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3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

Organized by environmental resource category, Chapter 3, “Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences,” provides an integrated discussion of the affected environment including regulatory and
environmental settings and environmental consequences including impacts and mitigation measures to reduce or
avoid potentially significant impacts associated with implementation of the alternatives. Section 3.16 discusses
cumulative impacts and mitigation measures for all resource areas. The project’s relationship to Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency (TRPA) environmental carrying capacity thresholds is described in the Chapter 4, “Other
Required Sections,” Section 4.6, “Consequences for Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities.”

3.1 APPROACH TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
3.1.1 CEQA, NEPA, AND TRPA REQUIREMENTS

As described previously in Chapter 2, this is a joint environmental document prepared to serve as an
environmental impact report (EIR) under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), environmental
impact statement (EIS) under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and EIS under TRPA’s Code of
Ordinances and Rules of Procedure. The environmental analysis in Chapter 3 combines the requirements of each
of these environmental laws, their relevant regulations, and in the TRPA case, ordinances and rules. Each set of
provisions is very similar as to purpose and general content. Terminology and some details about document
contents vary between the three sets of environmental requirements. This EIR/EIS/EIS contains elements to
satisfy all three.

CEQA

The State CEQA Guidelines explain that an EIR must evaluate environmental impacts associated with the project
and identify feasible mitigation for any potentially significant impacts. All phases of a proposed project, including
development and operation, are evaluated in the analysis (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2). The EIR
must identify significant or potentially significant effects on the environment, which consist of substantial or
potentially substantial adverse changes on the physical environment resulting from implementation of the project.

An EIR must also discuss inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable local and regional plans
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[d]).

An EIR must describe any feasible measures that could minimize significant adverse impacts, and the measures
are to be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4[a]). Mitigation measures are not required for effects that are found to be less
than significant.

NEPA

If a Federal agency determines that a project would significantly affect the human environment, an EIS must be
prepared. This does not preclude the identification of significant environmental effects in a NEPA EIS; however,
environmental effects need to be discussed in terms of their context and intensity. In addition, while CEQA
focuses on significant impacts of a proposed project, NEPA states that both beneficial and adverse impacts should
be presented in an EIS. It is permissible for Federal and state lead agencies to use different thresholds for
determining the need for mitigation.

Any major Federal action with the potential to cause environmental effects is subject to NEPA compliance. CEQ
regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1507.3) require that Federal agencies “adopt procedures to
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ensure that decisions are made in accordance with the policies and purposes of the Act.” It is the responsibility of
the agencies to designate major decision points in their programs to ensure that NEPA process is in
correspondence. Whenever Reclamation is considering an action, the NEPA process is integrated into the project
planning and decision-making processes.

The CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA specify that a Federal agency preparing an EIS must consider the
effects of the alternatives on the environment; these include effects on ecological, aesthetic, historical, cultural,
and social resources, and economic and health effects. Environmental effects include direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects (defined below in Sections 3.1.2 and 3.1.3). An EIS must also discuss possible conflicts with
the objectives of Federal, State, regional, and local land use plans, policies, or controls for the area concerned,;
energy requirements and conservation potential; and urban quality, historic and cultural resources, and the design
of the built environment. An EIS must identify relevant, reasonable mitigation measures that are not already
included in the project alternatives that could avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, eliminate or compensate for the
project’s adverse environmental effects. (40 CFR 1502.14, 1502.16, 1508.8.)

TRPA

TRPA Code of Ordinances states that an EIS shall identify significant environmental impacts of the proposed
project, any significant adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the project be implemented
and mitigation measures which must be implemented to assure meeting standards of the Lake Tahoe Basin. In
assessing the impact of a proposed project on the natural and social environment, the lead agency should evaluate
the relationship between local short-term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance and enhancement of
long-term productivity as well as any significant irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources that
would be involved if the proposed project was implemented. The EIS shall also evaluate growth-inducing impact
of the proposed project (TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 5.8.B).

The following discussions present the organization and general assumptions used in the environmental analysis
contained in this EIR/EIS/EIS. The reader is referred to the individual technical sections regarding specific
assumptions, methodology, and significance criteria used in the analysis.

3.1.2 SECTION CONTENTS AND DEFINITION OF TERMS

The environmental setting, impacts, and mitigation measures have been prepared using NEPA terminology
(affected environment, environmental consequences [generally], and mitigation measures). Chapter 3 is organized
into the following environmental topic areas:

Section 3.2, Land Use

Section 3.3, Hydrology and Flooding

Section 3.4, Geomorphology and Water Quality

Section 3.5, Biological Resources (Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, Vegetation and Wildlife)
Section 3.6, Earth Resources

Section 3.7, Scenic Resources

Section 3.8, Recreation

Section 3.9, Cultural Resources

Section 3.10, Transportation, Parking, and Circulation

Section 3.11, Air Quality

Section 3.12, Noise

Section 3.13, Public Services and Utilities

Section 3.14, Human Health and Risk of Upset

Section 3.15, Population and Housing, Socioeconomics, and Environmental Justice
Section 3.16, Cumulative Impacts
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Sections 3.2 through 3.15 follow the same general format:

“Affected Environment” consists of two subsections: Regulatory Setting and Environmental Setting, which
include the following information:

» Regulatory Setting identifies the plans, policies, laws, and regulations that are relevant to each resource area
and describes permits and other approvals necessary to implement the project. As noted above, the
EIR/EIS/EIS needs to address possible conflicts between alternatives and the objectives of Federal, State,
regional, or local formally adopted land use plans, policies, or controls for the area. Therefore, this subsection
summarizes or lists the potentially relevant policies and objectives, such as from the applicable Plan Area
Statements and Lake Tahoe Regional Plan

» Environmental Setting provides an overview of the existing physical environmental conditions in the area
that could be affected by implementation of the alternatives (i.e., the “affected environment”) in accordance
with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 and NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.15).

“Environmental Consequences” discusses the effects of the project on the environment, in accordance with
State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15125 and 15143, NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.16) and Section 5.8.B(3) of
TRPA'’s Code of Ordinances, which requires identification of significant unavoidable impacts and with Section
5.8.D of TRPA’s Code of Ordinances, which calls for “required findings” in conjunction with the identification of
significant unavoidable impacts. The following discussions are included in this subsection:

This section also provides mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant effects of the proposed project to
the extent feasible. The mitigation measures are numbered to correspond with the impact addressed by the
mitigation measure.

This section also describes whether mitigation measures would reduce project impacts to less-than-significant
levels.

» Methods and Assumptions describes the methods, process, procedures, and/or assumptions used to
formulate and conduct the impact analysis. Where relevant, this section may also include dialogue on any
issue that is not discussed in the impacts section (i.e., where no impact would be expected and the reasoning
behind this conclusion).

» Significance Criteria provides the criteria used in this document to define the level at which an impact would
be considered significant in accordance with CEQA, NEPA, and TRPA Code of Ordinances. Significance
criteria used in this EIR/EIS/EIS are based on the checklist presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA
Guidelines; the TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist, factual or scientific information and data; and
regulatory standards of Federal, State, and local agencies. While CEQA requires a determination of impact
significance for each impact discussed in an EIR based on significance criteria, NEPA does not require this
for an EIS. Under NEPA, preparation of an EIS is triggered if a federal action has the potential to
“significantly affect the quality of the human environment,” which is based on the context and intensity for
each potential impact. The significance thresholds used in this EIS/EIR also encompass the factors taken into
account under NEPA to evaluate the context and the intensity of the effects of an action Effects on
environmental threshold carrying capacities (thresholds) of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact were
evaluated. The project’s effects on thresholds are described in Chapter 4, “Other Required Sections,” Section
4.6, “Consequences for Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities.”

» Project-Related Impacts are listed numerically and sequentially throughout each section, for each
alternative. Project impacts are numbered sequentially for Alternatives 1 through 5 in each section. For
example, impacts in Section 3.3 are numbered 3.3-1(Alt. 1), 3.3-2(Alt. 1), and so on for Alternative 1 and
impacts in Section 3.3 for Alternative 2 are numbered 3.3-1(Alt. 2), 3.3-2(Alt. 2), and so on. A bold font
impact statement precedes the discussion of each impact and provides a summary of each impact and its level
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of significance. The discussion that follows the impact statement includes the analysis on which a conclusion
is based regarding the level of impact. Impact conclusions are made using the significance criteria described
above and include consideration of the “context” of the action and the “intensity” (severity) of its effects in
accordance with NEPA guidance (40 CFR 1508.27).

The level of impact of the alternatives is determined by comparing estimated effects with baseline conditions.
Under CEQA, the existing environmental setting (as defined above) normally represents baseline conditions
against which impacts are compared to determine significance. Under NEPA, the No-Action Alternative
(expected future conditions without the project) is the baseline against which the effects of alternatives are
compared to determine the relative intensity of effects among the alternatives.

Alternative-specific analyses are conducted to evaluate each potential impact on the existing environment.
This assessment also specifies why impacts are found to be significant, potentially significant, or less than
significant, or why there is no environmental impact. Where after detailed analysis of available scientific
information findings are too uncertain to reach an appropriate conclusion a conclusion of “too speculative”
was made, only after thorough analysis. The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 notes that “If, after
thorough investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the
agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact.” A significant impact is defined for
CEQA purposes as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions
within the area affected by the project. A potentially significant impact is one that, if it were to occur, would
be considered a significant impact; however, the occurrence of the impact is uncertain. A “potentially
significant” impact and “significant” impact are treated the same under CEQA in terms of procedural
requirements and the need to identify feasible mitigation. A less-than-significant impact is one that would not
result in a substantial adverse change in the physical environment.

Both direct and indirect effects of the alternatives are evaluated for each environmental resource area. Direct
effects are those that are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. Indirect effects are
reasonably foreseeable consequences that may occur at a later time or at a distance that is removed from the
project area, such as growth-inducing effects and other effects related to changes in land use patterns,
population density, or growth rate, and related effects on the physical environment.

Cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 3.16, not within each resource section and the approach is
discussed in more detail below.

» Mitigation Measures are presented where feasible to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for
significant and potentially significant impacts of the project, in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines
(Section 15126.4) and NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1508.20) and TRPA Code of Ordinances. Each mitigation
measure is identified numerically to correspond with the number of the impact being mitigated by the
measure. If more than one mitigation measure is identified for an impact they are identified alphabetically.
For example, mitigation measures in Section 3.3 are numbered 3.3-1A(Alt. 1), 3.3-1B(Alt. 1), 3.3-2A(Alt. 1),
3.3-2B(Alt. 1), and so on for Alternative 1 and impacts in Section 3.3 for Alternative 2 are numbered 3.3-
1(Alt. 2), 3.3-2A(Alt. 2), 3.3-2B(Alt. 2), and so on. There are no mitigation measures proposed when the
impact is determined to be “less than significant.” Where sufficient feasible mitigation is not available to
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level, the impacts are identified as remaining “significant and
unavoidable.”

