increased regional growth. 
Therefore, this project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of an 
applicable air quality plan. 

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

Less Than Significant. The CSLT has determined that air quality impacts are less-than-
significant based on the guidance provided by the El Dorado County APCD in its Guide 
to Air Quality Assessment: Determining Significance of Air Quality Impacts Under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (Guide) (February 2002). Construction controls as 
mitigation measures will be included in the project plans and specifications to eliminate 
the potential of violating any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation. These controls are discussed in Section 4.4 Air 
Quality. 

c.  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under the applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 
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Less Than Significant. Construction controls to be included in the project plans and 
specifications as mitigation measures would reduce construction emissions to less-than-
significant levels avoiding contributing to a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant. These controls are discussed in Section 4.4 Air Quality. 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

No Impact. There are no sensitive receptors adjacent to or within the project area.  

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number people? 

No Impact. This project is a habitat and stream restoration project and would not create 
stationary or long-term sources of odor such as at wastewater treatment plants. Any odors 
attributed to construction emissions would be short-term and rapidly dissipated by air 
movements.  

IV. Biological Resources – Sections 4.5, 4.6, 4.7 and 4.8 

Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Less Than Significant. Several special status wildlife species (Federal, State or TRPA) 
could occur in the project area for foraging or breeding. These include the following: 

• Bald eagle – USFWS de-listed, TRPA Species of Special Interest 
• California spotted owl – USFS LTBMU Sensitive Species, TRPA Species of Special 

Interest 
• Northern goshawk – USFS LTBMU Sensitive Species, TRPA Species of Special 

Interest 
• Great grey owl – USFS LTBMU Sensitive Species 
• Willow flycatcher – USFS LTBMU Sensitive Species, California State-listed 

Endangered 
• Mallard/Waterfowl – USFS LTBMU Management Indicator Species, TRPA Species 

of Special Interest 
• Mule deer – USFS LTBMU Management Indicator Species, TRPA Species of Special 

Interest 
• Sierra Nevada Red Fox – USFS LTBMU Sensitive Species 
• American marten – USFS LTBMU Sensitive Species 
• Great basin rams-horn snail – USFS LTBMU Sensitive Species 
 
Of the species listed above only the Northern goshawk, Willow flycatcher and 
Mallard/Waterfowl have been observed within the project area. The Northern goshawk is 
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considered to be a Sensitive Species for the USFS- LTBMU. The USFS surveyed for the 
Northern goshawk in 2004. A nesting site is located approximately 800 feet northwest of 
the north end of the SLT Airport runway. The project would cause disturbance within a .5 
mile threshold radius defined by TRPA from the nest. The nest has not been active since 
1989. No goshawks have been detected within the project area during 2004 surveys. A 
Limited Operating Period (LOP) between February 15 through September 15 may apply if 
goshawks are detected during future surveys. Protocol level surveys will be required prior 
to project construction.  

The Willow fly catcher is considered to be a Sensitive Species for the USFS-LTBMU and a 
California State-listed Endangered Species. The project would disturb Willow Fly Catcher 
habitat along the river corridor. Prior to project implementation, protocol-level surveys for 
willow flycatchers will be required to be conducted in suitable riparian/meadow habitat 
within 300 feet of a proposed project activity. If willow flycatchers are detected, a LOP 
between June 1 and August 31 will be imposed. The location of the LOP will be 
determined by the consulting wildlife biologist based on site conditions and the type of 
project activity. If no surveys are conducted, an LOP will automatically be implemented in 
suitable habitat within 300 feet of any project activities. Protocol level surveys require 2 
visits. One must be conducted between June 15-25, while the second can be conducted 
between June 1-14 or between June 26-July 15. If snow is gone and spring conditions 
prevail, the first survey can be conducted the first week of June and the second can be 
completed the week of June 15. Overall, the project is expected to increase channel length 
by 14 percent which would be a benefit to Willow flycatcher habitat once the project is 
completed. 

Construction would occur in Mallard/Waterfowl habitat in the project area. However, the 
project is for the purpose of habitat restoration and will result in improved habitat 
conditions once the project is completed.  

Construction impacts could occur to existing migratory bird nests within the project area 
during tree removal. A tree nest survey will be conducted prior to tree removal for any 
trees proposed to be removed between April 1 and August 15. If trees with nests are 
identified during this survey they will be marked and a buffer area developed. These trees 
will not be removed until the nests are gone or after August 15. 

