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S Summary   
S  

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to implement a program of 
water quality improvement measures along segments of U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) and State 
Route (SR) 89 in El Dorado County, California, to comply with National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements. The proposed stormwater control and 
treatment measures are described as an overall Program consisting of eight highway segments. 
The Program is considered the preferred alternative. 

This Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addresses the proposed Program’s potential to 
have adverse impacts on the environment. It has been prepared to meet the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Program is also subject to other federal, 
state, regional, and local laws, policies, and guidelines, which are addressed in this EIR. 

S.1 Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the proposed Program is to implement NPDES permit requirements along with 
elements of the Lake Tahoe Basin Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) that relate to 
segments of US 50 and SR 89.  

The NPDES requirements arise from goals and objectives to improve the quality of water at 
Lake Tahoe. The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) is responsible in part for attaining 
and maintaining established environmental threshold carrying capacities that protect the unique 
values of the Lake Tahoe Basin, including not only water quality but wildlife, vegetation, soil 
conservation, fisheries, noise, recreation, air quality, transportation, scenic resources, and 
community design. The TRPA’s goals are implemented through its Code of Ordinances, which 
regulates all proposed projects and activities at Lake Tahoe. TRPA approval is required for all 
water quality treatment projects. In addition, a 1997 federal agency partnership with California 
and Nevada, TRPA, and the Washoe Tribal Government affirmed a commitment to manage and 
protect the Lake’s natural resources, achieve environmental thresholds, and adopt and fund an 
Environmental Improvement Program, or EIP. The EIP contains specific projects, including 
many that involve California highways in the Lake Tahoe Basin. The proposed Program 
addressed in this EIR involves elements of several EIP projects (EIP numbers 9, 993, 995, and 
1012).  

Caltrans was issued a statewide NPDES permit from the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) in 1999. The Statewide Permit requires that stormwater/urban runoff collection, 
treatment, and/or infiltration disposal facilities be designed, installed, and maintained for the 
discharge of stormwater runoff from all impervious surfaces generated by the 20-year, 1-hour 
design storm within the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit. According to the permit, all Caltrans 
facilities within the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit must be retrofitted to comply with this 
requirement by 2008. The permit also incorporates provisions of the Water Quality Control Plan 
for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan). The Basin Plan contains requirements that apply to 
Caltrans highways and projects, including effluent limitations for stormwater discharges (i.e., 
stormwater and snowmelt runoff from the state’s highways). Essentially, all stormwater runoff 
from Caltrans highways must be managed within the state rights-of-way or, if infeasible, treated 
to meet applicable standards and effluent limitations contained in the Basin Plan unless 
alternative mitigation is approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  

This is a Program EIR that addresses the broad range of improvements in eight segments of state 
highway in El Dorado County between the areas of approximately the community of Meyers to 
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Stateline on US 50, and Luther Pass to Tahoma on SR 89. The proposed improvements discussed 
in this EIR have been developed to a conceptual or preliminary design level only, and further 
engineering and environmental studies will be completed to refine the specific projects that will 
be implemented. The EIR therefore evaluates impacts and mitigation at a broad level, including 
cumulative impacts of the overall Program. As project segments are designed and funded, they 
will receive more detailed environmental review and documentation. The individual segment 
environmental reviews will use or “tier off” of this Program EIR and incorporate applicable 
information from this document. 

S.2 Program Alternatives 
Two alternatives are evaluated in this Program EIR: the proposed Program and the No Project 
Alternative. The proposed Program (the preferred alternative), in complying with the NPDES 
permit requirements, would improve stormwater quality by applying Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) and implementing improvements for the collection and treatment of stormwater runoff 
from US 50 and SR 89 where feasible and warranted. These improvements may include, but are 
not limited to, source controls involving preservation of existing vegetation, use of flow 
conveyance systems, and slope/surface protection systems. Treatment controls being considered 
include, but are not limited to, infiltration basins, sand traps, and biofiltration strips and swales. 
Additional drainage systems will be constructed as part of this Program. To construct the 
necessary water treatment, control, and conveyance systems, Caltrans may include highway 
improvements involving widening shoulders, constructing retaining walls, paving unsurfaced 
pullouts, rehabilitating existing draining systems, reworking slopes and erodible areas, and other 
activities.  

With the No Project Alternative, Caltrans would not construct the improvements outlined in 
Section 2.1 to comply with the NPDES permit or implement the elements of the EIP. Caltrans is 
required to comply with the NPDES permit issued by the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) and would be in violation of permit requirements if the proposed Program were not 
constructed. 

S.3 Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

S.3.1 No Project Alternative 

No construction-related impacts would result from the No Project Alternative. However, the No 
Project Alternative would not implement water quality improvement measures along segments of 
US 50 and SR 89 in El Dorado County to comply with NPDES permit requirements for the Lake 
Tahoe Basin. In addition, the No Project Alternative would not implement Lake Tahoe Basin EIP 
improvements and changes.  

S.3.2 Program Alternative 

Potential impacts and mitigation measures for the Program are summarized in Table S-1. Impacts 
and mitigation are discussed in detail in Section 3.  
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Table S-1 
Summary of Impacts and Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

Impact Category Potential Program Impacts Avoidance/Minimization/Mitigation 

Land Use and 
Community 

Impacts 

CEQA: Temporary construction-related lane 
closures could cause delays in local 
circulation and access. Periodic maintenance-
related lane closures (for servicing of 
installed facilities such as sand traps) could 
also delay circulation and access.  However, 
maintenance pullouts will be included in the 
project segment designs where feasible. No 
long-term or permanent impacts are 
anticipated.  

TRPA Considerations: Program construction 
would have temporary traffic and 
transportation impacts. No changes to Plan 
Area Statements, population, or community 
services or facilities are anticipated. The 
Program is consistent with recreation 
thresholds.  

A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would 
outline maximum lane closures and other 
traffic control elements to be implemented 
during construction.  The TMP will also 
define construction restrictions and 
requirements and provide public information 
about construction times, dates, and locations. 
Other possible activities include: 

• Developing construction schedule to 
minimize roadway/lane closures 

• Constructing Traffic Operations Systems 
prior to EIP projects to provide current 
information for motorists 

• Setting order of projects to provide 
minimal overall traffic disruption to the 
area 

• Providing public notice for construction 
activities that may impact recreational 
facilities 

• Providing notice before blocking any 
property, driveway, and access roads; 
restoring access by the end of each 
working day 

• Scheduling maintenance to minimize 
traffic congestion; paved turnouts may 
minimize impacts. 

 

Water Quality CEQA: Temporary construction-related 
vegetation clearing and excavation would 
increase the potential to transport exposed 
soils. No long-term or permanent impacts are 
anticipated. 

TRPA Considerations: The Program would 
improve current water quality conditions and 
is not expected to have adverse long-term 
effects. 

Temporary construction BMPs and avoidance 
measures will be applied.  These include 
streambed protection and dewatering or 
diversions of water flow as necessary (see 
Section 3.2.4)  
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Table S-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

Impact Category Potential Program Impacts Avoidance/Minimization/Mitigation 

Visual Resources CEQA: The public would be exposed to views 
of construction materials, equipment, and 
activities, a temporary construction-related 
impact. The visual character and quality of the 
environment may be affected by the 
construction of retaining walls, concrete 
drainage structures, and large basins and tree 
and vegetation removal, a long-term, 
permanent impact. 

TRPA Considerations: Program facilities such 
as widened shoulders, retaining walls, paved 
pullouts, drainage structures, sand traps, 
infiltration basins, and erosion control 
measures will have long-term, permanent 
impacts. 

Include feasible measures to blend the 
construction of drainage systems (basins and 
swales), retaining walls, sand vaults and sand 
traps, and erosion control measures with the 
natural environment. These measures include 
designing basins and swales to conform with 
natural land contours, using rock coloration, 
surfacing sand vaults and sand traps or 
locating them out of sight to minimize their 
visibility,  and using vegetation screening. 

Visual impacts from tree removal would be 
mitigated through tree plantings. 

Wetlands CEQA: Impacts of preliminary Program plans 
could include the following. 

Impacts to jurisdictional wetlands from 
construction of basins and pullout areas are 
not anticipated to exceed 10 acres. 

Impacts from construction of basins and 
pullout areas to other waters of the United 
States are not anticipated to exceed 1 acre. 

TRPA Considerations: The TRPA Code of 
Ordinances requires mitigation for public 
works projects in wetland areas. 

Avoidance measures include designating 
wetlands as environmentally sensitive areas 
(ESAs) to be avoided by construction 
activities. 

Where avoidance is not feasible, 
minimization and mitigation measures 
include: 

• Requirements for construction clean-up 
and construction scheduling 

• Weed control measures such as 
equipment washing and staging in weed-
free areas and using locally approved 
species for erosion control or 
revegetation 

• Minimal disturbance to creek channels 
and adjacent areas 

• Use of construction site BMPs such as 
erosion control 

• Temporary settling basins if dewatering 
is necessary 

• Riparian and stream habitat restoration 

• Water quality fees or excess coverage 
mitigation 
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Table S-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

Impact Category Potential Program Impacts Avoidance/Minimization/Mitigation 

Natural 
Environment 

CEQA: Temporary construction-related 
impacts would consist of loss of vegetation, 
increased construction noise and activity, and 
possible impacts to stream channels. Paving 
and grading activities associated with the 
construction of retaining walls and installation 
of drainage facilities could result in long-term, 
permanent impacts to special-status wildlife 
and plant species and sensitive habitats. See 
Section 3.5.3.  

TRPA Considerations: TRPA special-interest 
species were identified that have the potential 
to occur within the study area. Removal of 
trees could impact existing wildlife habitat, 
and removal of large trees would require 
permit approval by TRPA. Any construction 
work at creek crossings must allow for fish 
passage. 

Impacts to Stream Environment Zones (SEZs) 
from construction of basins and pullout areas 
are not anticipated to exceed 20 acres. 

Other Program activities: Specific areal 
impacts are not available, but types of impacts 
are described in Section 3.5.3.2. 

Avoidance measures include designating 
wetlands as ESAs to be avoided by 
construction activities. 

Minimization and mitigation measures 
include: 

• Requirements for construction clean-up 
and construction scheduling 

• Preconstruction surveys for Tahoe 
yellow cress and collection of seeds or 
bulbs for revegetation 

• Weed control measures such as 
equipment washing and staging in weed-
free areas and using locally approved 
species for erosion control or 
revegetation 

• Ensure fish passage through streams and 
water bodies 

• Preconstruction surveys for amphibians; 
nesting birds; and roosting, denning, or 
burrowing mammals 

• Restriction of work in fish-bearing 
drainages to low or no flow 

• Minimal disturbance to creek channels 
and adjacent areas 

• Use of construction site BMPs such as 
erosion control 

• Temporary settling basins if dewatering 
is necessary 

• Riparian and stream habitat restoration 

• Water quality fees or excess coverage 
mitigation 

Cultural Resources CEQA: No temporary construction-related 
impacts are anticipated. Ground-disturbing 
activities could have long-term, permanent 
impacts on the integrity of archaeological or 
historical resources. See Section 3.6.3. 

TRPA Considerations: No additional impacts 
are anticipated. 

Prior to commencing work at a specific 
location, the Program’s Archaeological 
Survey Report and Historic Resources 
Evaluation Report must be reviewed to 
identify resources in the work vicinity.  

Any resources in the work vicinity must be 
considered and avoided if possible. If a 
resource cannot be avoided, data recovery 
and further study may be required.  