3.1.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS
DEFINITION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are defined in the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15355) as “two or more individual effects
which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.”
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A cumulative impact occurs from “the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of
the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, projects taking place over a
period of time.” Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[a], the discussion in this EIR/EIS/EIS
focuses on significant and potentially significant cumulative impacts.

The NEPA regulations define a cumulative impact as “the impact on the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7).
Cumulative effects can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions over time and differ
from indirect impacts (40 CFR 1508.8). They are caused by the incremental increase in total environmental
effects, when the evaluated project is added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

TRPA Code of Ordinances and Rules of Procedure do not include a definition of cumulative impacts. However,
TRPA looks to NEPA and CEQA for guidance in assessing cumulative impacts (and thus the analysis contained
in this document is sufficient for TRPA purposes).

METHODOLOGY

To identify the projects to be analyzed in the evaluation of cumulative impacts, Section 15130(b) of the State
CEQA Guidelines recommends:

» the list approach, which entails listing past, present, and probable future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency; or

» the projection approach, which uses a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related
planning document, or in a prior environmental document that has been adopted or certified, which described
or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.

The approach and geographic scope of the cumulative impact evaluation vary depending on the environmental
topic area being analyzed. Section 3.16, “Cumulative Impacts,” presents impacts and mitigation measures for each
environmental topic area for Alternatives 1-5 (using a combined approach but discussing any differences in
impacts or mitigation measures). Each impact begins with a summary of the approach and the geographic area
relevant to that environmental topic area. For most environmental topic areas, the list approach is used. The list of
potentially relevant projects as well as detailed methodology and relevant planning documents are discussed in
detail in Section 3.16, “Cumulative Impacts”.
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3.2 LAND USE

This section describes the regulatory background, existing land uses in the study area and vicinity, and impacts of
the proposed alternatives on land use. As described in Chapter 1, “Introduction and Statement of Purpose and
Need,” the proposed alternatives would not have an impact on agricultural resources; therefore, this topic will not
be discussed further. Cumulative effects are discussed in Section 3.16, “Cumulative Impacts.”

3.2.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

REGULATORY SETTING
Federal

No Federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws related to land use are applicable to the proposed alternatives
under consideration.

State
State Parks

The following Public Resource Code sections are relevant to land use within the within the study area and are
listed below:

» 5002.2.(a) Following classification or reclassification of a unit by the State Park and Recreation Commission,
and prior to the development of any new facilities in any previously classified unit, the department shall
prepare a general plan or revise any existing plan, as the case may be, for the unit. The general plan shall
consist of elements that will evaluate and define the proposed land uses, facilities, concessions, operation of
the unit, any environmental impacts, and the management of resources, and shall serve as a guide for the
future development, management, and operation of the unit. The general plan constitutes a report on a project
for the purposes of Section 21100. The general plan for a unit shall be submitted by the department to the
State Park and Recreation Commission for approval.

» 5019.50. All units that are or shall become a part of the state park system, except those units or parts of units
designated by the Legislature as wilderness areas pursuant to Chapter 1.3 (commencing with Section
5093.30), or where subject to any other provision of law, including Section 5019.80 and Avrticle 1
(commencing with Section 36600) of Chapter 7 of Division 27, shall be classified by the State Park and
Recreation Commission into one of the categories specified in this article. Classification of state marine
reserves, state marine parks, and state marine conservation areas, requires the concurrence of the Fish and
Game Commission for restrictions to be placed upon the use of living marine resources.

» 5019.53. State parks consist of relatively spacious areas of outstanding scenic or natural character, oftentimes
also containing significant historical, archaeological, ecological, geological, or other similar values. The
purpose of state parks shall be to preserve outstanding natural, scenic, and cultural values, indigenous aquatic
and terrestrial fauna and flora, and the most significant examples of ecological regions of California, such as
the Sierra Nevada, northeast volcanic, great valley, coastal strip, Klamath-Siskiyou Mountains, southwest
mountains and valleys, redwoods, foothills and low coastal mountains, and desert and desert mountains.

Each state park shall be managed as a composite whole in order to restore, protect, and maintain its native
environmental complexes to the extent compatible with the primary purpose for which the park was
established.
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Improvements undertaken within state parks shall be for the purpose of making the areas available for public
enjoyment and education in a manner consistent with the preservation of natural, scenic, cultural, and
ecological values for present and future generations. Improvements may be undertaken to provide for
recreational activities including, but not limited to, camping, picnicking, sightseeing, nature study, hiking, and
horseback riding, so long as those improvements involve no major modification of lands, forests, or waters.
Improvements that do not directly enhance the public's enjoyment of the natural, scenic, cultural, or
ecological values of the resource, which are attractions in themselves, or which are otherwise available to the
public within a reasonable distance outside the park, shall not be undertaken within state parks.

State parks may be established in the terrestrial or nonmarine aquatic (lake or stream) environments of the
state.

» 5019.56. State recreation units consist of areas selected, developed, and operated to provide outdoor
recreational opportunities. The units shall be designated by the commission by naming, in accordance with
Avrticle 1 (commencing with Section 5001) and this article relating to classification.

In the planning of improvements to be undertaken within state recreation units, consideration shall be given to
compatibility of design with the surrounding scenic and environmental characteristics.

State recreation units may be established in the terrestrial or nonmarine aquatic (lake or stream) environments
of the state and shall be further classified as one of the following types:

(a) State recreation areas, consisting of areas selected and developed to provide multiple recreational
opportunities to meet other than purely local needs. The areas shall be selected for their having terrain capable
of withstanding extensive human impact and for their proximity to large population centers, major routes of
travel, or proven recreational resources such as manmade or natural bodies of water. Areas containing
ecological, geological, scenic, or cultural resources of significant value shall be preserved within state
wildernesses, state reserves, state parks, or natural or cultural preserves, or, for those areas situated seaward of
the mean high tide line, shall be designated state marine reserves, state marine parks, state marine
conservation areas, or state marine cultural preservation areas.

Improvements may be undertaken to provide for recreational activities, including, but not limited to, camping,
picnicking, swimming, hiking, bicycling, horseback riding, boating, waterskiing, diving, winter sports,
fishing, and hunting.

Improvements to provide for urban or indoor formalized recreational activities shall not be undertaken within
state recreation areas.

Lake Valley SRA General Plan

The California Parks and Recreation Commission classified Lake Valley State Recreation Area (SRA) in March
1987. This action included continuation of golfing and existing winter recreation activity as a formalized
departmental objective (State Parks 1988:14). Section 5002.2 of the Public Resources Code requires State Parks
to prepare a general plan or revise any existing plan after the State Park and Recreation Commission has classified
or reclassified a unit of the State Park System, and before any new facilities are developed in a previously
classified unit. To satisfy this requirement for the unit in which the study area for this project is located, State
Parks prepared and adopted the Lake Valley State Recreation Area General Plan on May 13, 1988 (State Parks
1988). The general plan provides guidelines for long-term management and development of Lake Valley SRA.
Lake Valley SRA and Washoe Meadows SP were purchased as one unit in 1985, but subdivided into two units
because of existing golf course.

The Land Use Element of the General Plan determines uses of land within the SRA for providing recreational
opportunities and public facilities consistent with the programs and policies identified in the General Plan’s
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Resource Element. It identifies developed and undeveloped land uses and provides recommendations for future
uses within the SRA.

Specifically, the purpose of Lake Valley SRA, as described in the General Plan, is to make available an 18-hole
golf course and the scenic Upper Truckee River and its environs for the enjoyment and inspiration of the public.
State Parks must balance the objectives of providing optimum recreational opportunities and maintaining the
highest standards of environmental protection. According to the General Plan purpose statement, State Parks must
define and execute a management program for the unit that perpetuates the unit’s declared values, providing for
golfing and other compatible summer and winter recreation opportunities while restoring the natural character and
ecological values of the Upper Truckee River, protecting its water quality, and protecting and interpreting
significant natural, cultural, and scientific values.

Lake Valley State Recreation Area River Management Plan—Upper Truckee River

The General Plan called for preparation and implementation of a river management plan the purpose of which
would be to restore a more natural channel configuration, to control unnatural bank erosion rates and to restore
riparian habitat along the Upper Truckee River. The General Plan also stated that alternative methods of bank
stabilization that minimize hard engineering would be given foremost consideration. State Parks landscape
architect began preparation of the Lake Valley State Recreation Area River Management Plan—Upper Truckee
River in the late 1990’s. It was a draft internal planning study to provide informal guidelines for the management
and development of Lake Valley SRA. At the time of plan preparation, it was assumed that the golf course would
remain in its current configuration. The internal draft plan took the approach of combining erosion control and
with golf recreation enhancement without reconfiguring the golf course. The river management plan only
progressed to a partial internal draft and was never completed or formerly adopted by State Parks or reviewed
under CEQA, and the effort was terminated because it did not meet the goals in the general plan to restore the
Upper Truckee River. Instead a more detailed river analysis of the upper watershed was conducted by Swanson
Hydrology, entitled “Upper Truckee River Upper Reach Environmental Assessment” (2004), as well as the Upper
Truckee River Restoration Project — Riparian Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Report (River Run Consulting
2006), which provided the foundation information for developing the river restoration concepts of the proposed
project. Consequently, the River Management Plan does not provide direction to current restoration planning
efforts at Lake Valley SRA.

Washoe Meadows State Park

According to the unit’s purpose statement, adopted in 2000, the purpose of Washoe Meadows SP is to preserve
and protect a wet meadow area associated with Angora Creek and the Upper Truckee River at the southwest side
of the Tahoe Basin. The unit’s associated forest areas sustain Jeffrey pine and an exceptionally large specimen of
lodgepole pine (this tree has since died of natural causes). The unit contains 14 Native American occupancy sites
and remnants of a historic dairy, and is contiguous to other public lands important for their open-space values and
recreational uses. State Parks is responsible for preserving, protecting, restoring, interpreting, and managing the
unit’s natural, cultural, and aesthetic resources, features, and values, and for making them available to the public
for their educational, inspirational, and recreational benefits (State Parks 2000Db).

Informal parking, trails, and signage provide initial public access and information to park visitors. Because no
new facilities have been proposed or developed within Washoe Meadows, no general plan has been prepared for
this unit.