Short term impacts to riparian vegetation and aquatic habitat could occur during 
construction. This project proposes an improvement to the riparian habitat through 
revegetation with native species throughout. Removal of fill material between the Airport 
and the river channel combined with revegetation efforts will expand riparian and meadow 
habitat as well as wetland area. Aquatic habitat disturbances would occur during 
construction, however, mitigation measures have been identified to bring impacts to a less 
than significant level. Mitigation measures for construction disturbances to aquatic 
habitat, wildlife resources, vegetation and wetlands are identified in Sections 4.5, 4.6, 4.7 
and 4.8 respectively. Overall, the project proposes an improvement to aquatic, wildlife and 
vegetation habitat and wetlands.  
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b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Less Than Significant. See answer a above..  

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

 Less Than Significant. Wetlands would be impacted during construction, however, the 
wetland areas will be expanded as part of the project and existing wetlands will be 
improved and/or restored.  

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish 
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

Less Than Significant. The project area contains mapped summer range for the Carson 
deer herd. No mapped migration routes or critical winter, fawning, or summer range 
habitat for the Carson Deer Herd occurs in or near the project area. No mule deer or their 
sign were observed in or near the project. 

Fisheries would be disturbed during construction of the project. A Fish and Game permit 
and US Fish and Wildlife permit will be required prior to construction. Control measures 
shall be implemented to bring impacts to less than significant levels. Ultimately, the 
project proposes to improve fish habitat and fish passage. This will be a net environmental 
benefit for fish and aquatic habitat. 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such 
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

 No Impact. The project is for the purpose of stream and habitat restoration.  The proposed 
project will remove approximately 463 trees over 6” dbh throughout the project. Tree 
removal is allowed according to TRPA regulations when there is no other alternative for 
the proposed project. TRPA Governing Board approval is required for removal of over 100 
trees 14” dbh or greater prior to project construction. Approximately 192 trees 14 inches 
dbh or over will be removed as part of the project. Substantial revegetation and restoration 
is proposed within the SEZ areas and along the existing eroding bank areas. The project 
will not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources 
including the TRPA tree removal policy. The project is consistent with the TRPA 
Environmental Improvement Program and other federal, state and local policies and 
ordinances which establish goals for restoration and other natural resources throughout 
the Tahoe Basin. 



Appendix A 
 CEQA Checklist 

 

A  A-21 

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

No Impact. The project is for the sole purpose of stream and habitat restoration and is in 
conformance will all applicable Conservation Plans. 

V. Cultural Resources – Section 4.9 

Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in '15064.5? 

Less Than Significant. None of the historic resources found within the proposed area of 
disturbance are considered to be significant according to the Upper Truckee River Middle 
Reach Preliminary Restoration Alternative South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County, 
California/Report of Historical Significance of Cultural Resources by Judith Marvin and 
Linda Thorpe of Foothill Resources, October 2007. This report is included in Appendix G 
of the Upper Truckee River Restoration Project, Middle Reaches 3 and 4 Joint 
Environmental Document. 

The project cultural resources mitigation measure states:  

  “In the event of fortuitous discoveries of buried or concealed heritage resources, 
ground disturbance activities should cease in the area of the find and the project 
sponsor should consult a qualified archaeologist for recommended procedures. If 
human remains are inadvertently discovered, California law requires that work must 
stop immediately and the county coroner must be notified. If the remains are Native 
American, AB 297 makes it mandatory that the coroner notifies the members of the 
Washoe Tribe to insure that proper treatment is given to the burial site.” 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to '15064.5? 

Less Than Significant. None of the archaeological resources found within the proposed area 
of disturbance are considered to be significant according to the Upper Truckee River 
Middle Reach Preliminary Restoration Alternative South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County, 
California/Report of Historical Significance of Cultural Resources by Judith Marvin and 
Linda Thorpe of Foothill Resources, October 2007. This report is included in Appendix G 
of the Upper Truckee River Restoration Project, Middle Reaches 3 and 4 Joint 
Environmental Document. 
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The project cultural resources mitigation measure states:  

  “In the event of fortuitous discoveries of buried or concealed heritage resources, 
ground disturbance activities should cease in the area of the find and the project 
sponsor should consult a qualified archaeologist for recommended procedures. If 
human remains are inadvertently discovered, California law requires that work must 
stop immediately and the county coroner must be notified. If the remains are Native 
American, AB 297 makes it mandatory that the coroner notifies the members of the 
Washoe Tribe to insure that proper treatment is given to the burial site.” 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

Less Than Significant. No paleontological resources have been identified within the project 
area. 