If cultural resources are discovered during 
project activities work will be halted until 
further review and consultation. 
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Table S-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

Impact Category Potential Program Impacts Avoidance/Minimization/Mitigation 

Noise CEQA: Noise levels would exceed El Dorado 
County construction noise standards in and 
around Program construction sites, although 
levels would vary depending on the activity; 
this would be a temporary construction-
related impact. No long-term or permanent 
impacts are anticipated. 

TRPA Considerations: The TRPA Code of 
Ordinances exempts normal construction 
from 8 a.m. to 6:30 p.m.; work cannot exceed 
community noise standards outside these 
hours.  

 

Standard noise control measures include 
construction time restrictions, staging 
restrictions, idling restrictions, and the use of 
technology to modify/lessen construction 
equipment noise. 

Construction noise will be associated with 
daytime and nighttime activities. Nighttime 
construction activities will be minimized to 
the extent possible. It is not anticipated that 
construction activities will violate TRPA’s 
CNELs or Caltrans’ instantaneous noise 
limits.    

Air Quality CEQA: Dust and particulate emissions would 
temporarily increase during construction but 
vary from day to day, depending on location. 
No long-term or permanent impacts are 
anticipated. 

TRPA Considerations: Construction 
emissions would have a temporary impact and 
require BMPs as mitigation. 

TRPA Coordinator will apply for the required 
TRPA permits. Additional minimization 
measures include: 

• Dust control measures such as watering 
disturbed areas, limiting areas to be 
cleared, and limiting the speed of 
construction vehicles. 

• Erosion control measures 

• Engine tune-up and idling restrictions 

Hazardous 
Materials 

CEQA: A potential exists for exposure to 
gasoline, diesel fuel, oil, and lubricants due to 
operation of construction equipment, a 
temporary construction-related impact. No 
long-term or permanent impacts are 
anticipated. 

TRPA Considerations: No additional potential 
exists for increased exposure to health hazards 
beyond the temporary construction-related 
impacts noted above. 

Certain sites will require a Preliminary Site 
Investigation prior to commencement of 
construction activities. Equipment will be 
available on-site to clean up fuel leaks and 
spills if they occur. No acutely hazardous 
materials will be stored on-site. 
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Table S-1 (Concluded) 
Summary of Impacts and Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

Impact Category Potential Program Impacts Avoidance/Minimization/Mitigation 

Geology CEQA: No temporary construction-related 
impacts are anticipated. The construction of 
retention basins, cut and fill slopes, brow 
ditches (ditches placed upslope of 
construction to divert runoff away from the 
site), and other drainage facilities in unstable 
soils and/or steep slopes have the potential to 
result in erosion and/or landslides if 
improperly constructed.  

TRPA Considerations: The Program could 
have long-term, permanent impacts to 
approximately 20 acres of SEZ lands and 10 
acres of wetlands and other waters of the 
United States due to paving of turnouts and 
impacts to existing and proposed basins. 

Certain sites will require geotechnical 
investigations to identify soil types prior to 
the design stage. In addition, standard BMP 
practices will be implemented, such as 
revegetation and soil erosion prevention. 

Construction work for new and existing 
basins will be designed to minimize SEZ and 
wetland impacts. The acreage impacts are for 
worst-case scenarios; actual impacts are 
expected to be significantly lower. 

Growth 
Inducement 

CEQA: The Program would not increase 
highway capacity or induce growth. No 
temporary or long-term, permanent impacts 
are anticipated. 

TRPA Considerations: No additional impacts. 

No mitigation or minimization measures are 
required. 

 

S.4 Areas of Potential Controversy 

S.4.1 Land Use and Community Impacts 

The Program would have no effect on population, housing, or development trends, but temporary 
construction-related traffic congestion would affect local circulation. In the vicinity of Meyers 
and South Lake Tahoe, US 50 and SR 89 serve as major arterials to access secondary roads and 
residential areas as well as various commercial and business areas, including the Lake Tahoe 
Airport. Due to the number of visitors to the Lake Tahoe region and the limited road 
infrastructure in the area, US 50 and SR 89 can quickly reach capacity during weekends and 
other peak tourism periods. The areas surrounding Meyers and South Lake Tahoe have among 
the highest seasonal volumes of tourism activity in the region.  

The Program has the potential to create temporary impacts to traffic flow. Temporary lane 
closures along work areas could require closure of traffic lanes, resulting in delays. Construction 
activities within the project segments may also cause traffic delays for public transit. Slow-
moving construction vehicles accessing or leaving the work areas could also impede through-
traffic flow on highways. Wherever possible, at least one lane in each direction would be 
maintained by using lane width reductions or paved shoulder areas. Traffic flow may be 
restricted to alternating, one-way movement where road shoulders are narrow or work takes 
place within the traffic lane; however, delays in any one area would be temporary as construction 
progresses along each segment. No long-term or permanent impacts are anticipated. 
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Public access to popular vista points and recreational areas along the southern shore of Lake 
Tahoe, such as in and around Emerald Bay, may be affected. Some off-highway parking is 
available, but at the most popular trailheads and visitor locations, designated parking lots can 
overflow. Slow-moving vehicles seeking the limited parking spaces in these areas can also create 
increased congestion or risk of conflicts with through traffic on the highway. During 
construction, shoulder areas that are sometimes used for parking may be used for work setup and 
construction staging. Access to some recreational destinations may be further limited or 
restricted because of these construction needs. 

A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would be developed as part of the final design to minimize 
traffic congestion and delays. The TMP would include contractor construction restrictions and 
requirements for different types of work. A master construction schedule for all projects has been 
developed to minimize overlapping construction sequences and reduce traffic impacts. 
Additionally, Traffic Operations Systems are proposed in a separate project to be installed before 
the water quality improvement projects to provide current construction, traffic, and detour 
information for motorists. 

S.4.2 Visual Impacts 

Construction activities would be visible to motorists and pedestrians passing through work areas. 
Residents and business owners/employees would be exposed to construction while work is under 
way within each segment. Construction activities that could be visible, depending on the 
location, include possible removal of trees, installation of new infiltration basins and retaining 
walls, rock blankets and slope protection, shoulder widening, excavation or blasting of rock, and 
grading of slopes. Impacts would be temporary and seasonal but unavoidable as the work 
transitions along each segment. 

Existing views in the vicinity of Emerald Bay, a National Natural Landmark, could be 
temporarily affected by construction activities. The steepness of the slopes and the long views in 
this area could make it difficult to avoid the visibility of construction work or blend it into the 
natural terrain.  

Mitigation for retaining walls should incorporate native rock, rock coloration, and material 
consistent with surroundings. Wall heights and alignment should be varied if practicable. 
Locating any large concrete vaults or other structures away from immediate public view, 
potentially downslope from the roadway, may mitigate the appearance of drainage structures. 

Drainage basins should be designed with freeform shapes in and around trees or groups of trees. 
Planting at basins should be considered using plant materials indigenous to the area. Rock placed 
for drainage control at the basins or other facilities should be native rock to avoid contrasting 
with existing site conditions. 

Erosion control should consider use of geo-fabric materials overlain by boulders and soil and 
should incorporate planting holes for indigenous species. Disturbed areas should be replanted. 

S.4.3 Wetland Impacts 

Portions of the jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the United States within the study area 
would be permanently affected by the proposed construction of infiltration basins, the retrofitting 
of existing basins, the paving of pullout areas along US 50 and SR 89, and other activities. The 
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proposed activities would have both direct and indirect and temporary and permanent impacts to 
the waters within these areas. 

The impacts to the wetlands will be avoided and/or minimized by designating these features 
outside of the construction impact area as environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs). ESA 
provisions should include, but are not limited to, the use of temporary high-visibility orange 
fencing to delineate the proposed limit of work in areas adjacent to sensitive resources and to 
delineate and exclude sensitive resources from potential construction impacts. Contractor 
encroachment into ESAs will be restricted, including the staging and operation of heavy 
equipment or casting of excavation materials. 

Construction would be timed to minimize potential impacts to sensitive biological resources as 
specified in the mitigation measures for water quality, rare plants, and wildlife. Construction 
work will be minimal during the fall, winter, and spring. 

Specific minimization and mitigation measures for water quality impacts include imposing time 
restrictions for in-stream activities, minimizing disturbance to creek channels and adjacent areas, 
and implementing containment measures and construction site BMPs. The riparian and stream 
habitat disturbed by construction will be stabilized and restored upon the completion of 
construction activities. 

S.4.4 Natural Environment Impacts 

Permanent impacts to the natural environment would primarily occur where paving and grading 
of shoulders and pullouts is performed, new retaining walls are constructed, and drainage 
facilities (primarily the proposed drainage basins) are installed. This construction would occur 
along the existing highways and extend outside of the existing right-of-way in locations where 
new drainage facilities are installed. This could require removal of existing vegetation within the 
drainage areas and along shoulders that are being widened, such as where cut and fill is 
necessary along slopes and embankments. Temporary impacts could include loss of vegetation 
where equipment access and work areas are necessary. Noise levels and construction activities 
could also cause temporary disturbance to wildlife species. 

The Program has the potential to impact a minimum of 10 special-status wildlife species. 
Potential impacts to sensitive plant species and habitat could include permanent, temporary, and 
indirect effects. Permanent impacts could include loss or degradation of habitat due to creation of 
drainage basins. Temporary impacts, which would occur only during the construction period, 
could include increased erosion and vehicle disturbances of habitat. Indirect effects are those that 
may result after Program implementation, such as altered hydrology, introduction of invasive 
nonnative species, or reduced genetic exchange.  

Avoidance and mitigation measures include seasonal timing restrictions for construction 
activities to avoid periods of time when wildlife species are most vulnerable, such as during 
breeding seasons. Preconstruction surveys would be performed in areas of known habitat for 
sensitive species to verify whether the species is present; if the species is found, avoidance 
measures will be applied. Construction contract specifications would include establishing ESAs; 
imposing construction clean-up, weed control, and erosion control measures; restricting in-
stream work; and restoring disturbed vegetation.  
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Direct and indirect impacts to SEZ areas could occur from the proposed construction of 
infiltration basins, retrofitting of existing basins, paving of pullout areas on the sides of US 50 
and SR 89, and other proposed Program activities. Mitigation will be provided for direct impacts 
to SEZ areas according to RWQCB policy requirements and TRPA policy. 

S.5 Required Approvals and Permits 
Permits would be required from local, state, and federal agencies depending on the jurisdiction of 
each agency with respect to each specific project that is advanced for review. The following 
agencies may require permits, approvals, or review:  

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (Section 404 permit) 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (Section 7 consultation) 

• State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 

• U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service (Forest Service), Lake Tahoe Basin 
Management Unit (easement or Special Use permit) 

• California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) (Section 1602 permit/Streambed 
Alteration) 

• SWRCB and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) (Section 401 and NPDES) 

• Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA)  

• California State Parks (encroachment permit) 

• El Dorado County  

• City of South Lake Tahoe (encroachment permits) 
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1. Section 1 ONE Purpose and Need 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is the lead California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) agency responsible for maintaining and improving the California highway 
system within the Lake Tahoe Basin. Caltrans proposes to implement water quality improvement 
measures along segments of U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) and State Route (SR) 89 in El Dorado 
County to comply with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
requirements, and address planned improvements and changes that are part of the Lake Tahoe 
Basin Environmental Improvement Program (EIP).  

To achieve the above objectives, a preliminary Program of improvements has been developed 
and will be refined as each project segment or element is further evaluated and designed. This 
CEQA document has therefore been prepared to address the overall proposed improvements in a 
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR). CEQA defines a program EIR as “…an EIR which 
may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project that are 
related either: 

• Geographically, 

• A logical part in the chain of contemplated actions, 

• In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the 
conduct of a continuing program, or 

• As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory 
authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in 
similar ways” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). 