California State Lands Commission

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) has jurisdiction and management authority over 4.5 million acres
of land held in trust for Californians. The commission’s jurisdiction includes the beds of navigable rivers, sloughs,
and navigable lakes, including the California portion of Lake Tahoe and the Upper Truckee River. The State of
California holds these lands for the public-trust purposes of water-related commerce, navigation, fisheries,
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environmental preservation, recreation, and open space. Based on its public-trust authority, CSLC reviews and
may grant dredging permits and issue land-use leases for activities within its jurisdiction. It does not have a
comprehensive use plan for these lands but manages them according to State laws and regulations.

CSLC regulates an established public trust for navigable waterways within California. The public-trust doctrine is
the principle that certain resources are preserved for public use, and that the government is required to maintain it
for the public’s reasonable use. This public-trust easement allows access along the river channel. The use of
public-trust lands is generally limited to water-dependent or related activities: commerce, navigation, fisheries,
environmental preservation, recreation, and open space.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
1987 Regional Plan

TRPA implements its authority to regulate growth and development in the Lake Tahoe region through the
Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin (Regional Plan). The Regional Plan includes several documents relevant
to land use: environmental threshold carrying capacities, Goals and Policies, Code of Ordinances, Plan Area
Statements, and Water Quality Management Plan. Chapter 5, “Compliance with Applicable Federal Laws and
Executive Orders and State Laws and Regulations,” of this draft EIR/EIS/EIS provides additional information on
TRPA and other agency regulatory and planning processes for the Tahoe Basin.

The 1987 Regional Plan had a 20-year scope and is currently being reviewed and updated through a collaborative
effort led by TRPA. These agencies are working together to update several important environmental documents
for the Tahoe Basin. These Regional Plan updates will guide land management, resource management, and
environmental regulations in the Tahoe Basin over the next 20 years. The Regional Plan update is anticipated to
be completed by 2011. For Pathway, TRPA is reevaluating nine environmental threshold carrying capacities
(thresholds) it established previously to define the levels of environmental quality desired for the region. New
research, science, and collaboration at the community level will contribute to development of the updated report.
For the purpose of this evaluation, the 1987 Regional Plan currently in effect will be applied.

Regional Plan Goals and Policies

The Goals and Policies document for the 1987 Regional Plan establishes an overall framework for development
and environmental conservation in the Lake Tahoe region. TRPA goals and policies are included in six elements:
land use, transportation, conservation, recreation, public services and facilities, and implementation (TRPA 2004).
The goals and policies relevant to the project are listed in Table 3.2-1, presented at the end of this section, and are
discussed in “Environmental Consequences,” below.

Code of Ordinances

The TRPA Code of Ordinances establishes standards and regulations for implementation of the Regional Plan for
the Tahoe Basin. Public agencies and organizations in the basin must comply with TRPA provisions or may
establish equivalent or higher requirements in their jurisdictions. The Code of Ordinances is a coordinated series
of documents addressing environmental and land use planning issues in the Tahoe Basin, including the Tahoe
Regional Planning Compact, environmental threshold carrying capacities, Goals and Policies, the Plan Area
Statements and maps, and other TRPA plans and programs. The Code of Ordinances is intended to implement the
Goals and Policies while maintaining the environmental thresholds (TRPA 1991).

Plan Area Statements
Chapter 13, “Plan Area Statements and Plan Area Maps,” of the TRPA Code of Ordinances requires that all

projects and activities be consistent with the provisions of a particular area’s applicable plan area statement
(PAS). The Lake Tahoe region is divided into more than 181 separate plan areas. For each plan area, a
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“statement” is made describing how that particular area should be regulated to achieve environmental and land
use objectives and providing detailed plans and policies for specific areas of the basin. The written text and maps
in the PAS provide specific land use policies and regulations for each planning area. PASs also serve to promote
and protect the public health and safety as well as the general welfare and environment. El Dorado County has
adopted TRPA PASs, which define land use classification, planning considerations, special policies, and
permissible uses of land in the Tahoe Basin. The study area is located within PAS 119 (Country Club Meadow).

Project planning must recognize the PAS requirements and limitations on permissible uses. The following PAS
description includes land use classification and management strategy. Permissible uses for this PAS are listed in
Table 3.2-2. The establishment of new uses not listed is prohibited within any plan area. Existing uses not listed
are considered nonconforming uses within a given plan area.

PAS 119 includes the area from the Upper Truckee River near the airport to the bridge at the bottom of the Echo
Summit grade (Exhibit 3.2-1). Developed facilities within PAS 119 include residences, the Lake Tahoe Golf
Course, snowmobile courses, and stables. Approximately 80 percent of the existing environment is classified as
Stream Environment Zone (SEZ), and the dominant feature of this PAS is the Upper Truckee River. The current
land use designation is Recreation with a special designation of Scenic Restoration Area. Allowable recreation
uses in PAS 119 include day-use areas, riding and hiking trails, developed campgrounds, outdoor recreation
concessions, golf courses, and visitor information centers. Allowable resource management uses in PAS 119
include reforestation, nonstructural fish habitat management, nonstructural wildlife habitat management,
prescribed fire management, sensitive plant management, uncommon plant community management, erosion
control, runoff control, and SEZ restoration. The planning statement for PAS 119 is “This area should be
managed for outdoor recreation and natural resource values to include opportunities for SEZ restoration.”
Accessory uses related to these allowed land uses may also be permitted pursuant to the definition of accessory
uses in Chapter 18 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, Subsection 18.2 (TRPA 2005). The following special
policies of PAS 119 apply to the study area:

» Areas of significant resource value or ecological importance within this Plan Area should be designated as
natural areas, and they should be buffered from intensive uses.

» Whenever possible, opportunities for restoration of disturbed SEZs and land coverage removal should be
encouraged, including strategies to mitigate the impacts of the golf course.

» A stream channel maintenance program should be implemented to protect the value of the river as a fishery
and to minimize the risks of bank erosion.

» Creation of waterfowl habitats in association with restoration efforts of disturbed areas should be encouraged.
» Improved river access for fishing should be provided.
» Intensive uses in this Plan Area that require development of impervious coverage should be discouraged.

» The Upper Truckee River should be designated as a catch-and-release fishery area.
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Table 3.2-2
Permissible Uses for Plan Area Statement 119

GENERAL

Residential Domestic animal raising (S), single family dwellings (S) and summer homes (S)

Public Service Pipelines and power transmission (S), local post office (S), local public health and safety
facilities (S), public utility centers (S), transmission and receiving facilities (S), transportation
routes (S), and transit stations and terminals (S)

Recreation Cross country skiing courses (S), day-use areas (A), riding and hiking trails (A), participant
sports (S), developed campgrounds (A), outdoor recreation concessions (A), rural sports (S),
group facilities (S), golf courses (A), snowmobile courses (S), and visitor information area (A)

Resource Management Reforestation (A), sanitation salvage cut (A), Management special cut (S), thinning (A), timber

stand improvement (S), tree farms (S), early successional stage vegetation management (A),
nonstructural fish/wildlife habitat management (A), structural fish/wildlife habitat management
(S), farm/ranch accessory structures (s), grazing (S), range pasture management (S), range
improvement (S), fire detection and suppression (A), fuels treatment (A), insect and disease
suppression (A), prescribed fire management (A), sensitive and uncommon plant community
management (A), erosion control (A), runoff control (A), and SEZ restoration (A)

Notes: SEZ = Stream Environment Zone. The list indicates whether the use is allowed (A) or must be considered under the provisions for a
special use (S). Existing uses not listed are considered nonconforming uses within this plan area.
Source: TRPA 2005

Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities

In August 1982, TRPA adopted Resolution No. 82-11, which adopted environmental threshold carrying capacities
(thresholds) for the Lake Tahoe region. TRPA threshold criteria have been established for water quality, air
quality, scenic resources, soil conservation, fish habitat, vegetation, wildlife habitat, noise, and recreation.
Although TRPA does not have an articulated land use threshold, land use objectives are achieved through
implementation of TRPA’s Code of Ordinances and Goals & Policies, as well as through implementation of
specific transportation policies and design review guidelines.

El Dorado County

El Dorado County shares responsibility for regulation of land use policies within its unincorporated portions of
the Tahoe Basin. The study area is within El Dorado County; however, the County does not have jurisdiction over
use of State lands. The El Dorado County General Plan is designed to integrate EI Dorado County’s regulations
with those of TRPA within the Tahoe Basin. This eliminates inconsistencies with the Regional Plan (recognizing
that TRPA regulations may change over time), and simplifies the regulatory environment in the Tahoe Basin (El
Dorado County 2004).

Within the El Dorado County General Plan, the following policies are relevant to land use within the project
vicinity and are listed below:

GOAL 2.10: Lake Tahoe Basin. To coordinate the county’s land use planning efforts in the Tahoe Basin with
those of the TRPA.

» Policy 2.10.1.1: The County shall apply the standards of the Regional Plan for the Tahoe Basin and the Code
of Ordinances and other land use regulations adopted by TRPA in acting on applications for proposed land
uses in the Tahoe Basin.
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» Policy 2.10.1.4: The County shall cooperate with TRPA in the implementation of actions recommended in
TRPA'’s periodic threshold evaluation reports.

» Policy 2.10.1.5: The County may impose more stringent regulations where TRPA does not limit the County’s
authority to do so.

Additionally, Measure LU-O sets forth a timeline for coordination with TRPA and other agencies having land use
jurisdiction in the Tahoe Basin to create a comprehensive approach to land use regulation in the basin. This
measure specifies actions to be taken including modification of El Dorado County’s Zoning Ordinance to be
consistent with or adopt as county code, the TRPA Code of Ordinances, and PASs. Also, the measure requires
implementation of actions recommended in TRPA’s periodic threshold evaluation reports.

City of South Lake Tahoe

The City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan was adopted in 1999 and amended in 2002 and 2003. The land use
vision described in the general plan specifically addresses the commercial corridor along U.S. 50 adjacent to the
study area. The vision is to remove the “strip commercial uses” and reestablish distinct “villages” reminiscent of
early South Shore development along the highway (City of South Lake Tahoe 1999). There are no specific City of
South Lake Tahoe land use goals and objectives relevant to the study area.

Lake Tahoe Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan

The Lake Tahoe Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) establishes planning boundaries for the Lake
Tahoe Airport and defines compatible types and patterns of future land uses that might occur in the area surround
the airport (City of South Lake Tahoe 2007). The purpose of the CLUP is to provide the Lake Tahoe Airport area
with compatibility guidelines for height, noise, and safety.