The project cultural resources mitigation measure states:  

  “In the event of fortuitous discoveries of buried or concealed heritage resources, 
ground disturbance activities should cease in the area of the find and the project 
sponsor should consult a qualified archaeologist for recommended procedures. If 
human remains are inadvertently discovered, California law requires that work must 
stop immediately and the county coroner must be notified. If the remains are Native 
American, AB 297 makes it mandatory that the coroner notifies the members of the 
Washoe Tribe to insure that proper treatment is given to the burial site.” 

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

 Less Than Significant. The project cultural resources mitigation measure states:  

  “In the event of fortuitous discoveries of buried or concealed heritage resources, 
ground disturbance activities should cease in the area of the find and the project 
sponsor should consult a qualified archaeologist for recommended procedures. If 
human remains are inadvertently discovered, California law requires that work must 
stop immediately and the county coroner must be notified. If the remains are Native 
American, AB 297 makes it mandatory that the coroner notifies the members of the 
Washoe Tribe to insure that proper treatment is given to the burial site.” 

VI. Geology And Soils – Section 4.10 

Would the project: 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
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i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of 
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

 No Impact. The project is a stream and habitat restoration project and will not be 
developing housing or any other structures where people will gather. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

 No Impact. The project does not propose any construction activity that would qualify as 
strong seismic ground shaking. The project is a stream and habitat restoration project and 
will not be developing housing or any other structures where people will gather. 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

 No Impact. The project does not propose any construction activity that will result in 
seismic-related ground failure or liquefaction. The project is a stream and habitat 
restoration project and will not be developing housing or any other structures where 
people will gather. 

iv) Landslides? 

 No Impact. Due to the topography of the project area and the surrounding area, no danger 
from landslides exists. 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less Than Significant. The project is a stream and habitat restoration project and will not 
be developing housing or any other structures where people will gather. Erosion control 
and stabilization measures will be constructed as part of the project and mitigation 
measures are identified in Section 4.10. 

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

 Less Than Significant. According to the results of CDM’s geotechnical study and 
potholing investigations the site appears to be suitable for proposed restoration activities. 
Stabilization measures are identified within the project description in Section 3 and 
mitigation measures are identified in Section 4.10. 

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

No Impact. According to the results of CDM’s geotechnical study the site appears to be 
suitable for proposed restoration activities. 



Appendix A 
CEQA Checklist 

 

A-24  A 

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

 No Impact. The project does not propose the construction of any septic tanks or waste 
water disposal systems. Sewer transport facilities are located in the project area and will  
not be disturbed. Construction controls include avoidance and stabilization measures. 

VII. Hazards And Hazardous Materials – Section 4.11 

Would the project: 

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

 No Impact. The project does not propose the transport, use or disposal of hazardous 
materials. 

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

No Impact. The project design does not involve the use of any hazardous materials. One 
LUST site exists at the Lake Tahoe Airport, however, it is not in the project area, nor near 
enough to conflict with construction activities.  

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

No Impact. The project does not propose the transport, use or disposal of hazardous 
materials and is not located within on-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 

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

 No Impact. One LUST site exists at the Lake Tahoe Airport, however, it is not in the 
project area, nor near enough to conflict with construction activities.  

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

Less Than Significant. Airport take off and landing procedures would be altered during 
construction of the project in Year 1 or Year 2 as a result of the proposed Airport Runway 
Reconstruction project scheduled for the summer of 2008 or 2009. During the Runway 
Reconstruction project the runway will be closed and aircraft will land on the taxiway. 



Appendix A 
 CEQA Checklist 

 

A  A-25 

Airport personnel equipped with aviation radios will be controlling aircraft and vehicle 
movements during construction hours.  

Construction of the project within close proximity to an Airport and within Airport 
property could have potentially significant public safety and hazard impacts. Mitigation 
measures are listed in Section 4.11.6 that would reduce potential significant impacts to 
less than significant during construction. Normal operations at the Airport would already 
be altered during Year 1 or Year 2 of construction. Years 1 and 3 would experience the 
majority of travel through Runway Safety Zones. Therefore, Alternative 2 would pose a 
less than significant impact to public safety and hazards/risk of upset within the project 
area and surrounding the project area. 