The proposed Program has elements of all of the above criteria. Within the overall limits on US 
50 and SR 89, segments where work is proposed have been initially defined, and water quality 
and highway design improvements common to all segments have been identified, at least 
conceptually. The design and implementation of the improvements will undergo further 
evaluation as field studies, design, and planning advance. This EIR, therefore, addresses the 
impacts of the proposed improvements as an overall program with a study area that encompasses 
all segments of the highways where work will take place.  

1.2 LOCATION 
Caltrans’ responsibilities under the EIP addressed in this program-level EIR cover eight specific 
segments of US 50 and SR 89 located south and west of Lake Tahoe (see Figure 1-1). Detailed 
maps of the corridor segments are included in Appendix A.  

On US 50, the Program will make improvements to three segments of the highway corridor:  

• Segment 1: Old Meyers Road to 0.1 kilometer (km) (0.6 mile) east of Incline Road 
(Kilometer Post [KP] 108.8 to 117.3 or Post Mile [PM] 67.6 to 72.9). This segment begins 
north of and below Echo Summit as the highway approaches the community of Meyers. It 
passes through steep terrain at its southern extent, transitioning to gentle slopes through the 
development at Meyers.  



SECTIONONE Purpose and Need 

 X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\1.0_PURPOSE AND NEED.DOC\24-JUL-08 1-2 

• Segment 2: Airport Road to the US 50/SR 89 “Y”1 intersection (KP 118.6 to 121.3 or 
PM 73.7 to 75.4). This segment of US 50 is relatively flat. Lands along this segment are 
primarily divided into individual private parcels, both developed and undeveloped. The 
South Lake Tahoe airport is adjacent to this segment. 

• Segment 3: Ski Run Boulevard to the Nevada State Line (KP 127.6 to 129.4 or PM 79.3 
to 80.4). US 50 is increasingly developed approaching Stateline, Nevada. Within the overall 
Program, this segment contains the greatest proportion of development alongside the 
highway, including relatively extensive paved parking and roadway surfaces. Traffic use is 
relatively high. 

On SR 89, the Program is defined in five segments: 

• Segment 1: Alpine County line to the US 50/SR 89 Intersection at Meyers (KP 0.0 to 
15.76 or PM 0.0 to 8.6). This segment of SR 89 begins at Luther Pass and descends steeply 
along the meadows and waterbody of Grass Lake and forested areas, to the more gradual 
topography at the community of Meyers and the intersection of US 50. This segment has 
relatively lower traffic volumes compared to other segments, but it provides important access 
from Meyers and South Lake Tahoe to areas past Luther Pass including Hope Valley, SR 88, 
and destinations outside of the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

• Segment 2: US 50/SR 89 “Y” in South Lake Tahoe to Cascade Road (KP 13.76 to 22.21 
or PM 8.6 to 13.8). This segment of SR 89 provides access to and from the South Lake 
Tahoe community and adjacent recreational beaches and parklands. It is generally flat within 
the developed city of South Lake Tahoe, the recreational and historic facilities at Camp 
Richardson, and the meadows and forestlands west of South Lake Tahoe. The highway 
provides connections to Fallen Leaf Lake and transitions to steeper slopes where it 
approaches Cascade Road (south of Cascade Lake). This segment has relatively higher traffic 
volumes and probably the greatest recreational use. 

• Segment 3: Cascade Road to north of the Eagle Falls Sidehill Viaducts (KP 22.21 to 
28.97 or PM 13.8 to 18.0). Traveling from the south, this segment of SR 89 climbs through 
switchbacks toward Emerald Bay and is cut into the steep, relatively unstable side slopes 
above the bay. Drivers can access pullovers and scenic vista points, trailheads (including to 
Desolation Wilderness), and the State Park facilities at Emerald Bay and the popular 
Vikingsholm historic home. The highway and parking areas have historic rock walls and 
bridges. The steep slopes on this segment limit the available area along both sides of the 
highway. 

• Segment 4: North of the Eagle Falls Sidehill Viaducts to Meeks Creek (KP 28.97 to 
39.80 or PM 18.0 to 24.9). This segment descends from Emerald Bay and travels north to 
the community of Meeks Bay. The southern half of this segment travels through undeveloped 
National Forest lands and is adjacent to or crosses through the northern extent of Emerald 
Bay State Park and D.L. Bliss State Park. 

                                                 
1 The intersection of US 50 and SR 89 in South Lake Tahoe is commonly referred to as the “Y.” 
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• Segment 5: Meeks Creek to the Placer County Line (KP 39.80 to 44.1 or PM 24.9 to 
27.4). The northern and southern ends of this segment travel near or above the shoreline of 
Lake Tahoe, through the residential land uses at Meeks Bay and Tahoma. Between these two 
communities, the segment crosses through Sugar Pine State Park. Terrain is moderate and 
existing community development within Meeks Bay and Tahoma restricts availability of 
right-of-way in some areas. 

1.3 PURPOSE 
The purpose of the Program is to implement NPDES requirements and water quality elements of 
the Lake Tahoe Basin EIP that relate to US 50 and SR 89 within the designated segments. In 
meeting this purpose, the Program will apply current design standards.  

1.4 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

1.4.1 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) was created with the authority to plan, oversee, 
and regulate development within the bi-state Tahoe region, which includes the state highways. 
Environmental threshold carrying capacities were established for Lake Tahoe by Public Law 
96-551 and adopted for the Lake Tahoe Region in 1982. The Tahoe Regional Planning Compact 
charges the TRPA with attaining and maintaining these environmental threshold carrying 
capacities to protect the unique values of the Lake Tahoe Basin. The nine categories of 
environmental thresholds are as follows: 

• Water Quality • Noise 

• Wildlife • Recreation 

• Vegetation • Air Quality/Transportation 

• Soil Conservation • Scenic Resources/Community Design 

• Fisheries  

The TRPA’s Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin: Goals and Policies (TRPA 2004) 
establishes the overall approach to meeting the threshold standards. Various elements of the 
Regional Plan address specific environmental and planning topics, and the TRPA’s Plan Area 
Statements and Community Plans identify goals for specific land use areas throughout the Tahoe 
Basin. The plans and policies are ultimately implemented through the TRPA’s Code of 
Ordinances, which regulates all proposed projects and activities. 

1.4.2 Executive Order and State and Regional Commitments 
Presidential Executive Order 13057, issued on July 26, 1997, declared the Lake Tahoe Region an 
area of national environmental concern. Executive Order 13057 created a federal partnership of 
five cabinet-level agency secretaries and called for a Memorandum of Agreement between the 
federal partnership, the States of California and Nevada, the TRPA, and the Washoe Tribal 
Government to facilitate coordination and cooperation. The Memorandum of Agreement was 
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subsequently signed by the Governor of California, and it affirmed a commitment to manage and 
protect Lake Tahoe’s natural resources; to achieve and maintain the previous environmental 
thresholds; and to adopt, fund, and implement the EIP. The $908 million EIP was adopted by the 
TRPA in February 1998. Continued state funding for the EIP since 1999 reaffirms California’s 
commitment to protecting and restoring the environmental quality of Lake Tahoe.  

The EIP identifies restoration, capital improvement, and operational modification work in eight 
of the nine environmental threshold areas. Approximately 83 EIP projects involve California 
highways in the Tahoe Basin. Caltrans has capital funding involvement with approximately 28 
projects and is the lead agency for 20 projects. The Program incorporates elements of several EIP 
projects: EIP numbers 9, 993, 995, and 1012.  

1.4.3 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Requirements 
In 1987, the Clean Water Act (CWA) was amended to include Section 402(p), which established 
a framework for regulating municipal and industrial stormwater discharges under the NPDES. 
Caltrans was issued a statewide NPDES permit (Order No. 99-06-DWQ, NPDES No. 
CAS000003; Statewide Permit) from the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) on 
July 15, 1999. The Statewide Permit incorporates the provisions of the Water Quality Control 
Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan), which contains additional requirements that have 
historically applied to Caltrans permits. The Basin Plan includes numerical effluent limitations 
for stormwater discharges within the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit. In addition, Caltrans must 
comply with requirements in the Tahoe Construction NPDES General Permit (Board Order No. 
R6T-2005-0007) or Waste Discharge Requirements for Construction of Small Projects – Lake 
Tahoe Basin (Board Order No. 6-91-31) for projects of less than 1 acre. 

The Statewide Permit requires that stormwater/urban runoff collection, treatment, and/or 
infiltration disposal facilities be designed, installed, and maintained for the discharge of 
stormwater runoff from all impervious surfaces generated by the 20-year, 1-hour design storm 
within the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit. According to the permit, all Caltrans facilities within the 
Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit must be retrofitted to comply with this requirement by 2008. If site 
conditions do not allow for adequate on-site disposal, all site runoff must be treated to meet 
applicable Effluent Limits and/or Receiving Water Limitations specified in the Basin Plan. The 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Executive Officer may approve alternative 
mitigation measures. 

Caltrans developed and the SWRCB approved a Storm Water Management Plan that identifies 
appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) to be implemented on projects as site conditions 
allow. The Storm Water Quality Handbooks: Project Planning and Design Guide (Caltrans 
2007a) was developed to give additional guidance to designers in considering and implementing 
these BMPs on all projects. The Program would improve stormwater quality by implementing 
source control and treatment BMPs as approved in the Storm Water Quality Handbooks: Project 
Planning and Design Guide. Source controls include, but are not limited to, preservation of 
existing vegetation, use of flow conveyance systems, and slope/surface protection systems 
(vegetated and hard surfaces). Treatment controls to be considered include, but are not limited to, 
infiltration basins, sand traps and vaults, and biofiltration strips and swales. Additional drainage 
systems will be constructed as part of the Program to augment these BMPs. 
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2. Section 2 TWO Alternatives 

This section describes the proposed Program improvements and how they would be 
implemented. The No Project alternative is also described. 

2.1 PROPOSED PROGRAM 
The proposed stormwater control, treatment, and roadway improvements are described as an 
overall Program consisting of eight highway segments. The Program is considered the preferred 
alternative. The Program proposes to comply with the NPDES permit requirements and to 
improve stormwater quality by collecting and treating the stormwater runoff from the highway 
by implementing the following improvements where feasible and warranted: 

• Spot widen roadway shoulders and construct asphalt concrete (AC) or Portland Cement 
Concrete (PCC) dikes if necessary to convey stormwater runoff.   

• Construct retaining walls where required to facilitate shoulder widening 

• Construct new cut and fill slopes where necessary to install proposed facilities 

• Pave some existing unsurfaced pullouts 

• Install maintenance turnouts 

• Rehabilitate existing and install new drainage systems (including infiltration basins and water 
conveyance systems) 

• Install traction sand traps 

• Provide maintenance pullouts for servicing of proposed facilities such as sand traps 

• Provide rock slope protection 

• Flatten and protect erodible slopes for erosion control 

• Revegetate bare or erodible areas 

• Where feasible and permitted by the RWQCB, allow sheet flow off of roadways where 
longitudinal basins are proposed, and allow spreading of runoff water where feasible in 
Stream Environment Zone (SEZ) areas. 

• Pave all existing driveway connections within state right-of-way 

• Place AC overlay (45 millimeters [mm] [1.8 inches]) 

• Dig out failed pavement sections prior to overlay 

In addition, the Program would provide pavement cross-slope correction along US 50 
Segment 3, which may include reconstruction of entire roadway structural sections. 