The CLUP designates airport safety zones to the land surrounding the airport to minimize the number of people
exposed to aircraft crash hazards. This is accomplished by enforcing land use restrictions in the safety zones. The
CLUP designates three safety zones:

» the clear zone, which is near the runway and is the most restrictive;

» the approach/departure zone, which is located under the takeoff and landing slopes for each runway, extends
outward for 5,000 feet from Runway 36 (with a width of 500-1,500 feet) and 10,000 feet from Runway 18
(with a width of 1,010-3,500 feet), and is less restrictive than the clear zone; and

» the overflight zone, which is the area overflown by aircraft during the normal traffic pattern, extends in all
directions 5,000 feet from the center of each end of each runway, and is the least restrictive.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The study area is located within Planning Area 119 (Country Club Meadow) (see “Plan Area Statements” in
“Regulatory Background,” above). Existing adjacent and nearby land uses consist primarily of residential
development and publicly owned open space, as described below and shown in Chapter 1, “Introduction and
Statement of Purpose and Need,” Exhibit 1-2, ”Study Area/Property Boundaries.”

Lake Valley State Recreation Area

The entire 181 acres of Lake Valley SRA are within the study area. The SRA consists of relatively flat open land
surrounded primarily by coniferous forest and residential development. The average elevation of the SRA is 6,280
feet. Of the 181 total acres, approximately 133 acres of the Lake Valley SRA are developed for use as the Lake
Tahoe Golf Course. This course is open to the public and is managed by State Parks and operated through a
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concession agreement with the American Golf. The 18-hole golf course includes a clubhouse, restaurant, golf
shop, and driving range, and hosts tournaments and events. The remaining area of Lake Valley SRA includes a
portion of the Upper Truckee River that runs through the golf course and pockets of undeveloped stands of
coniferous forests, meadows, and riparian woodlands (State Parks 2000a). The purpose of Lake Valley SRA is to
make available to the public for their enjoyment and inspiration the 18-hole golf course, and the scenic Upper
Truckee River and its environs. The unit was classified as a SRA to assure continuation of the golfing activity and
winter recreation as a formalized departmental objective. Classification as an SRA recognizes the significance of
the unit in perpetuating an existing quality public golfing opportunity in the increasingly popular Tahoe basin,
where golfing demand far exceeds the opportunities (State Parks 1988:34).

North of the Lake Valley SRA portion of the study area is Sawmill Road, forestland, and residential uses. The
areas east and south of Lake Valley SRA include residential uses and U.S. 50. West of Lake Valley SRA is the
Washoe Meadows SP. The Upper Truckee River flows along the western boundary of Lake Valley SRA, dividing
the SRA from Washoe Meadows SP. In addition, parcels of Conservancy lands are adjacent to the SRA and along
the Upper Truckee River to the north.

Washoe Meadows State Park

Washoe Meadows SP occupies 620 acres, the southern half of which is located in the study area. The park is
located in the valley at the base of the escarpment leading to Echo Summit. This park includes a variety of
resources: wet meadow, Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine, Native American occupancy sites, and remnants of a
historic dairy (State Parks 2000b). Prior to becoming a State Park, past uses included grazing, dairy operation,
timber harvest, gravel extraction, and various types of motorized and non-motorized recreation. Inactive aggregate
(sand and gravel) quarry sites are located in Washoe Meadows SP along the park’s eastern boundary. The quarry
sites consist of 3 contiguous lobes, trending north-northeast totaling approximately 17 acres. The quarry sites
were developed in the mid-1960s, and it is estimated that the sites produced between 120,000 and 150,000 cubic
yards of aggregate (Shasha, pers. comm., 2007).

The area north of the Washoe Meadows SP portion of the study area is Lake Tahoe Boulevard and forest land.
East of Washoe Meadows SP is the Lake Valley SRA, and to the northeast are residential uses. Residential uses,
forest land, and Lake Baron lie south of Washoe Meadows SP. In addition, residential uses border the entire west
edge of Washoe Meadows SP.

Lake Tahoe Airport

The Lake Tahoe Airport is located approximately 1-mile northeast of the study area along U.S. 50. The Lake
Tahoe Airport is owned and operated by the City of South Lake Tahoe. The airport is equipped to serve as a
commercial air carrier/general aviation airport, although it does not currently support commercial flights and there
is no commercial operator at the airport. The airport has one north-south asphalt runaway, which is 8,544 feet
long by 150 feet wide. The Lake Tahoe Airport is adjacent to the Upper Truckee River downstream of the study
area. A small portion of the northeast corner of the study area, adjacent to Sawmill Road and U.S. 50 is within the
overflight zone (See Section 3.14, “Human Health and Risk of Upset,” for additional information on the Lake
Tahoe Airport).

Residential Subdivisions

The study area is bordered by two other PASs: PAS 124 (Meyers/Residential) and PAS 133 (Tahoe Paradise—
Upper Truckee). Both of these areas have residential land use classifications.
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Meyers/Residential

The Meyers/Residential plan area is located in Meyers, California, and is just west of the Meyers commercial
area. It includes all residential streets west of U.S. 50, south of the Lake Tahoe Golf Course, and north of the
Upper Truckee River/U.S. 50 bridge.

The primary use of this area is residential at a density of one single-family dwelling per parcel of record. An
elementary school, Lake Tahoe Environmental Science Magnet School, also exists in this area. The area is 55
percent of built out.

This plan area is immediately east of the study area, and Bakersfield Street runs along the southernmost portion of
the eastern boundary of the study area. Country Club Drive runs along the middle of the eastern study area
boundary and terminates at the edge of the study area.

Tahoe Paradise-Upper Truckee

The Tahoe Paradise—Upper Truckee planning area consists of the residential subdivisions located west of Meyers
along North Upper Truckee Road. This area is residential at a density of one single-family dwelling per parcel of
record, and the area is approximately 45 percent of built out.

This area is immediately west and south of the study area. It includes a portion of the North Upper Truckee
residential area and includes neighborhoods in the vicinity of Kiowa Drive, Delaware Street, Normuk Street,
Ulmeca Street, and Chilicothe Street. Portions of both Kiowa Drive and Delaware Street run parallel to the
western boundary of the study area. Normuk and Ulmeca Streets terminate at the western boundary of the study
area, and a part of Chilicothe Street runs along the southern boundary of the study area.

3.2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

For this analysis, significance criteria are based on the checklist presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA
Guidelines; the TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist; factual information; scientific data; and regulatory
standards of Federal, State, and local agencies. In development of mitigation measures for significant impacts of
the project, effects on environmental threshold carrying capacities (thresholds) of the Tahoe Regional Planning
Compact were considered. The project’s effects on thresholds are further described in Chapter 4, Section 4.6,
“Consequences for Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities.”

CEQA Criteria

Based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a land use impact is considered significant if
implementation of the project would do any of the following:

» physically divide an established community;

» conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; or

» conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.

In addition, Appendix G includes a question regarding loss of forest land or conversion to non-forest use. This
topic is addressed in Section 3.5, Biological Resources.
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NEPA Criteria

An environmental document prepared to comply with NEPA must consider the context and intensity of the
environmental effects that would be caused by or result from the proposed action. Under NEPA, the significance
of an effect is used solely to determine whether an EIS must be prepared. The factors that are taken into account
under NEPA to determine the significance of an action in terms of the context and the intensity of its effects are
encompassed by the CEQA criteria used for this analysis.

TRPA Criteria

Based on TRPA'’s Initial Environmental Checklist, an alternative would result in a significant impact on land use
if it would:

» include uses that are not listed as permissible uses in the applicable Plan Area Statement, adopted community
plan, or master plan or

» expand or intensify an existing nonconforming use.
METHODS AND ASSUMPTIONS

The focus of this draft EIR/EIS/EIS analysis is on land use impacts that would result from implementation of any
of the proposed alternatives. In addition, the need for an amendment of the Lake Valley SRA General Plan is
discussed for each alternative. The general plan amendments proposed for the alternatives are also described in
Chapter 2 so that they are considered as part of the project description for purposes of environmental impact
analysis under NEPA. After a preferred alternative is identified, the details of the map and text amendments to the
general plan would be prepared to reflect the changes discussed in Chapter 2. The proposed amendment would
then be submitted with the completed EIR/EIS/EIS to the State Parks and Recreation Commission for
consideration of approval at the conclusion of the environmental review process.

Evaluation of potential land use impacts of the project was based on land use reconnaissance conducted in the
areas surrounding the study area and a review of the planning documents that pertain to the study area:

Lake Valley State Recreation Area General Plan (State Parks 1988),

Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin (adopted in 1982) (TRPA 2004),

PAS 119 (Country Club Meadow) (TRPA 2005), and

Lake Valley State Recreation Area River Management Plan (not formally adopted [State Parks 2000a]).

vvy vy

IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT AND NOT DISCUSSED FURTHER

Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural Community Conservation Plans — There are no habitat conservation
plans or natural community conservation plans that are applicable to the study area; therefore, this topic will not
be discussed further.

Community Plans/Master Plans — There are no community plans or master plans that are applicable to the study
area; therefore, this topic will not be discussed further.

Changes in zoning and forest land effects - No environmental impacts would occur related to changes in
zoning, including any that could affect forest land. The zoning of the study area is expressed by the Planning Area
Statement (PAS), and no changes to the PAS are proposed as part of this project.

Upper Truckee River Restoration and State Parks/Reclamation/TRPA
Golf Course Reconfiguration Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 3.2-11 Land Use



IMPACT ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Alternative 1: No Project/No Action: Existing River and 18-Hole Regulation Golf Course

IMPACT Potential to Physically Divide an Established Community. Implementation of Alternative 1 would not
3.2-1 involve construction of new facilities within the study area, and existing land uses would continue into the
(Alt. 1) future. Over time, existing natural and artificial features and natural processes would not create a new
physical division in the study area or within adjacent established communities. Therefore, implementing
Alternative 1 would not create a physical division within an established community. No impact would occur.

In the foreseeable future under Alternative 1, existing natural and artificial features within the study area (e.g., the
existing river, golf course, trails) are not expected to create any new physical division within the study area or
within an established community in the vicinity of the study area. Implementation of Alternative 1 would not
involve construction of new facilities or substantial physical alterations of the study area. The existing roads and
trails would remain in their current locations and, presumably, would continue to be used for the purposes for
which they are used today. All trails on the western side of the river are casual or volunteer trails. No trails within
the study area are officially established or designated trails; instead, they have been formed over time through
routine use. The golf bridges would remain closed to public use unrelated to golf because of safety hazards and
liability. No new public trails would be constructed. Therefore, there would be no changes to public access, and
implementing Alternative 1 would not divide an established community. There would be no impact.