A Preliminary Wildlife Hazard Assessment has been conducted for the project area to 
determine if restoration activities could result in attracting more wildlife that could result 
in hazards to air traffic. The Preliminary Wildlife Hazard Assessment determined that the 
project, once constructed, would not result in an increase to the potential of wildlife 
strikes. This report is included in the Administrative Record for the project at the City of 
South Lake Tahoe. 

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

 No Impact. No private airstrip is located near the project area. 

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

 No Impact. The project is to provide water quality improvements to the area. Emergency 
vehicles will be given access if required through the project area. 

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wild land fires, including where wild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wild lands? 

No Impact. The project is located in a non urban area, however urban area is located 
adjacent to the undeveloped land. All construction equipment will be required to include 
spark arresters to avoid ignition of wild land fires. The project area is located in wet 
meadow areas where the potential for wildfires is low. 
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VIII. Hydrology And Water Quality – Section 4.12 

Would the project: 

a.  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

 Less Than Significant. The project is for the purpose of restoration in the area and is being 
designed to meet water quality standards and waste discharge requirements. BMPs and 
mitigation measures identified in Section 3 Project Description and Section 4.12 
Hydrology and Water Quality will bring potential significant impacts to a less than 
significant level. Bank stabilization measures included in the project description will 
ultimately improve conditions within the project area and may help to reduce the 
occurrence of water quality standards violations in the future. 

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

 No Impact. The project is for the purpose of stream and habitat restoration and will raise 
the groundwater table in the project area. The project is not expected to deplete 
groundwater supplies or affect the volume of groundwater available in the project area. 

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

 Less Than Significant. The project would alter the existing drainage pattern, however this 
would be a benefit.  The project is to restore this portion of the Upper Truckee River to a 
more natural channel and increase the floodplain to promote increased overbanking 
frequency and sediment deposition. A new channel would be constructed which would 
alter the existing drainage pattern. However, this approach is consistent with current 
Tahoe Basin restoration management approaches. The goal of the project is to restore plant 
and wildlife habitat by increasing floodplain area which could result in an overall 
improvement to the water quality of Lake Tahoe by reducing sediment load reaching the 
lake. It is anticipated that this action will improve the riparian habitat and ultimately 
improve water quality. Permanent bank and soil stabilization measures and temporary 
BMPs will be implemented during construction to help to reduce erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site. 

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



Appendix A 
 CEQA Checklist 

 

A  A-27 

 Less Than Significant. The project is a stream and habitat restoration project and will be 
designed to not increase the rate or amount of surface runoff, thus, not increasing flooding 
potential off-site. Some flooding may occur in newly created wetland and meadow area 
along the river corridors, however, this will be for the purpose of restoring habitat and will 
be beneficial to the environment, not posing a threat to any urban area. Entrix has modeled 
future flooding conditions and no increase in flooding is expected to result. See response to 
question c above. 

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

Less Than Significant. The project includes construction of a new channel in a portion of 
the UTR. This would require filling of the existing channel in this area once the new 
channel is ready to be brought online. Natural materials such as logs, boulders, rocks and 
gravel are proposed to be placed within portions of the existing river channel to provide 
bank stabilization and habitat improvements for river restoration efforts. However, these 
measures would be implemented to restore the river and surrounding meadow area. 

During construction, the potential for a discharge to surface waters could increase. 
Temporary BMPs would be implemented during construction to bring potential impacts 
to water quality to a less than significant level. These BMPs are described in Section 3 
Project Description and Section 4.12 of the Upper Truckee River Restoration Project, 
Middle Reaches 3 and 4 Joint Environmental Document.  

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

 Less Than Significant. See responses to questions VIII.a through VIII.e above. 

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

 No Impact. The project does not propose any new housing. 

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or 
redirect flood flows? 

 No Impact. The project is located within the 100-year floodplain of the Upper Truckee 
River. The project proposes some habitat structures using natural materials such as 
boulders and logs. These structures may redirect flows into a more natural looking channel 
for the purpose of stream and habitat restoration. Flows will not be impeded and redirected 
flows will improve the natural function of the stream and riparian areas. 
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i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

 No Impact. The project will not increase flooding potential on or off the site. 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

 No Impact. The project does not propose any new development or modifications that could 
be affected by a seiche, tsunami or mudflow. 