Conceptual locations for potential infiltration basins were identified during the development of 
the Project Study Reports for US 50 and SR 89. The Program improvements were developed 
with input and coordination among Caltrans multifunctional units specializing in design, 
materials, traffic, constructability, safety, and environmental review. The proposed 
improvements are also based on recent research and testing of a range of technologies and 
treatment measures that could be implemented along the state highways to comply with Program 
requirements. Pilot facilities for runoff treatment have been designed and implemented in the 
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Tahoe Basin and elsewhere in California, and development and testing are still under way.  The 
Storm Water Quality Handbooks: Project Planning and Design Guide (Caltrans 2007a) 
identifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) that are approved for implementation, and new 
technologies and treatments are being developed and tested through pilot programs. The 
proposed Program of improvements is limited to approved BMPs, but new technologies will be 
considered if they are approved for implementation within the time frame of development of 
each project segment. 

Preliminary design review and input was provided by staff from the Lahontan RWQCB, the 
TRPA, El Dorado County, the Caltrans TRPA Coordinator, and the Caltrans District 3 
Landscape and Design units who conducted field reviews of the US 50 and SR 89 segments. 
Appendix B summarizes the initial feasibility assessment and comments.  

The basin and related facility locations and configurations were developed based on whether a 
site was undeveloped, had flat or gently sloping topography, was downgradient from an existing 
or potential discharge point, was not in an obvious SEZ or floodplain, and was accessible by 
maintenance equipment. To accommodate flexibility in the planning and design of the proposed 
facilities, a broad study area was defined that encompassed most of the anticipated 
improvements. This study area is shown on the figures in Appendix A.  

2.1.1 Design, Right-of-Way Acquisition, and Construction 
The proposed Program elements discussed and described in this Program EIR are considered 
preliminary. Program design and construction will proceed in segments, described in Section 1.2. 
As each segment is advanced for funding, additional design work will be completed, ultimately 
leading to development of Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E). Where basins and other 
facilities are proposed that are outside of the existing state right-of-way, portions of parcels or 
entire parcels may be required as new right-of-way for drainage easements. The right-of-way 
phase will identify the necessary parcels, and established right-of-way easement and property 
acquisition procedures will be followed. At the time of preparation of this Program EIR, only 
conceptual, proposed facilities and a study area have been identified. Further development of the 
design together with environmental and public review will be completed for each segment.  

All construction will take place between 8:00 a.m. and 6:30 p.m., when construction noise is 
exempt from TRPA Code of Ordinances noise thresholds. Construction will require clearing of 
vegetation where facilities will be installed. Tree removal can be minimized through further 
refinement of basin and facility design but will be necessary in some locations. State, regional, 
and local vegetation and tree removal requirements and permitting will be followed. Erosion 
control measures and plans will be developed and required of the contractor during construction, 
and seasonal restrictions applicable to projects in the Tahoe Basin will be followed. As noted 
previously, as specific projects and segments advance in planning and design beyond this 
program EIR, additional review will be performed as necessary. 

Construction will include the removal and replacement of existing pavement and the installation 
of new paved areas along the highways. Any widening of the roadway might require extensive 
earthwork and disturbance of existing slopes. New cutslopes will be stabilized with rock-slope 
protection and/or vegetation. TRPA scenic threshold criteria will be considered in the design of 
the slope protection systems. Excavation and earthwork will be necessary for the installation of 
pavement, retaining walls or soil-nail walls, runoff basins, water collection and control devices, 
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and similar facilities. Excavated earth and materials not reused at project sites or elsewhere will 
be disposed of by the contractors at appropriate disposal facilities. The contractors may have to 
use controlled blasting at locations where existing rock prevents or substantially impairs 
excavation. Permanent, long-term BMPs, including asphalt dikes and new drainage systems, will 
be implemented for controlling the potential impacts to existing waterways or storm drainage 
facilities.  

2.1.2 Traffic Management and Controls 

2.1.2.1 Construction Traffic and Traffic Management Plan 
Restrictions on traffic, including one-way lane closures and temporary road closures, would be 
required to construct some of the improvements. Lane and road closures would be needed where 
work would be performed within or close to traffic lanes. Closures would also be needed to 
provide access and work areas sufficient to accelerate work schedules and allow completion of 
the proposed improvements within the limited seasonal work periods allowed in the Tahoe 
Basin.  

A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would be developed as part of the final design phase of each 
project. The TMP would include construction restrictions that meet the requirements for work 
planned in the Tahoe Basin. The TMP may include installing Traffic Operations Systems to 
provide current construction, traffic, and detour information; developing a master construction 
schedule to ensure minimal traffic disruption; coordinating with local and state agencies to 
minimize conflicting construction operations; and staging/sizing contractor construction efforts 
to stabilize the total workforce on the roads at any time. An additional measure includes 
restricting lane closures in the Basin from July 1 through Labor Day with no lane closures 
allowed from Friday after noon through Sunday. Lane closure charts would be developed as part 
of the TMP to address the restrictions and planned closures. Work off of the highway that does 
not impact traffic flow would be allowed within the work window mentioned above. 

Table 2-1 summarizes preliminary construction traffic management requirements, which would 
be refined as each project segment is designed. The potential lane closures, changes, and timing 
described are representative of the possible construction changes and are therefore preliminary 
and approximate. It is important to note that construction activities would be transient within 
each segment, meaning that, at any one location, construction may be completed well within the 
time frames noted below and the work crews and equipment would move to another location as 
work proceeds within a highway segment. 

2.1.3 Right-of-Way Requirements 
New right-of-way would be required where some facilities are proposed that are outside of the 
existing state right-of-way for US 50 and SR 89. New right-of-way would be needed for the 
proposed basins, shoulder widening, and utility relocation, among other needs. The following 
preliminary right-of-way requirements are anticipated: 

• US 50: 32 parcels 

• SR 89: 174 parcels 
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To allow for construction, temporary access to or use of lands outside of the permanent right-of-
way would be required. This is typical of most major roadway projects and would allow for 
temporary staging of equipment and construction, and access to and from the construction areas. 
Construction easements would be defined during PS&E preparation for each project. The study 
area for the Program extends along both sides of US 50 and SR 89 and was defined to allow 
room for construction access and activities where easements would ultimately be obtained. 

2.1.4 Culverts, Retaining Walls, and Slope Protection 
Culverts in poor condition will be lined or replaced. Retaining walls might be constructed at 
various locations, primarily to allow for widening of shoulders and pullouts and/or installation of 
drainage facilities. Soil nail walls2 would also be used as a construction alternative to retaining 
walls. Where applicable, the use of soil nail walls can facilitate construction while reducing 
traffic and environmental impacts. Slope protection measures requiring new walls or other 
structures would be required to comply with TRPA’s aesthetics thresholds. 

Table 2-1 Conceptual Staged Construction Lane Closure Requirements 

US 50 
Segment 1 Old Meyers Road to east of Incline Road 

Meyers Road to Chiapa 
Drive 

Construction may be limited to daytime work with one lane closed (traffic is allowed 
use of the single lane in alternating directions under the control of flagmen and pilot 
cars, as necessary) 

Chiapa Drive to Pioneer 
Trail Road 

Use of existing left-turn lanes and wide shoulders may be possible to keep two-way 
traffic open during construction. 

Pioneer Trail Road to east 
of Incline Road 

Temporary one-way traffic control will likely be required. 

US 50 Segment 1 construction time:  
Overall construction time within this segment is estimated to require three to four construction seasons. 

Segment 2 Airport Road to the US 50/SR 89 “Y” 
Airport Road to “E” Street One-way traffic control will be required.  
“E” Street to US 50/SR 89 
“Y” 

Four-lane highway, which may allow two-way traffic to be maintained with some 
lane closures and traffic management. 

US 50 Segment 2 construction time: One-construction season for the overall segment. 
Segment 3 Ski Run Boulevard to the Nevada State Line 

Entire segment Segment 3 has four lanes with a continuous left-turn lane. Two-way traffic can be 
maintained with some lane closures. 

US 50 Segment 3 construction time: Two construction seasons for the overall segment. 
 

                                                 
2 Soil nailing is a method of construction that reinforces existing ground or an excavated cut by installing “nails” or 
anchors into the cut to provide reinforcement. The face of the cut is then treated or covered to prevent erosion. 
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Table 2-1 Conceptual Staged Construction Lane Closure Requirements (concluded) 

SR 89 
Segments 1, 2, 4, and 5 Alpine County line to the US 50/SR 89 Intersection, US 50/SR 89 “Y” to Cascade 

Road, and North of the Eagle Falls Sidehill Viaducts to the Placer County Line 
Entire segments Except for within South Lake Tahoe, these segments generally consist of one lane in 

each direction, with varying shoulder widths. Construction will be limited to daytime 
with one-way traffic control with the use of flagmen. Use of pilot cars may be 
required at various locations along these segments. Where left-turn lanes and wide 
shoulders allow, two-way traffic flow will be managed. 

SR 89 Segments 1, 2, 4 and 5: Construction is estimated to take three to four seasons overall 
Segment 3 Cascade Road to North of the Eagle Falls Sidehill Viaducts 

Entire segment One-way traffic control will be required with the possibility of longer periods of lane 
closures.  

SR 89 Segment 3 construction time: Estimated to take about two to three seasons 

2.1.5 Utilities 
Utility relocations may be required for construction of the proposed facilities. This could include 
relocation of aboveground or belowground utilities outside of a widened roadway shoulder or 
right-of-way. The study area for the Program includes areas outside of the roadway and right-of-
way, and although the specific needs for any utility relocation would not be defined until the 
final design of each segment, the relocations are expected to be within the areas evaluated in this 
report. This will be verified during the final design, and any further environmental review will be 
performed as necessary for each specific project. 

2.2 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
The No Project Alternative would consist of not implementing the EIP projects for which 
Caltrans is the lead agency. Caltrans would construct none of the improvements listed in Section 
2.1. Caltrans is required to comply with the Statewide NPDES permit issued by SWRCB and 
would be in violation of the requirements of this permit if the proposed Program is not 
constructed. 

The No Project Alternative would result in failure to meet the Program purpose. This alternative 
would not address the environmental problems facing the Lake Tahoe Basin, and therefore is not 
considered a viable alternative with respect to the purpose and need.  

The No Project Alternative would not directly impact the resources discussed in this report, 
including biological and cultural resources and parklands. 

2.3 NECESSARY APPROVALS AND PERMITS 

2.3.1 California Environmental Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act 
This program EIR addresses the planned improvements within Segments 1 through 3 on US 50 
and Segments 1 through 5 on SR 89. As segments are advanced for further consideration, they 
would be reviewed based on site-specific design work and timing of construction. For a specific 
project, Caltrans may propose mitigation measures consistent with this EIR to reduce impacts to 
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subsequent levels that are less than significant. If necessary, the project segments may be subject 
to follow-up environmental review consistent with CEQA. If federal approval or involvement is 
necessary (such as federal funding allocated through the Federal Highway Administration 
[FHWA]), the segments may require environmental review consistent with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the U.S. Department of Transportation Section 4(f) 
requirements. Any project that affects National Forest lands must comply with NEPA regardless 
of funding source. 

2.3.2 Permits and Approvals 
Permits would be required from local, state, and federal agencies depending on the jurisdiction of 
each agency with respect to each specific project that is advanced for review. The following 
agencies may require permits, approvals, or review:  

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (Section 404 permit) 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (Section 7 consultation) 

• State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 

• U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service (Forest Service), Lake Tahoe Basin 
Management Unit (LTBMU) (easement or Special Use permit) 

• California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) (Section 1602 permit/Streambed 
Alteration) 

• SWRCB and RWQCB (Section 401 permit/NPDES) 

• TRPA  

• California State Parks (encroachment permit) 

• El Dorado County  

• City of South Lake Tahoe (encroachment permits) 

2.3.3 Further Environmental Review and Documentation 
Further environmental review and documentation will be completed for each Program segment. 
The appropriate type of environmental document or approval for each segment will be 
determined based on the potential for impacts and whether they can be avoided. Categorical 
Exemptions (CEQA) and Categorical Exclusions (NEPA) will be prepared where the Program 
segments meet the definition of Categorical Exemptions and/or Exclusions and all significant 
impacts are avoided (without mitigation). If Categorical Exemptions and/or Exclusions are not 
appropriate, Initial Studies/Negative Declarations and Environmental Assessments/Findings of 
No Significant Impact will be prepared. None of the segments is anticipated to require an 
Environmental Impact Report or Environmental Impact Statement at this time.   