No mitigation is required.

IMPACT Potential Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations Intended to Protect the Environment.
3.2-2 Alternative 1 would not include any new facilities, new land uses, or any new nonconforming uses in the
(Alt. 1) study area that would conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations intended to protect the
environment. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Under Alternative 1, existing conditions in the study area would continue into the future. The reach of the Upper
Truckee River within the study area would not be restored, and the 18-hole regulation golf course would remain
as it currently exists. Repairs to the river and golf course would continue on an emergency or as-needed basis, as
has occurred in the recent past and would not preclude future restoration. Recreational uses permitted under PAS
119 include riding and hiking trails, outdoor recreation concessions, golf courses, and visitor information centers,
and other recreational uses (See Section 3.8, “Recreation”). Resource management uses permitted under PAS 119
include erosion control, runoff control, and SEZ restoration. Existing land uses are consistent with allowable uses
under PAS 119, and implementation of Alternative 1 would not alter land uses in the study area. Alternative 1 is
the No Project/No Action Alternative where non-conforming uses predate the TRPA Regional Plan. Furthermore,
several Goals and Policies are related to implementation of a project; therefore, are not relevant to the No
Project/No Action Alternative. Alternative 1 would not intensify or expand on any nonconforming uses. In
addition, because Alternative 1 would result in continuation of existing land uses where non-conforming uses
predate the Regional Plan, this alternative would not result in any changes to the consistency of land uses in the
study area. Therefore, Alternative 1 would be consistent with the TRPA Regional Plan goals and policies, as
shown in Table 3.2-1.

Because implementing Alternative 1 would not conflict with applicable plans, policies, and regulations intended
to protect the environment, this impact would be less than significant

No mitigation is required.
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IMPACT Potential Conflict with State Parks Plans, Policies, and Regulations. Implementation of Alternative 1
3.2-3 would include continuation of existing land uses in the study area into the future. The Lake Valley SRA

(Alt. 1) General Plan calls for restoring the natural character and ecological values of the Upper Truckee River,
which would not occur under Alternative 1. However, implementation of Alternative 1 would include
emergency spot repair of the river and would be a continuation of existing conditions. Repairs, under this
alternative, would be localized stabilization treatments designed to slow erosion and protect infrastructure,
but would not restore natural channel morphology or function. Because there would be no changes to
existing land uses, this alternative would be consistent with State Parks plans, policies, and regulations. This
impact would be less than significant.

Under Alternative 1, existing land uses, including the 18-hole golf course and repairs to the river and golf course
on an emergency or as-needed basis, would continue into the future. The purpose of the Lake Valley SRA is to
make available to the people for their enjoyment and inspiration the 18-hole golf course and the scenic Upper
Truckee River and its environs. The Lake Valley SRA General Plan provides that the SRA be used for golfing,
along with other compatible summer and winter recreation opportunities, while restoring the natural character and
ecological values of the Upper Truckee River (State Parks 1988). According to Public Resources Code Section
5019.53, units classified as state parks “consist of relatively spacious areas of outstanding scenic or natural
character, often times also containing important historical, archaeological, ecological, geological, or other similar
values. The purpose of state parks shall be to preserve outstanding natural, scenic, and cultural values, indigenous
aquatic and terrestrial fauna and flora, and the most significant examples of ecological regions of California.” In
accordance with Public Resources Code Section 5019.56, state recreation areas “consist of areas selected,
developed, and operated to provide outdoor recreational opportunities.” SRA’s are “selected and developed to
provide multiple recreational opportunities to meet other than purely local needs. The areas shall be selected for
their having terrain capable of withstanding extensive human impact...”

The purpose of the Lake Valley SRA is to make available to the public an 18-hole golf course and the scenic
Upper Truckee River and its environs. The LVSRA General Plan calls for restoration of the Upper Truckee River
and provision of an 18-hole regulation golf course. Alternative 1 would not include full geomorphic restoration of
the Upper Truckee River within the study area; however, it would continue the existing management approach of
protecting water quality, natural resources, and cultural resources to the extent feasible with repairs to existing
bank stabilization, infrastructure, and additional spot stabilization in response to erosion, damage, or failures.
Amendment of a general plan is not required for this situation, as described in Public Resources Code Section
5002.2(c). The existing 18-hole golf course would remain within the current footprint under Alternative 1;
therefore, no changes to the existing boundaries or land uses in Lake Valley SRA or in Washoe Meadows SP
would be needed.

No general plan was prepared for the Washoe Meadows SP, because the wet meadow area associated with Angora
Creek and the Upper Truckee River is protected and no substantial, permanent facilities have been developed in
the unit. Consistency with a general plan is, therefore, not an issue; however, Alternative 1 would be consistent
with the purpose statement of Washoe Meadows SP. In addition, implementation of Alternative 1 would not
preclude preparation of a general plan for Washoe Meadows SP in the future. State Parks may choose to prepare a
general plan for Washoe Meadows SP in the future, if development of substantial, permanent facilities were
contemplated; however, this would be a separate action subject to its own environmental review under CEQA.

Because there would be no changes to existing land uses, this alternative would not conflict with State Parks
plans, policies, or regulations. This impact would be less than significant.

No mitigation is required.
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Alternative 2: River Ecosystem Restoration with Reconfigured 18-Hole Regulation Golf Course

IMPACT Potential to Physically Divide an Established Community. Implementation of Alternative 2 would include
3.2-1 relocation of golf course holes within Washoe Meadows SP, which would reduce access to portions of
(Alt. 2) Washoe Meadows SP from adjacent neighborhoods. However, Alternative 2 would include new trails and a
pedestrian path through the golf course that would improve connectivity between the east and west sides of
the river. In addition, the golf course would be entirely on public land and would not divide an established
community. Because connectivity would be maintained and no established communities would be divided,
this impact would be less than significant.

Under Alternative 2, all five existing golf course bridges and the four golfer/cart path bridges across Angora
Creek would be removed, and seven full and two partial golf course holes would be relocated to the west side of
the river. Because public access across the existing bridges is prohibited for safety reasons, their removal would
not substantially reduce public access by adjacent neighborhoods to proposed golf course areas west of the river.
In fact, a new bridge designed to allow both golfer use and safe public access would be included with the
reconfigured golf course, so an authorized public access facility would be established. Also, a portion of Lake
Valley SRA along east side of river that is now golf course would be opened to public use, increasing access with
this portion of the study area.

A new designated trail system would be constructed under Alternative 2 to tie the informal, volunteer recreation
trails on the west side of the river to new trails on the east side of the river via a new bridge. The recreation trail
would share the new bridge with the golf cart path and would then diverge into separate paths on both sides of the
river. There would be two new recreation trails on the east side of the river connecting to the bridge. One would
extend to the south and tie into the corner of Country Club Drive and Bakersfield Street, whereas the other would
extend along the south side of the river to the east and tie into the new Sawmill Bike Path along U.S. 50 near the
golf course clubhouse. A new trail would also be constructed around the north end of the western section of the
golf course that would allow access across the new bridge. The recreation trail would share the cart path in the
central area of the western holes where a gap in the golf course would provide a corridor for other recreation users
to safely pass through the golf course to the river and tie into the gravel road that parallels the river. This gravel
road is currently, and would continue to be, used by the South Tahoe Public Utility District as a required
maintenance road. This proposed trail configuration would enable public access and use into and within the area.
As previously noted, the existing golf course bridges that would be removed are currently closed to public use
unrelated to golf because of safety hazards. Also, a forested buffer between 150 and 400 feet wide would remain
intact between all existing houses and the relocated golf course holes.

Because Alternative 2 would provide public access through the relocated golf course and improve connectivity
between the east and west side of the river, this impact would be less than significant.

No mitigation is required.

IMPACT Potential Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations Intended to Protect the Environment.
3.2-2 Alternative 2 would include a reconfigured 18-hole golf course and restoration of the Upper Truckee River
(Alt. 2) within the study area. These proposed land uses would be consistent with applicable plans, policies, and
regulations intended to protect the environment. This impact would be less than significant.

Under Alternative 2, the 18-hole golf course would be reconfigured, and the reach of the Upper Truckee River
within the study area would be restored. Informal outdoor recreation would continue within the northern portion
of Washoe Meadows SP, and snowmobiling would continue to be limited to the driving range at the golf course.
Permitted uses under PAS 119 include golfing, outdoor recreation, snowmobiling, and SEZ restoration.
Therefore, the land uses proposed under Alternative 2 would be consistent with allowable uses under PAS 119.
Because the existing and proposed land uses in the study area are allowable under PAS 119, Alternative 2 would
not intensify or expand on any nonconforming uses. In addition, these proposed land uses would be consistent
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with the TRPA Regional Plan goals and policies, as discussed in Table 3.2-1. Thus, implementing Alternative 2
would not conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations intended to protect the environment. Therefore,
this impact would be less than significant.

No mitigation is required.

IMPACT Potential Conflict with State Parks Plans, Policies, and Regulations. Reconfiguration of the golf course
3.2-3 would relocate seven and two partial golf course holes to Washoe Meadows SP. Golf courses are not
(Alt. 2) consistent with the designation of Washoe Meadows as a state park. However, implementation of Alternative
2 would include changes to the boundaries of Lake Valley SRA and Washoe Meadows SP and an
amendment of the Lake Valley SRA General Plan to accommodate reconfiguration of the golf course. This
impact would be less than significant.

The holes that would be relocated under Alternative 2 would be reconstructed on the west side of the Upper
Truckee River within lands currently designated as Washoe Meadows SP. State Recreation Areas and State Parks
have different purposes, as defined under Public Resources Code Section 5019, and golf course recreation is
better suited to State Recreation Areas rather than State Park designation.

Relocation of the golf course holes would not be consistent with the purpose of Washoe Meadows SP, Alternative
2 would include revising the park unit boundaries, essentially trading land between Washoe Meadows SP and
Lake Valley SRA, and realigning the boundaries between the two park units. Revising the park unit boundaries
would be supported by appropriate policy changes, such as adopting revised management policies for the Lake
Valley SRA. This boundary change would allow the total acreages of the SRA and SP to be similar to existing
conditions.