IX. Land Use And Planning – Section 4.13 

Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established community? 

 No Impact. The project does not propose any improvements that could physically divide 
the community. 

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

 No Impact. The project is consistent with applicable land use plans, policies and 
regulations. The project will not conflict with habitat conservation plans. The project will 
restore habitat within the project area. No impacts to land use are foreseen. 

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

 No Impact. The project area is located within a habitat conservation zone. The project is for 
the purpose of stream and habitat restoration; therefore, it is consistent with the 
conservation plan for the area. 

X. Mineral Resources 

Would the project: 

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

 No Impact. No mineral resources are located in the project area. 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 
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No Impact. The project does not propose the use of an important mineral resource. No 
mineral recovery site is located in the project area. 

XI. Noise – Section 4.14 

Would the project result in: 

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

 No Impact. Construction noise is exempt form noise limitation regulations according to 
the TRPA Code of Ordinances. Maximum construction noise levels would comply with El 
Dorado County noise standards. 

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

 Less Than Significant. Temporary ground borne vibrations or ground borne noise levels 
may be higher than normal during construction. However, they are not proposed to be 
excessive beyond normal construction activity. Construction controls are proposed and 
discussed within the Section 4.14, Noise. 

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

 No Impact. Any increase to ambient noise levels will be temporary during construction. 
Construction controls are proposed and discussed within the Section 4.14, Noise. 

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

 Less Than Significant. Ambient noise levels will be increased during construction. 
Construction controls are included in Section 4.14, Noise for the project associated with 
the operation of equipment. All construction equipment shall be equipped with mufflers or 
equivalent noise-attenuating devices.  

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

 Less Than Significant. The project will not result in excessive noise beyond that required 
for construction. 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
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 No Impact. The project is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. It is located next to a 
public airport. 

XII. Population And Housing  

Would the project: 

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

 No Impact. The project is a stream and habitat restoration project and has no effect on 
population growth. 

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

 No Impact. The project is a stream and habitat restoration project and will have no effect 
on housing. 

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

 No Impact. The project is a stream and habitat restoration project and will have no effect 
on housing.  

XIII. Public Services 

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

Fire protection? 

No Impact. The project is a stream and habitat restoration project and will not increase 
demand for fire protection services.  

Police protection? 

No Impact. The project is stream and habitat restoration project and will not increase 
demand for police protection services. 
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Schools? 

No Impact. The project is a stream and habitat restoration project and will not increase 
demand for new schools. 

Parks? 

No Impact. The project is a habitat and stream restoration project and will not increase 
demand for new parks. 

Other public facilities? 

No Impact. The project is a stream and habitat restoration project and will not increase 
demand for other public facilities. 

XIV. Recreation – Section 4.15 

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

 No Impact. The project is a stream and habitat restoration project and will not increase the 
use of any recreational facilities in the area. 

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

 Less Than Significant. Several existing trails along the Airport Reach would be fenced off 
during construction. These trails are on Airport property and are not open to the public. 
Because members of the public often use the trails on the Airport property, signs would be 
posted to warn them of the construction activities and restricted areas. All trail-related 
impacts would occur on private or restricted property and therefore there would be no 
impact to public recreation. 

Boating on the river through the project area would be restricted periodically during times 
of low flow when in-channel work is being performed in Years 1, 2 and 3. This is unlikely 
to affect recreation as boaters are generally not interested in using the river during times 
of low flow. Signs would be posted upstream at the Elks Club where boaters access the 
river stating that construction work is being implemented along the river and list 
restricted time periods. Other areas upstream and downstream of the proposed project site 
would still be open for boating.  The river would be restored at the close of construction 
and water-related recreation would be allowed to resume. Overall, the project would have a 
less-than-significant impact to recreation. 



Appendix A 
CEQA Checklist 

 

A-32  A 

XV. Transportation/Traffic – Section 4.16 

Would the project: 

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

 Less Than Significant. The project will require the temporary transport of material to and 
from the site during construction and daily vehicle worker traffic to and from the site. The 
analysis included in Section 4.16 of the Upper Truckee River Restoration Project, Middle 
Reaches 3 and 4 Joint Environmental Document determines that the project would have 
no adverse impacts to automobile traffic and circulation. There could be short term impacts 
during construction, however, the impacts are not considered to be significant according to 
applicable traffic standards. 