2.4 AREAS OF KNOWN OR POTENTIAL CONTROVERSY 
The proposed Program would be beneficial to water quality but would require new right-of-way 
along the highways, which would impact existing public and private landowners. All property 
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acquisition would follow state law and established guidelines. As part of state and federal 
procedures, Caltrans would appraise properties needed for right-of-way and make offers to 
landowners to acquire the rights and follow eminent domain guidelines to both construct and 
maintain new permanent drainage and roadway improvements.  

Construction would take place along and within the existing highways, which would temporarily 
cause traffic delays and disrupt existing parking availability along the shoulders, and may lead to 
the permanent loss of parking in some areas. Mitigation in the form of public information and 
notification about construction activities would be provided to allow drivers to anticipate delays 
and disruption and to plan accordingly. However, some level of delays would be unavoidable 
depending on the location and type of work required. 

New drainage facilities and roadway improvements would affect existing vegetation and the 
visual setting. Infiltration basins, slope protection, and drainage facilities would be designed and 
constructed to blend in with the surroundings. 
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3. Section 3 THREE Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation 

This section evaluates the environmental resource areas potentially affected by the proposed 
Program and presents mitigation measures recommended to avoid or reduce those impacts.  The 
evaluation is based on the findings of the technical studies completed for the proposed Program, 
which are listed in the Table of Contents and available for review at the Caltrans North Region 
Office of Environmental Management, 2800 Gateway Oaks Drive, Sacramento, California, 
95833, and at the District 3 Office, 703 B Street, Marysville, California, 95901.   

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15125), the assessment of potential impacts 
should be conducted against a baseline of existing environmental conditions.  The purpose of this 
comparison is to isolate and identify specific impacts that could occur as a result of the proposed 
Program.  For this Program EIR, the alternatives consist of the proposed Program and the No 
Project Alternative.  The No Project Alternative reflects the conditions that would exist if none 
of the improvements proposed for the eight segments of US 50 and SR 89 were completed. 

Cumulative impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects are described 
in Section 3.12.  Impacts that could result from the proposed Program are summarized in the 
CEQA checklist in Appendix C. 
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3.1 LAND USE AND COMMUNITY IMPACTS 

This section presents the existing conditions, potential impacts from the proposed Program, and 
mitigation related to land use, the community, traffic, recreation, and access to public and private 
land in the Program area. 

3.1.1 Environmental Setting 

3.1.1.1 Study Area 
The study area for the community impact assessment consists of the South Lake Tahoe Census 
County Division (CCD), which encompasses the residential and recreational areas around the 
project segments within El Dorado County (Figure 3.1-1). This CCD includes the year 2000 
Census Tracts 301.01, 301.02, 302, 303, 304.01, 304.02, 305.01, 305.02, and 305.03. A broad 
study area was used to incorporate the population within the project vicinity, which relies on US 
50 and SR 89 as primary transportation and lifeline routes in and around the greater Lake Tahoe 
region. In addition, the South Lake Tahoe CCD provides a consistent area within which to 
compare Census and economic data. 

Although the setting is described and impacts are discussed in the context of this study area, 
which encompasses all segments of the Program and the surrounding residential communities, 
the Program may have broader geographic impacts due to the number of visitors who travel to 
Lake Tahoe from outside of the region. Broader regional impacts are described in Section 3.1.3 
where appropriate. 

3.1.1.2 Land Use and Planning 

Existing Land Use 
A wide range of land uses exist in the study area (Figure 3.1-2). Along the western and 
southwestern portions of Lake Tahoe, from Tahoma to South Lake Tahoe, land uses are 
dominated by Forest Service and California State Park lands managed for wilderness access, 
campgrounds and beaches, historic sites, undeveloped forested/watershed areas, and recreation 
trails. The southwestern segments also include residential communities, primarily at Tahoma and 
Meeks Bay, with some residential development at the lakeshore and at or near Fallen Leaf and 
Cascade Lakes.  

More concentrated areas of development are located primarily along the southern and eastern 
shores of Lake Tahoe, predominantly within the community of Meyers, the City of South Lake 
Tahoe, and Stateline. These communities include year-round residential housing as well as 
visitor-serving lodging. Commercial activities within these communities include general retail 
and services to support the large number of recreational and seasonal visitors to the region. 

Meyers 

Meyers is the first community encountered by travelers descending from the steep grade of US 
50 below Echo Summit. It has been described as both a gateway and a way station for travelers 
entering the southern Lake Tahoe area. Meyers is an unincorporated community at the southern 
end of the study area, near the US 50/SR 89 intersection south of South Lake Tahoe (US 50 
Segment 1 and SR 89 Segment 1). Meyers contains mostly single-family (one unit per parcel) 
residential lots with limited commercial development that provides retail goods and services to 
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the surrounding population and highway travelers. Some industrial developments lie south of the 
US 50/SR 89 intersection. Other land uses in Meyers include light industry and local, state, and 
federal public services. The US 50 corridor through Meyers includes a wide, unused right-of-
way in several places, characterized by strip development set far back from the highway. Meyers 
is flanked by two smaller residential communities: Tahoe Paradise to the west (intersecting US 
50 Segment 1), and Christmas Valley to the south (along SR 89 Segment 1) (TRPA 1998). 

City of South Lake Tahoe 
South Lake Tahoe, the only incorporated city in the study area, is situated at the southeastern 
shore of Lake Tahoe, between the Nevada state line to the east and National Forest lands to the 
west, north of Meyers. South Lake Tahoe contains a mix of residential, commercial, and 
recreational uses, including schools, beaches, and marinas. Residential development includes 
single-family homes, apartments, multi-family housing, and mobile home parks. Commercial 
activities appear typically in the form of strip development along US 50 and SR 89 and include 
motels; restaurants; and various service, recreational, and tourist-oriented developments. 
Commercial and tourism-oriented development is particularly intense along US 50 (Segment 3) 
at the California-Nevada border approaching the town of Stateline, which hosts several large 
hotel-casinos. South Lake Tahoe also has completed planned communities such as the Tahoe 
Keys, which is a human-made canal development that includes residences, recreational facilities, 
and limited commercial activity.  

The Lake Tahoe Airport lies at the southern end of South Lake Tahoe, alongside US 50/SR 89 to 
the north of Meyers (US 50 Segment 2). The immediate area is characterized by sparse mixed-
commercial use and industrial activity. Single-family residential development exists to the east 
of the airport along Pioneer Trail between Meyers and South Lake Tahoe.  

Southwest Lake Tahoe 
The southwest shore of Lake Tahoe extends from the western boundary of the City of South 
Lake Tahoe to the Placer County border in the town of Tahoma. Land uses are predominantly 
recreational and public lands, with limited residential and commercial development. SR 89 
Segment 2, which extends between South Lake Tahoe and south of Emerald Bay, crosses 
through Forest Service land that is characterized by mostly recreation-oriented development. 
Pope Beach, Kiva Beach, and Baldwin Beach front Lake Tahoe. The area has picnic facilities, a 
Forest Service work center, bike trails, a marina, and the Camp Richardson resort. Vacation 
homes and Forest Service campgrounds at or near Fallen Leaf Lake and Cascade Lake are 
seasonally accessible from Segment 2. 

SR 89 Segments 3 and 4, which skirt Emerald Bay and extend through D.L. Bliss State Park, 
contain few developed facilities beyond campgrounds (including a boat campground), picnic 
sites, and a few summer homes. 

North of D.L. Bliss State Park (SR 89 Segments 4 and 5), the land uses along the highway are 
characterized by low-density residential and limited commercial development. The Rubicon Bay 
area has primarily single-family homes (one unit per parcel). The Meeks Bay area, managed by 
the Forest Service, primarily consists of the Meeks Bay Resort and other recreational 
development. The town of Tahoma, which lies along the border of El Dorado and Placer 
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Counties, contains a mixture of low-density and high-density residential development, as well as 
some limited commercial services and motels.  

Development Trends 
The TRPA has implemented strict growth and development guidelines that limit the amount of 
new development in the Lake Tahoe Basin. Since 1987, residential construction has been limited 
to the addition of 300 units per year within the Basin. As a result, the region is expected to 
remain relatively stable in terms of growth and development (TRPA 2002).  

Between 1990 and 2000, the greater Lake Tahoe region, which includes those areas surrounding 
Lake Tahoe in California and Nevada, averaged a growth rate of 1.8 percent per year. This 
compares with a growth rate of 3.7 percent per year for Placer County and 2.4 percent per year 
for El Dorado County overall. Within the South Lake Tahoe CCD, population grew 15 percent 
between 1990 and 2000, from 29,653 to 34,042. During the same 10-year period, 1,018 
additional housing units were built in the study area (TRPA 2005; U.S. Census 2000).  

The greater Lake Tahoe region is expected to see an increase in an elderly population over the 
next several years, as the “baby boomer” generation continues to age and relocate in the area. In 
addition, the percentage of Latino and Asian populations, although currently small, is expected to 
increase (TRPA 2002). 

Adopted Goals and Policies 
There has long been a struggle in the Lake Tahoe region between conservation of the area’s 
pristine beauty and resources and the expansion of residential, recreational, and tourist-oriented 
development. In the late 1960s, after two decades of rapid growth, the governors and lawmakers 
of California and Nevada approved a bi-state compact that created the TRPA to oversee orderly 
growth and development consistent with the preservation and enhancement of the region’s 
unique natural and human environment. 

Several regional plans have been developed for the area, including the Regional Plan for the 
Lake Tahoe Basin (TRPA 1987), the Meyers Community Plan (TRPA 1998), and General Plan 
for the City of South Lake Tahoe (City of South Lake Tahoe 2003). These plans are described in 
detail in Section 3.1.2.3. 

3.1.1.3 Population and Housing 
Over 34,000 people lived in the South Lake Tahoe CCD in 2000. Half of the population was 
between the ages of 25 and 54, and over a third was under the age of 25. The median age was 
35.3. The Tahoe Region had 22,015 housing units in 2000, approximately 34 percent of which 
are for vacation or seasonal use. A third of all housing units are owner occupied (U.S. Census 
2000). 

Over 80 percent of Census respondents identified themselves as white, and small percentages 
identified themselves as Asian—mostly Filipino—and other races. Approximately one-fifth of 
respondents identified themselves as Hispanic (U.S. Census 2000). 
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The median household income for the CCD was $40,655 in 2000. There were 3,454 individuals 
(10.2 percent of the population) and 558 families (6.7 percent of all families) living below the 
poverty level in 1999 (U.S. Census 2000). 

The majority of the housing in South Lake Tahoe consists of single-family, detached homes, 
although there is a mix of multi-family homes and condominium/apartment buildings. A 
majority (54 percent) of occupied housing units are owner-occupied, while a third of housing 
units are for vacation or seasonal use. The vast majority (88 percent) of housing units were built 
between 1940 and 1989, predominantly in the 1960s and 1970s. Between 1990 and 2000, 2,300 
new units were built, representing 10 percent of the total existing structures. In contrast, nearly 
77 percent of residents moved into their homes after 1990. According to the U.S. Census, the 
median household value in 2000 was $157,800; however, prices rose steeply between 2000 and 
2006. According to the South Tahoe Association of Realtors, the median sale price for a home in 
the greater South Lake Tahoe area—extending from Emerald Bay to the Nevada–California state 
line—was $489,000 in May 2006. Data from the Tahoe Sierra Multiple Listing Service show that 
the median sale price along the west shore of Lake Tahoe from Rubicon Bay to Tahoma was 
even higher, at $627,500 (U.S. Census 2000; Deb Howard and Co. 2006; Welsh 2006). 