Alternative 2 carries out the primary direction of the current Lake Valley SRA General Plan. It allows for
geomorphic restoration of the river and maintains the regulation-length golf course. The general plan text and map
amendment would be needed only to modify, where necessary, the application of Lake Valley SRA river
protection goals and policies to the reconfigured golf course area. The revised park unit boundaries would remove
nearly all the river zone from the Lake Valley SRA and designate it as lands within Washoe Meadows SP,
because its primary function would become resources management rather than golf recreation (See Chapter 2,
“Project Alternatives,” Exhibit 2-5). The only section of river remaining in the Lake Valley SRA would be in the
vicinity of the new bridge crossing. The area north of the river along Angora Creek would also be moved from
Lake Valley SRA to Washoe Meadows SP. Adjusting the boundaries of the two units and amending the Lake
Valley SRA General Plan would require approval by the State Parks and Recreation Commission, including a
finding that these actions are consistent with the Public Resources Code. Where golf course footprint is relocated
into what is now Washoe Meadows SP, that area would be designated as Lake Valley SRA.

State Parks has not prepared a general plan for Washoe Meadows SP, and the general plan amendment for Lake
Valley SRA General Plan would not include plan elements for Washoe Meadows SP. Consistency with a general
plan is, therefore, not an issue, because a Washoe Meadows SP plan does not exist. As part of its normal
administrative responsibilities (separate from this project), State Parks would prepare interim management
guidelines for Washoe Meadows SP, with the revised boundaries, which would provide additional guidance for
protection of resources and management of permissible uses for that unit. The management plan would likely
include small parking areas, signage, and some trail improvements on higher capability land; however, additional
development in the remaining park area would not occur because most of the park is within sensitive, low-
capability lands. State Parks may choose to prepare a general plan for Washoe Meadows SP in the future, if
development of new facilities were contemplated; however, this would be a separate action subject to its own
environmental review under CEQA.
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Because the end land uses in the study area would be consistent with the revised unit boundaries and these
amendments would require approval by the State Parks and Recreation Commission, implementation of
Alternative 2 would be less than significant.

No mitigation is required.
Alternative 3: River Ecosystem Restoration with Reduced Play Golf Course

IMPACT  Potential to Physically Divide an Established Community. Implementation of Alternative 3 would include
3.2-1 restoration of the river and a reduced play golf course on the east side of the river. Implementing this
(Alt. 3) alternative would not divide an established community. While the five existing golf course bridges over the
Upper Truckee River and four of the golf course bridges across Angora Creek would be removed, these
bridges do not provide authorized public access for safety reasons. Therefore, authorized public access and
connectivity from surrounding communities would not be adversely affected. This impact would be less than
significant.

Alternative 3 would include restoration of the river and a reduced play golf course on the east side of the river. No
golf course holes would be relocated to Washoe Meadows SP. However, all five bridges across the Upper
Truckee River and the four golfer/cart path bridges across Angora Creek would be removed. The existing bridges
across the unnamed creek would remain, with the northernmost bridge being redesignated as part of the proposed
trail system. Under Alternative 3, a pedestrian path would be established along the northern edge of the proposed
reduced play golf course. This designated trail would run from a tie-in to the Sawmill bike trail at U.S. 50, just
north of the main entrance to the golf course along the river, to the corner of Country Club Drive and Bakersfield
Street. No trail work is proposed on the west side of the river under this alternative.

No golf course holes would be relocated to the west side of the river under this alternative; therefore,
implementing Alternative 3 would not reduce access to portions of Washoe Meadows SP from the adjacent
neighborhoods. In addition, the nine golf course bridges that would be removed are currently closed to public use
unrelated to golf because of safety hazards from golf balls in play.

Because implementing Alternative 3 would not divide an established community and authorized public access
would not be reduced, this impact would be less than significant.

No mitigation is required.

IMPACT Potential Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations Intended to Protect the Environment.
3.2-2 Alternative 3 would include a reduced play golf course and restoration of the Upper Truckee River within the
(Alt. 3) study area. These proposed land uses would be consistent with applicable plans, policies, and regulations
intended to protect the environment. This impact would be less than significant.

This impact would be similar to Impact 3.2-2 (Alt. 2) because the proposed land uses would be consistent with
allowable uses under PAS 119 and the TRPA Regional Plan goals and policies, as discussed in Table 3.2-1.
Implementing Alternative 3 would not intensify or expand any nonconforming uses. This impact would be less
than significant.

No mitigation is required.

IMPACT Potential Conflict with State Parks Plans, Policies, and Regulations. Operation of a reduced play golf
3.2-3 course under Alternative 3 would not be consistent with the 18-hole regulation golf course identified in the
(Alt. 3) Lake Valley SRA General Plan. However, the Lake Valley SRA General Plan would be amended to allow for
a reduced play golf course, which would make the proposed land uses in the study area consistent with the
General Plan. This impact would be less than significant.
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The purpose of the Lake Valley SRA is to make available to the people the 18-hole golf course and the scenic
Upper Truckee River and its environs. Alternative 3 would include restoration of the Upper Truckee River within
the study area; however, the existing 18-hole golf course would be reconfigured to a 9-hole or 18-hole executive
(i.e., short hole length) course, which is not consistent with the goals of the current General Plan. Therefore, the
General Plan would be amended to modify, where necessary, the application of Lake Valley SRA recreation goals
and policies to the reduced play golf course. Adoption of the Lake Valley SRA General Plan amendment would
require approval by the State Parks and Recreation Commission, including a finding that the policy changes are
consistent with the Public Resources Code.

Alternative 3 would not involve relocating any golf course holes to the west side of the river; however, this
alternative would reduce the size of the golf course footprint and increase the area of restored riparian area.
Therefore, changes in the boundaries between Washoe Meadows SP and Lake Valley SRA would be necessary to
adjust the SRA boundary to fit the smaller golf course. In keeping with the respective purposes of Washoe
Meadows SP and Lake Valley SRA, the boundary of Washoe Meadows SP would be adjusted (in this case,
expanded) to encompass all of the restored river and riparian corridor.

State Parks has not prepared a general plan for Washoe Meadows SP, and the general plan amendment would not
include plan elements for Washoe Meadows SP. Consistency with a general plan is, therefore, not an issue,
because a Washoe Meadows SP plan does not exist. As part of its normal administrative responsibilities (separate
from this project), State Parks would prepare interim management guidelines for Washoe Meadows SP, with the
revised boundaries, which would provide additional guidance for protection of resources and management of
permissible uses for that unit. The management plan would likely include small parking areas, signage, and some
trail improvements on higher capability land. State Parks may choose to prepare a general plan for Washoe
Meadows SP in the future, if development of new facilities were contemplated; however, this would be a separate
action subject to its own environmental review under CEQA.

Because the end land uses in the study area would be consistent with the revised unit boundaries and these
amendments would require approval by the State Parks and Recreation Commission, implementation of
Alternative 3 would be less than significant.

No mitigation is required.
Alternative 4: River Stabilization with Existing 18-Hole Regulation Golf Course

IMPACT Potential to Physically Divide an Established Community. Implementation of Alternative 4 would include
3.2-1 stabilization of the river in place and only minor changes to the existing golf course and bridges. Because the
(Alt. 4) golf course would remain in its current location, there would be no change to authorized access or
connectivity from surrounding communities and this alternative would not divide an established community.
This impact would be less than significant.

This impact would be the similar to Impact 3.2-1 (Alt. 1) because implementing this alternative would not reduce
authorized access in the study area and would not divide an established community. Alternative 4 would involve
removing two of the golf course bridges; however, the bridges would be replaced with a new bridge, and the
bridges do not provide authorized access through the study area. This impact would be less than significant.

No mitigation is required.

IMPACT Potential Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations Intended to Protect the Environment.
3.2-2 Alternative 4 would include stabilization of the river in place and only minor changes to the existing golf
(Alt. 4) course. These proposed land uses would be consistent with applicable plans, policies, and regulations
intended to protect the environment. This impact would be less than significant.
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This impact would be similar to Impact 3.2-2 (Alt. 1) because use associated with the existing golf course and
other management practices in the study area would be consistent with allowable uses under PAS 119 and where
non-confirming uses are not consistent with the TRPA Regional Plan this would be a continuation of existing
conditions, which predate the Regional Plan. Implementing Alternative 4 would not intensify or expand any
nonconforming uses. This impact would be less than significant.

No mitigation is required.

IMPACT Potential Conflict with State Parks Plans, Policies, and Regulations. Stabilization of the river under
3.2-3 Alternative 4 would not provide for restoration of the natural character of the river as identified in the Lake
(Alt. 4) Valley SRA General Plan. However, the Lake Valley SRA General Plan would be amended to modify the
river protection goals and policies, which would make the proposed land uses in the study area consistent
with the Lake Valley SRA General Plan. This impact would be less than significant.

Under Alternative 4, the amendment to the General Plan would modify the river protection goals and policies,
because the approach under Alternative 4 would not be consistent with the directives of the General Plan for
restoring a more natural channel. The text amendments to the Lake Valley SRA General Plan would modify the
management approach for the river to policies that reflect stabilization in place and repair of degradation if it
occurs and would eliminate language for river restoration. Because the policies would still reflect the overall
purpose of management of natural resources at the SRA, this impact would be less than significant.

Alternative 4 would not involve relocating any golf course holes to the west side of the river or other alterations to
Washoe Meadow SP; therefore, no changes in the boundaries between Washoe Meadows SP and Lake Valley
SRA would be necessary. State Parks has not prepared a general plan for Washoe Meadows SP, and the general
plan amendment for Lake Valley SRA would not include plan elements for Washoe Meadows SP. Consistency
with a general plan is, therefore, not an issue, because a Washoe Meadows SP plan does not exist. As part of its
normal administrative responsibilities (separate from this project), State Parks would prepare interim management
guidelines for Washoe Meadows SP, with the revised boundaries, which would provide additional guidance for
protection of resources and management of permissible uses for that unit. The management plan would likely
include small parking areas, signage, and some trail improvements on higher capability land. State Parks may
choose to prepare a general plan for Washoe Meadows SP in the future, if development of new facilities were
contemplated; however, this would be a separate action subject to its own environmental review under CEQA.

No mitigation is required.
Alternative 5: River Ecosystem Restoration with Decommissioned Golf Course

IMPACT  Potential to Physically Divide an Established Community. Implementation of Alternative 5 would include
3.2-1 decommissioning the existing golf course and restoring the river. The golf course holes on the east side of
(Alt. 5) the river would be removed, and no golf course holes would be relocated to Washoe Meadows SP under this
alternative. Although the golf course, including the existing bridges, would be removed, there would be no
change to authorized access or connectivity from surrounding communities. Because connectivity to
surrounding communities would not be reduced and no established communities would be divided, this
impact would be less than significant.