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established 
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 

Less Than Significant. On all roads within the study area, the temporary addition of up to 
60 vehicle trips per day would not cause the volume to capacity ratio to exceed 1.0 and 
therefore not cause a decrease to the LOS. Although the project volume to capacity ratio 
along Highway 50 would approach 1.0, the existing volume to capacity ratio is already 
approaching 1.0, and the 0.002 temporary increase to the ratio would not be significant.  

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

 Less Than Significant. During construction, heavy equipment would enter the site 
through the airfield, and this could potentially conflict with air traffic.  The transport of 
equipment would be limited to the beginning and end of the indicated construction 
periods, with some additional trips when necessary. During the first or second year of 
construction, the Airport runway project would simultaneously be under construction 
requiring specific air traffic planning and a reduction in air traffic. This would reduce 
some of the potential conflict with air traffic operations. In years when the Airport runway 
project is not under construction, mitigation measures discussed in Section 4.16 of the 
Upper Truckee River Restoration Project, Middle Reaches 3 and 4 Joint Environmental 
Document would be required to avoid conflicts and safety hazards associated with the 
transport of equipment on the airfield.  

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

 No Impact. The project is for the purpose of stream and habitat restoration. No design 
features will conflict with automobile traffic. 
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e. Result in inadequate emergency access? 

 No Impact. Emergency access will not change as a result of this project. 

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

No Impact. The project description includes adequate parking for daily construction 
workers. No other demand for parking would be created as a result of the project.  

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

No Impact. The project is a stream and habitat restoration project and will not conflict 
with any adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. 

XVI. Utilities And Service Systems – Section 4.17 

Would the project: 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board? 

 No Impact. The project will not be discharging any water to the sewer system. 

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

No Impact. The project is stream and habitat restoration project and does not increase 
demand for wastewater treatment.  

c. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

 Less Than Significant. The project description includes the construction of temporary 
stormwater drainage facilities to be used during construction. The project also proposes the 
alteration of an existing river channel for the benefit of riparian habitat and other 
environmental resources. Temporary BMPs will be implemented during construction to 
bring impacts to water quality to a less than significant level. These measures are 
described in the Upper Truckee River Restoration Project, Middle Reaches 3 and 4 Joint 
Environmental Document in Sections 3 Project Description and Section 4.12 Hydrology 
and Water Quality. 

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 
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 No Impact. The project is a stream and habitat restoration project and will require the use 
of water for irrigation during plant establishment. This water will come from either the 
Upper Truckee River, groundwater or the public water system. Entitlements will be 
pursued if required. 

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or 
may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the projects projected 
demand in addition to the providers existing commitments? 

 No Impact. The project will not require a will serve determination from the wastewater 
treatment provider.  

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
projects solid waste disposal needs? 

 No Impact. Solid waste is required to be hauled to a City approved dump site. 

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

 No Impact. The proposed project would comply with all federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste. Fill removed from the site will be disposed of at an 
approved location on the Airport property. 

XVII. Mandatory Findings Of Significance 

a.  Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory? 

Less Than Significant. The project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory. The project will improve fish, wildlife and plant habitat. With mitigation 
measures imposed during construction the project will not impact cultural resources 
beyond less than significant levels. 

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

Less Than Significant. Other projects planned along the Upper Truckee River and within 
the Sierra Tract Erosion Control Project area would likely be under construction at some 
point during the 3-year construction period for the Airport Reach project. Water Quality 
impacts from construction and during the seasoning period for new channel alignments 
along the river could occur during a major storm event. BMPs would be implemented 
along all of the projects along the Upper Truckee River Middle Reach. This would help to 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. BMPS proposed for use on the Airport 
Reach project include those listed in the Upper Truckee River Restoration Project, Middle 
Reaches 3 and 4 Joint Environmental Document Sections 3 Project Description and 4.12.7 
Hydrology and Water Quality. Many of the other Upper Truckee River Restoration 
projects have not chosen a recommended alternative so BMPs have not been identified. It is 
likely that most of the projects would implement BMPs similar to those listed in the Joint 
Environmental Document. A significant amount of coordination between the projects 
would take place since many of the projects share funding agencies, lead agencies, property 
ownership and design teams. 