3.1.1.4 Economic Conditions 

Regional Characteristics 
The economic bases of the Lake Tahoe region are tourism and recreation. In addition to Lake 
Tahoe itself, numerous state and federal parks and other facilities in the region provide a variety 
of outdoor recreational activities, including boating, hiking, camping, fishing, and skiing. 
Another large draw to the region is the hotel-casino resorts, located in Nevada and concentrated 
near the California borders. Millions of visitors come to the Lake Tahoe region each year, 
including four million skiers per season. 

Travel spending in 2000 was over $1.5 billion, with nearly $500 million spent on gaming 
activities and nearly $180 million spent on skiing and other recreational activities. Travel 
spending, both directly and indirectly, accounted for approximately 74 percent of all employment 
and 68 percent of all earnings in the region in 2000 (TRPA 2002).  

The primary source of employment in the Lake Tahoe region is the accommodation and food 
services industry, which includes hotel-casinos and the associated gaming industry. In 2003, this 
sector employed 12,508 people and provided the greatest distribution of earnings by far, at $296 
million. The next-largest employment sector was retail trade, which employed 2,436 people and 
provided a $58 million distribution of earnings (TRPA 2005). 

Unemployment in the region declined through the late 1990s, reaching 3.5 percent in 2000. At 
the same time, visitation increased over those years based on revenues from hotel taxes in the 
region (TRPA 2002). 
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Employment and Income 
In the City of South Lake Tahoe, the largest distribution of earnings came from the 
accommodation and food services industry, with over $65 million of annual payroll.3 This was 
followed by the health care and social assistance sector, with nearly $57 million in wages, and 
the retail trade sector (the largest sector in terms of revenue), with over $37 million in wages 
(U.S. Census 2000). 

In the South Lake Tahoe CCD, the greatest percentage (38 percent) of the workforce was 
employed in the arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and food services industries in 
2000. Fourteen percent worked in the educational, health, and social services sector; and 10 
percent worked in retail trade.  

Many employees commute into the region for work at leisure-related jobs (including hotels, food 
service, and casinos). For other types of jobs, however, residents of the region commute outside 
of the region for work (TRPA 2005). In 2000, approximately 30 percent of workers in the study 
area worked outside of their state of residence; another 7 percent worked outside of their county 
(within their state of residence). The median commute time was just over 17 minutes; however, 
more than a quarter of workers commute 30 minutes or more (U.S. Census 2000). 

In the City of South Lake Tahoe,4 retail trade was the largest industrial sector, with over $316 
million in sales in 2002. The accommodation and food services sector was nearly as large, with 
over $306 million in sales. The next-largest industry was health care and social assistance, with 
over $150 million in sales (U.S. Census 2000). 

3.1.1.5 Community Facilities and Services 

Schools 
The study area has two school districts, several private schools, and the Lake Tahoe Community 
College. In 2000, these schools served nearly 10,000 students aged 3 and up.  

The Lake Tahoe Unified School District (LTUSD) represents seven elementary, middle, and 
high schools. The LTUSD encompasses the City of South Lake Tahoe, the community of 
Meyers, and the residential areas in between (LTUSD 2006). Private schools in South Lake 
Tahoe include the Hope Lutheran Preschool, Saint Theresa Elementary, and Mountainside 
Montessori. 

The Tahoe Truckee Unified School District (TTUSD) represents 11 schools north of the study 
area, in the towns of Truckee, Kings Beach, and Tahoe City; however, the district extends into 
the study area through the town of Tahoma and into the community of Meeks Bay (TTUSD 
2006).  

Both school districts provide bus service within the study area. TTUSD has four school bus stop 
locations between Tahoma and General Creek Campground along SR 89.  

LTUSD provides school bus service throughout the southern extent of the study area, Meyers, 
and South Lake Tahoe. LTUSD uses US 50 and SR 89 for several of its routes. Adequate 
                                                           
3 This information was not available for the South Lake Tahoe CCD. 
4 Data were not available for the South Lake Tahoe CCD. 
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functioning of the school bus system requires that students be picked up and left off at a place 
that is at or near a regular stop so that they may proceed safely (Caltrans 2003d). 

Police, Fire, and Medical Services 
Police protection is provided within the study area by three organizations: the South Lake Tahoe 
Police Department, the California Highway Patrol, and the El Dorado County Sheriff. The South 
Lake Tahoe Police Department provides services within the City of South Lake Tahoe. The 
California Highway Patrol and the El Dorado County Sheriff’s Department provide police 
protection along US 50 and SR 89 and in the unincorporated areas of El Dorado County within 
the study area (Caltrans 2003d). 

Five organizations provide fire protection within the study area:  

• The Meeks Bay Fire Protection District provides fire protection along the northern limits of 
the study area, from the border of Placer and El Dorado Counties to Eagle Falls, near the 
southwestern tip of Emerald Bay.  

• The Lake Valley Fire Protection District, based in Meyers, has jurisdiction over the 
unincorporated areas of El Dorado County within the study area. The district runs from the 
border of Alpine and El Dorado Counties along SR 89, to Echo Summit along US 50, to 
Stateline outside the City of South Lake Tahoe, and west into the Cascade Lake area.  

• The Fallen Leaf Lake Volunteer Fire Department provides service to the community 
surrounding Fallen Leaf Lake but only operates during the summer months.  

• The City of South Lake Tahoe Fire Department provides fire protection within the city limits. 
There are three fire stations in the city.  

• The Forest Service provides fire protection for the National Forest and Wilderness areas 
surrounding the study area. 

Medical services in the study area are provided by Barton Memorial Hospital, which is located in 
South Lake Tahoe near the US 50/SR 89 “Y.” Barton Memorial provides 24-hour emergency 
services and has 75 patient beds and 48 resident beds. The hospital is part of the Barton 
HealthCare System, which includes various medical and health facilities in South Lake Tahoe 
and in Stateline (Barton HealthCare 2006). 

3.1.1.6 Traffic and Transportation 

Traffic 
Due to the number of visitors to the Lake Tahoe region and the limited road infrastructure in the 
area, US 50 and SR 89 can quickly reach capacity during weekends and other peak visiting times 
throughout the year. In 2006, the annual average daily traffic (AADT) was 32,500 on US 50 
Segment 3 and 18,000 on SR 89 Segment 2 (Caltrans 2007b).  

Transit 
BlueGO is a coordinated public-private transportation system that provides a variety of 
scheduled and on-demand transportation services throughout the southern shore area of Lake 
Tahoe. BlueGO provides hourly round-trip service along five bus routes in South Lake Tahoe: 
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Routes A, B, E, and H, and the Nevada Flex Route. The routes primarily run along US 50 
Segments 2 and 3 and SR 89 Segment 2. In addition, the Heavenly Ski Run Shuttle provides 
service along five routes in east South Lake Tahoe: the Red, Orange, Yellow, Green, and Blue 
routes. These routes all travel at least partially along US 50 Segment 3. Shuttles also provide 
service to the Nevada casinos. Additional on-demand shuttle service is available throughout 
South Lake Tahoe and Meyers. The Nifty 50 Trolley, which runs seasonally, has multiple routes 
between Emerald Bay and Zephyr Cove in Nevada. There is no regularly scheduled bus service 
outside of South Lake Tahoe (BlueGO 2006). Tahoe Area Regional Transit (TART) runs bus 
service within the West and North Shore areas and Incline Village, including a route between 
Meeks Bay and Tahoe City. 

Access/Circulation and Parking 
The project segments in the vicinity of Meyers and South Lake Tahoe serve as major arterials to 
access secondary roads and residential areas, as well as various commercial and business 
activities including the Lake Tahoe Airport. SR 89 Segments 1, 3, 4, and 5 often provide the only 
route to remote residential and recreational areas. While commercial activities along these routes 
often have off-street parking options, vehicles use roadside shoulders and pullouts to park for 
access to scenic vistas and recreational activities. 

3.1.1.7 Parks and Recreation 
The study area is surrounded by National Forests and wilderness areas and contains several local 
and state parks and recreational areas. Near Meyers, the major parks and recreational areas 
include Washoe Meadows State Park and the Lake Valley State Recreational Area. South Lake 
Tahoe has lakefront beaches, marinas, the South Lake Tahoe Recreational Area (through which 
US 50 passes), and Bijou Community Park and Municipal Golf Course. West of South Lake 
Tahoe is National Forest land, with more lakefront beaches and recreational areas, and the Camp 
Richardson Resort and Fallen Leaf Campground. Further west are Emerald Bay and D.L. Bliss 
State Parks, both of which contain campgrounds and other recreational facilities. This part of the 
study area is surrounded by National Forest land, and farther out, national wilderness areas. The 
northern part of the study area near the Placer County border contains Meeks Bay and Sugar Pine 
Point State Park, both with campgrounds and recreational facilities.  

Tahoe City has a Class I bike path that runs from the Placer/El Dorado County line south to 
Sugar Pine Point State Park. There are plans to extend the trail to Meeks Bay. The City of South 
Lake Tahoe, the Forest Service, and Caltrans have bike lanes/paths within the southern and 
western project segments. The bike lanes/paths are used extensively on the Tahoma and South 
Lake Tahoe portions of the study area. Cyclists also frequently ride along the highway shoulders 
throughout the study area, especially on SR 89 between Meyers and Luther Pass and on US 
50/SR 89 between Meyers and the SR 89/US 50 “Y” in the City of South Lake Tahoe.  Shoulder 
space is constrained in many mountainous areas of SR 89 from the  Fallen Leaf Lake vicinity 
through Emerald Bay. 
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3.1.2 Regulatory Setting  

3.1.2.1 Federal 
The management of National Forest lands along SR 89 from the City of South Lake Tahoe to 
Emerald Bay is guided by the LTBMU Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Service 
1988). The plan provides for increases in recreation opportunities suited to the area’s natural 
attractions with sensitivity to the environment. In doing so, the plan emphasizes dispersed, 
nonmotorized recreation; access to Lake Tahoe and its shoreline; skiing, scenic viewing, 
environmental awareness programs, camping, and hiking; and the needs of the nearby urban 
population.  

3.1.2.2 State 

Significance Criteria 
Potentially applicable CEQA significance criteria for the Program are discussed below.  

Land Use and Planning 

• Physically divide an established community. 

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

• Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation 
plan. 

Population and Housing 

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

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

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

Community Facilities and Services 

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

- Fire protection. 

- Police protection. 
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- Schools. 

- Parks. 

- Other public facilities. 

Traffic and Transportation 

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

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

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

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

• Result in inadequate emergency access. 

• Result in inadequate parking capacity. 

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

Parks and Recreation 

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

• Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 

3.1.2.3 Regional 
Land Use and Planning 

In 1987, the TRPA developed a Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin (TRPA 1987). This 
plan, which is currently being updated, consists of various components relating air quality, water 
quality, transportation, and scenic resources, to overall goals and policies encompassing the 
entire Lake Tahoe region. Several local, state, and federal agencies contributed to the 
development of this plan, including the City of South Lake Tahoe and the community of Meyers, 
to ensure consistency in developmental activities throughout the region. 