This impact would be the similar to Impact 3.2-1 (Alt. 3) because this alternative would not reduce authorized
access in the study area and, therefore, would not divide an established community. However, Alternative 5
would not improve access (as proposed under Alternative 2), because it would not include a bridge with
authorized public access or a new pedestrian path as would be established under Alternatives 3 and 5. This impact
would be less than significant.

No mitigation is required.

State Parks/Reclamation/TRPA Upper Truckee River Restoration and
Land Use 3.2-18 Golf Course Reconfiguration Draft EIR/EIS/EIS



IMPACT Potential Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations Intended to Protect the Environment.

3.2-2 Proposed land uses under Alternative 5 would be consistent with the permissible land uses of the applicable
(Alt. 5) plans, policies, and regulations intended to protect the environment. This impact would be less than
significant.

This impact would be similar to Impact 3.2-2 (Alt. 3) because the proposed land uses would be consistent with
allowable uses under PAS 119 and the TRPA Regional Plan. Implementing Alternative 5 would not intensify or
expand any nonconforming uses. This impact would be less than significant.

No mitigation is required.

IMPACT Potential Conflict with State Parks Plans, Policies, and Regulations. Implementation of Alternative 5
3.2-3 would include decommissioning the existing golf course and restoring the river. The park unit would be
(Alt. 5) reclassified into a single state park unit with Washoe Meadows SP. . Because Alternative 5 would not involve
the development of new facilities, restoration could be implemented without a general plan. This impact
would be less than significant.

Implementing Alternative 5 would eliminate the existing golf course within Lake Valley SRA. Removal of the
golf course and restoration of the area to natural habitat could be implemented without amendments to the general
plan, because it would not involve development of any new facilities; however, the primary purpose of the SRA
would be eliminated. Consequently, State Parks would revoke the existing Lake Valley SRA General Plan and
reclassify the former SRA to become part of a single unit with Washoe Meadows SP. All land of the former SRA
would be classified as state park. Maintaining the unit in perpetuity as an ecosystem restoration area with no
public access or outdoor recreation use would not be feasible, recognizing the unmet demand for outdoor
recreation in the state and the mission of State Parks. In time, some form of planning for and implementation of
public access and/or outdoor recreation facilities would need to occur in keeping with the mission of State Parks.

If temporary retention of a 9-hole golf course occurred prior to decommissioning and restoration of the meadow
while State Parks restores the river and floodplain and/or considers classification, unit names, future recreation
uses, and resource management, the Lake Valley SRA and Washoe Meadows SP boundaries would remain
unchanged until a decision was made about the future disposition of the park units. The Public Resources Code
does not require amendment of the General Plan to accommodate a nonpermanent use and the golf use is already
a part of the general plan, so the temporary use of Lake Valley SRA for a 9-hole golf course could occur under the
existing General Plan. No interim management plan would be prepared as part of Alternative 5, because State
Parks would complete a more detailed planning process in the future to evaluate alternative uses of the combined
units. This would be a separate action subject to its own environmental review under CEQA.

Because retention of a 9-hole golf course would be a temporary use and restoration of Lake Valley SRA would
not include any new permanent facilities, designation of this area as a state park would be consistent with State
Parks policies and regulations, including the Public Resources Code. This impact would be less than significant.

No mitigation is required.
CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE TRPA GOALS AND POLICIES

Table 3.2-1 identifies Goals and Policies of the TRPA Regional Plan applicable to the study area. This table also
includes consistency determinations and provides supporting narrative for all alternatives. Alternatives 1 is the No
Project/No Action Alternative where many non-conforming uses predate the Regional Plan. Furthermore, several
Goals and Policies are related to implementation of a project; therefore, are not relevant to the No Project/No
Action Alternative. Alternatives 2 through 5 are action alternatives; therefore, more detailed discussions of how
the alternative would be consistent with the Goals and Policies may be provided.
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Table 3.2-1
Consistency with Relevant Land Use Plans and Policies

Plans and Policies

Consistency

TRPA Goals and Policies

Alt 1| AL2 | A3 | A4 | AlLS

Discussion

Land Use Goal #1: Restore, maintain, and improve the quality of the Lake Tahoe Region for the visitors and residents of the region.

Policy 1: The primary function of the region
shall be as a mountain recreation area with
outstanding scenic and natural values.

Y Y Y Y

Y

Under Alternative 1, the No Project/No Action Alternative, the study area
would remain in use as a golf course and an outdoor recreation area within
Washoe Meadows SP, which would continue to support recreational uses.

All of the action alternatives (Alternatives 2-5) would involve providing
recreation opportunities and improving the natural values of the Upper
Truckee River within the study area. Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would also
involve reducing coverage within the study area and provide a riparian zone
buffer between the river and the golf course. All alternatives would be
consistent with TRPA scenic guidelines.

Policy 2: The Regional Plan gives a high
priority to correcting past deficiencies in land
use. The Plan shall encourage a redirection
strategy for substantially and adversely
altered areas, wherever feasible.

NA Y Y Y

Alternative 1, the No Project/No Action Alternative, would continue to
support recreational uses, but would not modify existing land uses, restore the
river or improve the natural character of the area.

All of the action alternatives (Alternatives 2-5) would include enhancements
that would improve effects of past land use of the Upper Truckee River.
Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would include full geomorphic restoration, providing
improved habitat and floodplain function, and implementing Alternative 4
would stabilize the bed and banks of the Upper Truckee River, which would
decrease ongoing erosion within the study area.

Policy 3: The Plan shall seek to maintain a
balance between economic health and the
environment.

NA Y Y Y

Under Alternatives 1 and 4, revenues and taxes would remain unchanged, and
no economic impact on the community or State Parks would occur. Under
Alternative 1, no restoration would occur, and erosive forces would continue.
Under Alternative 4, the river would be stabilized in place.

Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would include full geomorphic restoration, providing
improved habitat and floodplain function. Under Alternative 2, there would be
slight increases in total revenue that would be considered beneficial to the
community, and no adverse economic impacts on State Parks would occur.
The economic impact of creating a nontraditional golf course (Alternative 3)
or decommissioning the Lake Tahoe Golf Course (Alternative 5) would reduce
direct visitor spending and tax revenue, including transient occupancy taxes
and property taxes, in the South Shore area. However, this would not be
sufficient to alter the balance between economic health and the environment.
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Table 3.2-1
Consistency with Relevant Land Use Plans and Policies

Plans and Policies

Consistency

TRPA Goals and Policies

Alt 1| AL2 | A3 | A4 | AlLS

Discussion

Land Use Goal #2: Direct the amount and location of new land uses in conformance with the environmental threshold carrying capacities and other goals

of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact.

Policy 2: Specific land use policies shall be Y Y Y Y Y |The study area is located in PAS 119 (County Club Meadow). Alternatives 1—
implemented through the use of planning 5 would be consistent with the permissible uses in this PAS.

area statements for each of the planning areas

identified in the map included in the

Regional Plan. Areas of similar use and

character have been mapped and categorized

within one or more of the following five land

use classifications: conservation, recreation,

residential, commercial and public service,

and tourist. These land use classifications

shall dictate allowable land uses.

Policy 3: The Plan Area Statements shall Y Y Y Y Y | The study area is designated as a “development with mitigation” area which is
also identify the management theme for each for areas that can accommodate additional development with mitigation of
planning area by designating each area for impacts where land is capable of withstanding the use. Implementing

(1) maximum regulation, (2) development Alternative 1, 3, 4, or 5 would either maintain or reduce existing development.
with mitigation, or (3) redirection of Implementing Alternative 2 would move some golf course holes west of the
development. These designations shall river to higher capability lands in Washoe Meadows SP; however, much of
provide additional policy direction for this area was previously disturbed by a historical quarry, roads, and trails.
regulating land use.

Policy 4: The Plan Area Statements set forth Y Y Y Y Y |The study area is located in PAS 119 (County Club Meadow). Alternatives 1—
special policy direction to respond to the 5 would be consistent with the permissible uses in this PAS.

particular need, problems, and future

development of a specific area. Each

Planning Area Statement may vary in detail

or specificity depending on the nature of the

area and the detail or specificity related to

local jurisdictional plans.

Policy 5: All plan area statements, Y Y Y Y Y | None of the alternatives (Alternatives 1 —5) would include additional
community plans, or other specific plans residential, commercial, tourist accommodation, or public service development.
adopted by the agency shall specify the total Therefore, these uses would not be increased under any of the alternatives. In
additional development which may be addition, implementation of Alternative 1, 3, 4, or 5 would result in either no
permitted within the region, not to exceed the change or a decrease in recreation development. Alternative 2 would involve
limitations set forth in A, B, C, D, and E in recreation development in the study area; however, this would be reconstruction
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Consistency with Relevant Land Use Plans and Policies

Plans and Policies

Consistency

— Discussion
TRPA Goals and Policies Alt.1 | Alt.2 | Alt.3 | Alt. 4 | Alt.5
the Regional Plan. Reconstruction and of existing recreation development and would not be considered additional
relocation of existing development are not development.
considered additional development.
Policy 11: Uses of the bodies of water within | Y Y Y Y Y | The portion of the Upper Truckee River within the study area would continue to

the region shall be limited to outdoor water-
dependent uses required to satisfy the goals
and policies of this plan.

be used for informal water-related recreation under all of the alternatives.