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

Less Than Significant. The only potential impact to human beings would be a possible 
wildlife air strike. A Preliminary Wildlife Hazard Assessment has been conducted for the 
project area to determine if restoration activities could result in attracting more wildlife 
that could result in hazards to air traffic. The Preliminary Wildlife Hazard Assessment 
determined that the project, once constructed, would not result in an increase to the 
potential of wildlife strikes. This report is included in the Administrative Record for the 
project at the City of South Lake Tahoe. 
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Appendix C 
Glossary of Terms 
 

Aggradation -continual sediment deposition in the channel over a relatively long time 
period (i.e. years) that can result in an increased number and/or volume of in-channel 
bars, and possibly overall raising of the bed elevation. 

Alluvial deposits - sediment that was deposited by UT River water. 

Channelization - widening, deepening and/or straightening of natural streams. 
Channelization often includes periodic dredging, riparian vegetation removal, and 
bank protection. Waterways are often channelized to make room for development, 
prevent meandering, and provide flood protection. 

Channel capacity - measured at a cross-section refers to how much flow the channel 
can convey at the point where the water surface elevation is equal to the top of bank 
elevation of the lowest bank. Once the river’s flow exceeds the channel capacity, 
incipient flooding (overtopping of the banks) begins. 

Colluvial deposits - sediment that originates from hillslope erosion. 

Competence - The competence of a river is the maximum particle size that it is able to 
transport. 

D50 - median grain diameter (in mm) in which 50 percent of the sampled particles are 
finer. Similarly, the D16 (a measure of fine material) is the grain size in which 16 
percent are finer, D84 (a measure of coarse material) the size at which 84 percent are 
finer, etc. 

Degradation - continual sediment erosion in the channel over a relatively long time 
period (i.e. years) that can result in a decrease in the number and/or volume of in-
channel bars, and possibly overall lowering of the bed elevation. 

Dynamic channel stability - state in which a set of self-regulating or cyclic 
mechanisms creates adjustments in stream processes over time without net 
aggradation of degradation of the channel bed. A channel in dynamic equilibrium is 
able to adjust to changes in independent variables, namely sediment load and 
discharge, while maintaining stability of form and process (Leopold and Others 1964). 
A channel in dynamic equilibrium may still undergo episodes of scour, fill, and lateral 
migration. However, these episodes are short-term variations over geologic time 
scales. 

Flow conveyance capacity – see channel capacity. 
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Headcutting - upstream propagation and lowering of the bed elevation through 
degradation. Headcuts often form in response to channel incision can travel upstream 
until an equilibrium bed slope is attained. 

Incision - erosive downcutting/degradation of the channel that over time lowers the 
bed elevation with respect to the top of the bank elevation. In the UT River in CSLT 
study area, the top of the bank elevation is the meadow surface, which because of 
incision, has been transformed from a floodplain to a terrace. The most common 
factors leading to channel incision are direct human manipulation of the channel (e.g. 
straightening, confining), decrease in sediment supply, and increased peak flows. 

Lacustrine deposits - sediment that was lake deposited in the past when Lake Tahoe 
had a higher elevation that extended into the CSLT study area. 

Lateral confinement - streams that are not free to meander back and forth in a 
sinuous pattern. Streams can have a naturally straight planform and be naturally 
laterally confined because of the presence of erosion resistant material (e.g. bedrock, 
glacial lag deposits). In the case of the lower UT River, lateral confinement is mostly 
due to channelization and incision. 

Over-widening - occurs when high rates of bank erosion increase channel width to a 
point where channel width is out of equilibrium with the prevailing flow regime and 
sediment loads carried by the UT River. Over-widening increases channel capacity 
and sediment erosion, and negatively impacts aquatic ecosystems by decreasing flow 
depths. 

Planform - the river’s pattern/alignment as viewed from above.  

Sinuosity - the ratio of channel length to downvalley length, and is a measure of 
meandering, or the degree to which a channel deviates from a straight planform. A 
perfectly straight channel has the lowest sinuosity with a value of 1.0. Higher 
sinuosities indicate a greater degree of channel meandering. Typically, low sinuosity 
channels are considered to have values less than 1.2, moderately sinuous channels 
range from 1.2-1.5, and highly sinuous channels have sinuosities greater than 1.5. 