The TRPA developed environmental threshold carrying capacities to protect and enhance the 
quality of Lake Tahoe and other natural resources in the region. One of the goals of the TRPA 
Regional Plan is to “direct the amount and location of new land uses in conformance with the 
environmental threshold carrying capacities…” (TRPA 2004). This goal translates into a 
Regional Plan policy that “the total population permitted in the region at one time shall be a 
function of the constraints of the regional plan and the environmental threshold carrying 
capacities” (TRPA 2004). Other goals of the TRPA Regional Plan include the reduction of 
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sediment, nutrient, and other pollutants into Lake Tahoe from surface runoff and other sources to 
maintain and improve the water quality of the lake and its contributing rivers and streams.  

As part of the Regional Plan, individual planning areas throughout the Lake Tahoe region 
developed Plan Area Statements. The Statements provide brief descriptions of the planning area, 
planning statements and considerations, and a list of special policies along with details about 
permitted uses. Each Statement includes a policy to implement the EIP. 

Population, Housing, and Community Facilities and Services 
No specific environmental thresholds for socioeconomic conditions were set by the TRPA, the 
City of South Lake Tahoe, or other regional regulatory agencies. For the purposes of this 
analysis, an impact is considered significant if implementation of the Program would 
substantially alter the socioeconomic base of the community, particularly if such alteration 
creates conflicts with the existing tourism-oriented economy. Significant socioeconomic impacts 
might also arise if the Program would attract new residents with significantly different 
demographic characteristics than the existing community. The TRPA Initial Environmental 
Checklist was used to determine the nature and significance of impacts based on TRPA 
considerations for these resources. 

Traffic and Transportation 
Pursuant to the TRPA Code of Ordinances, potential impacts to traffic and transportation include 
the generation of additional vehicle trips; changes to parking facilities or the demand for these 
facilities; changes to existing transportation systems; alterations to circulation patterns; 
alterations of waterborne, rail or air traffic; or the increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, 
bicyclists or pedestrians.  

Parks and Recreation 
TRPA thresholds apply to recreation resources. They include: 

• R1 – It shall be the policy of the TRPA governing body in development of the regional plan 
to preserve and enhance the high quality recreational experience, including preservation of 
high quality undeveloped shorezone and other natural areas. In developing the regional plan, 
the staff and governing body shall consider provisions for additional access, where lawful 
and feasible, to the shorezone and high quality undeveloped areas for low density 
recreational uses. 

• R2 – It shall be the policy of the TRPA governing body in development of the regional plan 
to establish and ensure a fair share of the total basin capacity for outdoor recreation is 
available to the general public. 

3.1.2.4 Local 

Meyers Community Plan 
The Meyers Community Plan was developed in 1993 and updated in 1998 as part of the TRPA 
Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin. It refers to the goals of the TRPA Regional Plan as well 
as its own goals to enhance the identity and image of Meyers as a community and as a gateway 
to the Lake Tahoe region. One major focus of the plan is to enhance the US 50 corridor that runs 
through Meyers by visually and physically improving the large rights-of-way and strip 
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commercial development along the road. The Meyers Community Plan also contains programs to 
improve water quality through implementation of BMPs and improvements to SEZ lands along 
US 50 (TRPA 1998). 

General Plan for the City of South Lake Tahoe 
The 1999 General Plan for the City of South Lake Tahoe also refers to its consistency with the 
TRPA Regional Plan and its goal to direct development in accordance with the environmental 
carrying capacities of the region. A major focus of the plan is to improve the character of the US 
50 corridor by transitioning the current commercial strip development of the roadway into a 
more traditional village character. As new development and population growth is severely 
limited, various incentives are provided to redirect and relocate commercial development to 
centralized locations. The plan includes a goal and discusses actions to conserve and improve the 
water quality of Lake Tahoe (City of South Lake Tahoe 2003).   

The South Tahoe Redevelopment Agency Implementation Plan (January 2005 through December 
2009) for Redevelopment Project No. 1 (South Tahoe Redevelopment Agency 2005) established 
a plan area along US 50 in the City of South Lake Tahoe from Ski Run Boulevard to the 
California-Nevada state line. US 50 Segment 3 of the proposed Program falls within this 
redevelopment plan area. The Implementation Plan goals include item B, which states that 
projects must be environmentally beneficial consistent with TRPA thresholds.   

The Implementation Plan includes the Triangle Project, a 6-acre plan area located in the triangle 
formed by Pioneer Trail, US 50, and Midway Road.  The Triangle Project is the entry to the 
completed Heavenly Village Project and proposed convention center. The concept is to develop a 
coordinated land use plan for the entire 6 acres that would include new lighting, curbs, gutters, 
sidewalks, and landscaping.   

3.1.3 Impacts 

3.1.3.1 CEQA Considerations 
Overall, the primary Program impact is related to construction activities. On a long-term basis, 
the Program would neither change the capacity of the existing roads (US 50 or SR 89) nor 
substantially change or provide new access to any lands that are not currently served by the 
existing roads. Following completion of construction, US 50 and SR 89 would have 
improvements along the road such as enhanced control and treatment of runoff and improved 
surfacing of roadway shoulders and pullouts. Therefore, all segments along the two highways 
affected by the Program would be the same as they were prior to construction in terms of 
motorized traffic flow and access to existing parcels. No new areas would be accessible that are 
not already served by the existing highway and local road system; consequently, there would be 
no changes or effects with regard to future land use patterns or growth.  

Temporary construction impacts would occur while the planned improvements are being 
implemented; therefore, the impacts discussions in the following sections focus on these 
temporary construction activities. 

Lane and road closures would be needed where work must be performed within or close to traffic 
lanes. Closures would also be needed to provide access and work areas sufficient to accelerate 
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work schedules and allow completion of the proposed improvements within the limited seasonal 
work periods allowed in the Tahoe Basin.  

The Program would result in temporary delays in traffic due to construction activities. Wherever 
possible, at least one lane in each direction would remain open. This may be achieved by using 
temporary lane width reductions (where two-way traffic can be maintained but would be slowed) 
or paved shoulder areas. Lanes may require temporary closure where highway shoulders are 
narrow or work must occur within the travel lanes. Under such circumstances, traffic may be 
temporarily stopped in one or both directions, and traffic would move in alternating one-way 
directions. As work progresses along each segment, the location of any temporary delays would 
shift as work is completed. Table 2-1 in Section 2 describes a conceptual staged construction 
lane closure scenario. 

Land Use and Planning 
Community Cohesion 
Community cohesion generally refers to the level of commitment or attachment among the 
individuals, neighbors, institutions, groups, or businesses/services that make up a community. 
The Program will improve community cohesion by correcting current water quality violations 
and implementing elements of several EIP projects, installing BMPs, and improving runoff 
quality water from state highways. It reflects the social value placed on protecting the natural 
resources of the Lake Tahoe Basin. Within the study area, US 50 and SR 89 have long served as 
the primary routes that residents, visitors, and businesses have relied on for their transportation 
needs. Over the long term, the Program would have no effect on the communities that these two 
highways currently serve. During the construction period, roads would be open and travel would 
be unrestricted during all non-construction periods. Where temporary lane closures may be 
necessary along highway segments that have only one lane in each direction and limited shoulder 
widths, motorists could experience delays in traveling through areas of active construction. The 
delays may discourage some travelers from using the highways during those times. Although this 
impact could be temporarily disruptive, travelers may be delayed but would still be able to reach 
their intended destination. Within areas where the local circulation system is more developed, 
such as at Meyers, near Stateline, and at South Lake Tahoe, drivers could potentially use non-
highway routes through neighborhoods during the day to avoid construction areas. There are, 
however, limited areas within the study area where this could effectively occur, and therefore the 
potential for diverted traffic to significantly disrupt existing neighborhoods or community areas 
would not be widespread or significant. 

Overall, the Program could cause traffic delays within each specific area where construction is 
active each day, but it would not have a significant impact on community cohesion. Any delays 
would be temporary, and during construction times, access along each highway would still be 
available. The communities along US 50 and SR 89 have already developed along each side of 
these well-traveled routes and would not be further physically divided or separated. 

Long-Range Planning  
The Program is consistent with the goals of plans developed by the TRPA (including individual 
Plan Area Statements), South Lake Tahoe, Meyers, and El Dorado County. These plans stress 
improving water quality in the Lake Tahoe area.  
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Consistency with planned development will be evaluated as each project segment is advanced for 
implementation.  A basin proposed for US 50 Segment 3 is adjacent to and northeast of two 
parcels (029-170-01 and 029-170-02) owned by the South Tahoe Redevelopment Agency that 
are part of the Triangle Project Area (see Section 3.1.2.4). To avoid conflicts with existing land 
uses on these parcels (two convenience stores), the basin would have to be designed to use 
available vacant land and avoid the permanent structures. The South Tahoe Redevelopment 
Agency would be consulted during further planning for this segment of the Program.  

Economic Conditions 
Local Businesses 
Although the temporary construction activities described above are not expected to impact 
existing community cohesion, they would affect travel times. Drivers may delay or be 
temporarily discouraged from making trips they otherwise had anticipated or planned. Segments 
that already have relatively confined roadway widths may be subject to alternating directions of 
lane closures during daily construction.  

The greatest focus of commercial activity in the study area is located within the developed areas 
of Meyers and South Lake Tahoe. US 50 and SR 89 widen to two lanes in each direction through 
portions of these areas, which can better accommodate lane closures while leaving at least one 
through travel lane open in each direction.  

The potential for impacts to local businesses would therefore be limited to temporary travel 
delays during active construction periods. In general, the range of effects from construction-
related congestion can include discouragement of customers from traveling to a business and 
increased travel time for employees or deliveries. The potential for these effects to occur and/or 
substantially impact an existing business is not considered significant because of the limited time 
that the activities would take place in any single location (i.e., construction would actively 
progress along the highway during each construction season). Also, roadways would be kept 
open to the maximum extent possible, and total closure of a highway over a long time period is 
not expected. Mitigation measures are identified in Section 3.1.4 to further reduce or minimize 
potential impacts to businesses. Finally, it is noted that economic effects on their own are not 
normally considered a significant impact to the environment under the CEQA unless the 
economic effects can be associated with a significant physical environmental impact. No such 
impacts are anticipated. 

Property Acquisition 
Caltrans has preliminarily identified up to 32 parcels along US 50 and 174 parcels along SR 89 
that could be affected by the Program. These parcels would be used temporarily for equipment 
staging or acquired permanently for construction of new basins and pullouts. The majority of 
takes would be partial acquisitions for infiltration basin installation, roadway and shoulder 
widening, roadway realignments, and utility relocation, among other needs. These parcels would 
be acquired from private, commercial, and public landowners. Compensation for any property 
acquisition would be based on fair market value. No relocations of homes or businesses are 
planned, and no adverse environmental impacts associated with acquisition are identified. 
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Community Facilities and Services 
Police and Fire Protection 
Program construction has the potential to cause temporary traffic congestion and delays where 
active construction work is under way; however, emergency vehicles are exempt from road and 
lane closures. Every effort would be made to allow police and fire vehicles to pass through 
construction zones without delay. As a result, the Program would have a less-than-significant 
impact on police and fire protection. 

Schools 
School bus service is provided throughout the study area by TTUSD and LTUSD. TTUSD has 
four bus stops along SR 89 between Tahoma and the Meeks Bay resort. LTUSD has four bus 
stops that intersect US 50 or SR 89 in South Lake Tahoe and Meyers, which are used by a 
number of different bus routes. In addition, LTUSD has approximately 13 bus routes that travel 
on portions of US 50 and SR 89, primarily Segments 1 and 2 on US 50 and Segment 1 on SR 89. 
Table 3.1-1 lists the bus routes that run along each segment (LTUSD 2006, TTUSD 2006).  