Land Use Goal #3: All new development shall conform to the coefficients
the Lake Tahoe Basin, California-Nevada, a Guide

for Planning, Bailey, 1974.”

of allowable land coverage as set forth in “The Land Capability Classification of

Policy 1: Allowed base land coverage for all | NA Y Y Y Y |Existing coverage within the study area exceeds that allowed by applying the
new projects and activities shall be calculated Bailey coefficients for LCDs 1b and 1c. This coverage was existing pre-1972
by applying the Bailey coefficients, as shown and pre-dates the Regional Plan and is, therefore, considered grandfathered
below, to the applicable area within the use. However, much of this coverage would be removed and/or relocated to
parcel boundary. higher capability and previously disturbed lands within the study area under
Land Capability Max Allowable Alternatives 2, 3, and 5. Coverage within higher capability lands would be
District Coverage consistent with that allowed by applying the Bailey Coefficient or as allowed
la 1% by relocating covering to provide net environmental benefit, consistent with
1b 1% Regional Plan Goals and Policies. Alternative 1 would not include any
1c 1% changes in coverage. Alternative 2, 3, and 5 decrease coverage located in 1b
2 1% (SEZ) and coverage within other land capabilities is consistent with that
3 5% allowed on-site. Alternative 4 would have only a minor increase in coverage in
4 20% lbrelated to the proposed restroom facility; however, this coverage is
5 25% consistent with that allowed on-site. Banked coverage credit would be used for
6 30% any coverage exceedences.
7 30% See section 3.6 “Earth Resources” for additional coverage discussion.
Policy 2: The allowed coverage in Policy 1 NA Y Y Y Y |See Land Use Goal #3, Policy 1 above.
may be increased by transfer of land
coverage within hydrologically related areas
up to the limits as set for the in A, B, C, D,
and F of this policy.
Policy 3: Rehabilitation, reconstruction, and | NA Y Y Y Y | See Land Use Goal #3, Policy 1 above.

upgrading of the existing inventory of
structures, or other forms of coverage in the
Tahoe region, are high priorities of the
Regional Plan. To encourage rehabilitation
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Table 3.2-1
Consistency with Relevant Land Use Plans and Policies

Plans and Policies

Consistency

Discussion

TRPA Goals and Policies

Alt. 1

Alt.2 | Alt. 3

Alt. 4

Alt. 5

and upgrading of structures, the policies
listed under this policy shall apply

Land Use Goal #4: Provide to the greatest possible
use that ensures the social, environmental, and economic well-being of the region.

extent, within the constraints

of the environmental threshold carrying capacities, a distribution of land

Policy 1: All persons shall have the Y Y Y Y Y |Under all of the alternatives, the study area would be managed and available

opportunity to use and enjoy the region’s for the public to use and enjoy recreation and natural resources. The northern

natural resources and amenities. portion of Washoe Meadows SP would remain undeveloped, and informal
recreation such as hiking and fishing would continue within Washoe Meadows
SP and along much of the river under all alternatives, which would be
consistent with Special Policies 6 and 10 of PAS 1109.

Policy 2: No person or persons shall develop | Y Y Y Y Y |Construction of the action alternatives would likely involve the use of hazardous

property so as to endanger the public health,
safety, and welfare.

materials, such as fuels and other materials, but this would be temporary, and all
materials would be used in accordance with applicable Federal, State, and local
laws, including California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal-
OSHA) requirements and manufacturers’ instructions.

No alternatives would involve constructing any buildings for human occupancy,
and no buildings would be demolished as part of any of the alternatives.

No alternatives would increase risk of wildland fire, hazards to aviation, or
mosquito vector control after mitigation.

For these reasons, implementing any of Alternatives 1-5 would not endanger
public health, safety, or welfare.

Noise Goal #1: Single-event noise standards

shall be attained and maintained.

Policy 3: Motor vehicles and motorcycles Y Y Y Y Y |Asdiscussed in Section 3.12, “Noise,” construction traffic under all of the

shall comply with the appropriate noise alternatives (Alternatives 1—5) would comply with appropriate noise

thresholds. thresholds. None of the alternatives would result increases in noise related to
operation.

Policy 4: Off-road vehicle use is prohibited Y Y Y Y Y |Public off-road vehicle use would not be allowed within the study area under

in the Lake Tahoe region except on specified
roads, trails or designated areas where the
impacts can be mitigated.

any of the alternatives, with the exception of continued snowmobile use on a
track within the driving range operated by a concessionaire under Alternatives
1 through 4 or would be eliminated under Alternative 5. State Parks personnel
would continue to use snowmobiles and other equipment for management
access, as needed, and monitor for unauthorized snowmobile use under all of

the alternatives.
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Consistency with Relevant Land Use Plans and Policies

Plans and Policies

Consistency

Discussion
TRPA Goals and Policies Alt.1 | Alt.2 | Alt.3 | Alt. 4 | Alt.5

Policy 5: The use of snowmobiles will be Y Y Y Y Y | No changes to snowmobile activities would occur under Alternatives 1-4.

restricted to designated areas. Snowmobiling would continue to take place during the winter months, would
continue to be operated by an independent vendor, and would continue to
abide by all necessary operating permits and their conditions. Under
Alternative 5, snowmobile operations would cease.

Policy 6: The plan will permit uses only if Y Y Y Y Y | Under all alternatives, noise levels created by project activities would be

they are consistent with the noise standards. consistent with applicable noise standards established by the TRPA and El

Sound proofing practices may be required on Dorado County. No standards would be exceeded at sensitive receptors, and

all structures containing uses that would no new sensitive receptors would be created.

otherwise adversely impact the prescribed

noise levels.

Natural Hazards Goal #1: Risks from natural hazards (e.g., flood, fire, avalanche, earthquake) will be minimized.

Policy 2: Prohibit construction, grading, and | NA Y Y Y Y | The proposed project is not located within the area of wave run-up (i.e., it is

filling of lands within the 100-year not adjacent to Lake Tahoe).

floodplain and in the area of wave run-up, Under Alternative 1, existing fill, infrastructure, and public uses within the

except as necessary to implement the goals 100-year floodplain would remain. Expected river dynamics under Alternative

and policies of the plan. Require all public 1 would increase the risks of flood damage to public infrastructure crossing

utilities, transportation facilities, and other under or aligned near the eroding riverbanks. However, State Parks would

necessary public uses located in the 100-year address bridge replacement and bank failures on an as-needed basis.

floodplain and area of wave run-up to be . . . . .

constructed or maintained to prevent damage The action alt_ernatl_ve_s (Alternatives 2-5) wogld include temporary grading

from flooding and to not cause flooding. and construction W|t_h|n_the 100-year ﬂ_oodplaln, buF they would produce long-
term improvements in risks from flooding. Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would
involve removing existing fill in the floodplain and decreasing the intensity of
public uses within the most sensitive areas within the 100-year floodplain. All
of the action alternatives would involve improving the protection of buried
utilities under the river and close to the river against flood damage. Where
floodplain modifications are proposed mitigation has been put in place to
prevent potential damage from and not to cause flooding.

Policy 3: Inform residents and visitors of the Y Y Y Y Y |No habitable structures are proposed under any alternative. As mandated by

wildfire hazard associated with occupancy in
the basin, encourage use of fire resistant
materials and preventative techniques when
constructing structures, especially in the
highest fire hazard areas. Manage forest fuels
to be consistent with state laws and other

the fire prevention and suppression policy in the Lake Valley State Recreation
Area General Plan, a wildfire management plan has been implemented for
Lake Valley SRA and Washoe Meadows SP. The plan identifies modified fire
suppression methods that preserve sensitive unit resources while protecting
human lives and property specific to these areas. The Lake Tahoe Golf Course
is responsible for general vegetation maintenance and relies on State Parks to
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TRPA Goals and Policies Alt.1 | Alt.2 | Alt.3 | Alt. 4 | Alt.5

goals and policies of this plan. remove hazardous trees. Crews regularly assemble dead, fallen, and otherwise
hazardous vegetation for removal. The wildfire management plan would
continue to be implemented under all alternatives.

Water Quality Goal #1: Reduce loads of sediment and algal nutrients to Lake Tahoe; meet sediment and nutrient objectives for tributary streams, surface

runoff, and subsurface runoff, and restore 80% of the disturbed lands.

Policy 2: All persons who own land and all Y Y Y Y Y | Existing facilities” best management practices (BMPs) would be maintained

public agencies that manage public lands in under Alternative 1. Spot stabilization would continue to occur along the river

the Lake Tahoe region shall put BMPs in where needed. However, golf course uses would also continue to be adjacent

place; maintain their BMPs; protect vegetation to the river.

on their land from unnecessary damage; and Under all of the action alternatives (Alternatives 2-5), any new or modified

restore the disturbed soils on their land. facilities would have appropriately designed BMPs installed and maintained.
All action alternatives would reduce disturbed soils and protect/improve
vegetation along the Upper Truckee River by either geomorphic restoration or
stabilization and biotechnical treatments. Additionally, Alternative 2 would
include restoration of disturbed soils west of the river.

Policy 3: Application of BMPs to projects NA Y Y Y Y |Alternative 1 is the No Project/No Action Alternative; therefore, no

shall be required as a condition of approval for conditional approvals are needed. However, any future management activities

all projects. under Alternative 1 would comply with potential BMP requirements.
All of the action alternatives (Alternatives 2-5) would require implementation
of temporary and permanent BMPs as appropriate.

Policy 4: Restore at least 80 percent of the NA Y Y NA Y |Implementation of either Alternative 1 or 4 would not result in restoration of

disturbed lands within the region. lands within the study area; however, these alternatives would result in
continuation of existing land use conditions and would not change the
consistency of land uses in the study area related to this policy.
Alternative 2 would require disturbance of some existing habitat and some
previously disturbed lands; however, it would ultimately result in restoration
of 37 acres of SEZ lands that and would be consistent with this policy.
Implementation of either Alternative 3 or 5 would include restoration of lands
including SEZ and would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 6: The use of fertilizer within the Y Y Y Y Y | Existing fertilizer use within the golf course would not be modified under

Tahoe region shall be restricted to uses, Alternative 1, which includes some areas of intensively managed landscaping

areas, and practices identified in the immediately adjacent to the Upper Truckee River, Angora Creek, and the

handbook of best management practices. unnamed stream. Leaving the golf course adjacent to the river would have a

Fertilizers shall not be used in or near stream higher risk of water quality degradation than moving the golf course away
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Plans and Policies Consistency ) )
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TRPA Goals and Policies Alt.1 | Alt.2 | Alt.3 | Alt. 4 | Alt.5

and drainage channels, or in stream from the river, but monitoring to date has not documented violation of

environment zones, including setbacks, and applicable water quality discharge and receiving water standards. Alternative 4

in shorezone areas. Fertilizer use for would retain similar or slightly improved buffer distances between the

maintenance of preexisting landscaping shall waterways and the intensively managed landscaping, and fertilizer use would

be minimized in stream environment zones continue to be monitored and evaluated.

and adjusted or prohibited if found, through Under Alternatives 2 and 3, areas fertilized and fertilizer practices would be

evaluation of continuing monitoring results, updated to fit the revised golf course layout, modified turf management

to be in violation of applicable water quality categories, and improved irrigation and drainage system. These measures

discharge and receiving water standards. would decrease the risks of water quality degradation, and fertilizer use would
continue to be monitored and evaluated.
Under Alternative 5, fertilizer use would be discontinued throughout the
existing golf course area, but a limited area of landscaping near the clubhouse
and parking facility would remain. This would substantially decrease the risks
of water quality degradation related to fertilizer use.

Policy 7: Off-road vehicle use is prohibited Y Y Y Y Y |See noise Goal #1, Policy 4.

in the Lake Tahoe region except on specified

roads, trails, or designated areas where the

impacts can be mitigated.

Policy 8: Transportation and air quality Y Y Y Y Y |Asdiscussed in Section 3.11, “Air Quality,” Alternative 1 would not result in

measures aimed at reducing airborne temporary or long-term incr