Table 3.1-1 
School Bus Routes Along US 50 and SR 89 Project Segments 

Project Segment School Bus Routes 
US 50 Segment 1 6, 14, 17, 18, 21, 22, 24, 26, 29 
US 50 Segment 2 6, 18, 21, 22, 24, 26 
US 50 Segment 3 14, 16, 20,  
SR 89 Segment 1 6, 14, 22, 24, 26 
SR 89 Segment 2 7, 28 
SR 89 Segment 3 None 
SR 89 Segment 4 None 
SR 89 Segment 5 TTUSD Bus (no route number) 

Note: Routes are LTUSD buses unless otherwise noted. 
 

Construction activities may cause temporary delays to school bus service within the project 
segments. In some areas, traffic flow could be reduced to one-way, alternating movements. As a 
result, school bus schedules would need to be revised or alternate routes would need to be found. 
Delays in any one location would be temporary, and the active work areas within each segment 
would move as construction is completed. One-lane travel in each direction would be maintained 
during construction activity where multiple lanes and shoulder width allow.  

With the mitigation measures proposed in Section 3.1.4, the Program would have a less-than-
significant impact on school bus service. No other impacts to schools would occur. 

Utilities 
Utility relocations may be required for the construction of the proposed facilities. This might 
include relocation of aboveground or belowground utilities outside of a widened roadway or 
right-of-way. The study area for the Program includes area outside of the roadway and right-of-
way. Although any specific needs for utility relocation would not be defined until the final 
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design of each segment, the relocations are expected to be within the areas evaluated in this EIR. 
Continuous utility service during construction would be required of the contractors, and no 
substantial disruption of service is anticipated. The Program would therefore have no impact on 
utility service. 

Traffic and Transportation 
Traffic 
US 50 and SR 89 provide the main transportation and lifeline routes for the South Lake Tahoe 
region. Thousands of vehicles use the roads daily to access residential, commercial, and 
recreational areas throughout the study area. The Program would not change the capacity of US 
50 or SR 89 or provide new access to any lands that are not currently served by the existing 
highways.  

The Program would result in temporary lane closures along work areas close to traffic lanes, 
resulting in temporary delays. Wherever possible, at least one lane in each direction would be 
maintained by using lane width reductions or paved shoulder areas. Traffic flow may be 
restricted to alternating, one-way movement where road shoulders are narrow or work takes 
place within the traffic lane; however, delays in any one area would be temporary as construction 
progresses along each segment.  

With the implementation of mitigation measures proposed in Section 3.1.4, the Program would 
have less-than-significant impacts on traffic. 

Transit 
BlueGO provides hourly round-trip service along five bus routes in South Lake Tahoe, which 
primarily run along US 50 Segments 2 and 3 and SR 89 Segment 2. In addition, the Heavenly 
Ski Run Shuttle provides service along five routes in east South Lake Tahoe, which all travel at 
least partially along US 50 Segment 3.  

Construction activities within these segments may cause traffic delays for public transit. 
However, delays would be temporary, as the active work areas within each segment would move 
as construction is completed at any one location. In addition, it is expected that one-lane travel in 
each direction would be maintained during construction activity, as US 50 and SR 89 are four 
lanes wide in these segments. On-demand shuttle service and the Nifty 50 Trolley would face 
traffic impacts when operating outside of South Lake Tahoe.  

Project impacts would be less-than-significant for transit operating within South Lake Tahoe. 
Mitigation for these impacts is proposed in Section 3.1.4.  

Access/Circulation and Parking 

The Program would require that work areas be set up along US 50 and SR 89 where active 
construction work is taking place. As noted previously, these active work areas would transition 
or move along the highways within each segment as construction is performed and completed at 
any one location. Along some portions of both highways, parking is allowed at designated 
pullout areas or stretches of the highway where vehicles can safely park off of the road. Portions 
of the segments have areas where parking is very limited and in high demand, especially during 
the summer season. 
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For example, Segments 2, 3, 4, and 5 along SR 89 pass by popular vista points and recreational 
facilities. Some off-highway parking is available, but at the most popular trailheads and visitor 
locations, such as along Emerald Bay, parking for locations at Eagle Falls, Vikingsholm, and 
other trailheads can overflow. During the day, drivers would use available shoulder space on the 
highway. Slow-moving vehicles seeking limited parking spaces in these areas can also create 
increased congestion or risk of conflicts with through traffic on the highway. During 
construction, these shoulder areas may be impacted by the need to set up work and construction 
staging areas. Access to some of these recreational destinations may be further limited or 
restricted because of these construction needs. Slow-moving construction vehicles accessing or 
leaving the work areas could also impede through-traffic flow on the highway. These are 
potentially significant impacts, and mitigation is identified in Section 3.1.4. 

Besides the typical high visitation use that the Tahoe Basin normally receives, the region is also 
popular for annual events that attract large groups of users and visitors. These include fairs, 
festivals, and sporting events (e.g., bike or running races), some of which may rely on access to 
or along US 50 and SR 89 within the study area. The majority of these events occur on weekends 
or holidays, which should not directly conflict with active construction work. To further avoid 
the potential for conflicts, mitigation is proposed in Section 3.1.4. 

Parks and Recreational Use 
The Tahoe Basin is an important recreational destination, and beaches, campgrounds, hiking 
trails, and popular historic sites are all present within the overall study area. The potential for 
impacts to recreational resources would be limited to construction activities and possible land 
acquisition where a wider state right-of-way is necessary to accommodate the planned facilities 
or construction.  

Construction impacts may include traffic delays traveling to and from recreational facilities (as 
previously described). All campgrounds and beaches along the segments are accessed through 
roads or driveways that meet either US 50 or SR 89 at an intersection, and it is expected that 
existing access can be maintained during construction or, at most, intermittently delayed. All of 
the campground areas along these routes are set back from the highway and would not be 
directly impacted by construction. However, construction activities starting in the morning and 
continuing through the end of the afternoon/day would create temporary noise levels that may be 
audible at the facilities, at least those areas nearest the highways. At all of the campgrounds, the 
construction noise level would not be severe because the campgrounds are set back from the 
roads. However, the noise levels may be disruptive at times because of the quiet/serene objective 
of the land use and the perceived sensitivity to human-made noise under such circumstances, 
especially construction involving heavy equipment. Mitigation is proposed in Section 3.1.4. 

The existing bike path facilities should not be affected by the Program, with the potential 
exception of where temporary construction crosses a path or route. For safety purposes, it may be 
necessary to temporarily close portions of a bike path while construction takes place. This would 
temporarily affect use of the facilities, and mitigation is proposed in Section 3.1.4. 

Environmental Justice 
The Program would not have disproportionately high or adverse effects on any minority or low-
income populations. No residences or businesses are being acquired, and the Program impacts 
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would be primarily limited to increased traffic delays during construction. This would impact 
drivers on US 50 and SR 89 but would not disproportionately impact any specific demographic 
or population group within or outside of the study area. No concentrations of minority or low-
income populations were observed or identified along any of the project segments during the 
review performed for this Program. 

All considerations under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes have been 
included in this Program. Caltrans’ Title VI Policy Statement is included in Appendix D. 

3.1.3.2 TRPA Considerations 
Land Use and Planning 
The TRPA requirements for land uses are contained in Plan Area Statements. The Statements 
describe allowable uses and densities of development within the Lake Tahoe Basin. The 
proposed Program would not change the types or concentrations of land uses in the area and is 
therefore consistent with the TRPA land use requirements. 

Population, Housing, and Community Facilities and Services 
No TRPA thresholds directly relate to community impacts, population, housing, community 
facilities and services, or utilities and service systems. The Program would not alter the 
composition, location, distribution, or density of population or housing in the area. Similarly, 
while properties are expected to be acquired, no relocations are anticipated. Furthermore, no 
unplanned changes to community facilities or services would occur as a result of the Program. 
Based on the TRPA Code of Ordinances, no adverse impacts to these community features are 
anticipated. 

Traffic and Transportation 
Pursuant to the TRPA Code of Ordinances, potential impacts to traffic and transportation include 
the generation of additional vehicle trips; changes to parking facilities or the demand for these 
facilities; changes to existing transportation systems; alterations to circulation patterns; 
alterations of waterborne, rail or air traffic; or the increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, 
bicyclists or pedestrians. As described in Section 3.1.3.1, impacts to circulation and 
transportation facilities would occur during construction and would be temporary in nature. 
During construction, impacts would include reduced vehicle throughput due to fewer available 
traffic lanes, and reduced access to properties due to lane closures, construction of infiltration 
basins, and driveway adjustments. However, whenever possible, one lane would be kept open 
throughout construction areas. No sustained impact to these resources is anticipated. The 
Program would not increase capacity or otherwise attract additional traffic. 

Parks and Recreation 
The Program would not reduce recreational opportunities in the Lake Tahoe Basin. While access 
may be temporarily affected during construction, traffic mitigation measures will minimize 
inconvenience to recreationists. The Program is consistent with TRPA Thresholds R-1 (to 
provide high-quality recreational experience and access) and R-2 (to ensure a fair share of 
recreational capacity to the general public). 
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3.1.3.3 No Project Alternative 
The No Project Alternative would consist of not implementing the EIP projects for which 
Caltrans is the lead agency. No impacts to land use or the community would result. 

3.1.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
The following measures would be applied to each segment or project when they are advanced for 
design. 

Traffic Management Plan (TMP) 
A TMP would be developed as part of the final design phase of each project. The TMP would 
include construction restrictions, requirements, and definitions that would apply to the 
contractor(s) based on the type of work. These may include, as appropriate: 

• During the peak summer travel season between July 1 and Labor Day, no lane closures 
would be allowed after noon on Fridays, or on Saturdays and Sundays. Work planned off of 
the highway travel lanes that does not impede normal traffic flow would not be subject to this 
restriction. 

• Lane closure charts would be developed for each segment or area of work to address any 
planned temporary lane changes or closures. These charts and schedules would be made 
available for public notification and information.  

• Lane closures would be limited to 1.6 km (1 mile) in length or less. 

• Emergency vehicle access would be maintained throughout the construction process.  

Recreational Land Use 
Construction activities may disturb some recreational users at sensitive land uses such as parks, 
trails, beaches, campgrounds, and similar publicly accessible facilities. Typical measures may 
include the following:  

• Prior to construction, Caltrans or its contractor would provide information on the activities, 
locations, and types of potential disturbances and how they might affect recreation access or 
use should be noticed, advertised, or otherwise made publicly available so that users of the 
sites are aware and can plan accordingly. 

• Construction activities in the vicinity of noise-sensitive uses, such as camping, shall be 
restricted to daytime hours.  

Public and Private Property Access 
Access to a property, driveway, or access road along US 50 and SR 89 shall not be blocked 
unless the occupant of the property (or responsible party) has been notified. Where access during 
the day may be impracticable during active construction, it would be provided by the end of each 
working day. Notification shall be made prior to commencing any construction work that could 
affect property access. 
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3.2 WATER QUALITY 

This section describes and evaluates existing surface water bodies and groundwater resources 
within the Program project limits. 

3.2.1 Environmental Setting 
US 50 and SR 89 within the project limits are dominated by forested upland areas, meadows, 
wetlands, mountainous alpine terrain, and streams. For Tahoe City, approximately 14.0 km (8.7 
miles) north of the northern project limit, the average annual precipitation is 813 millimeters (32 
inches), and the average annual air temperature is 6.3 degrees Celsius (°C; 43 degrees Fahrenheit 
[°F]), with average monthly extremes of –7.2°C (19.0°F) in January and 25.4°C (77.7°F) in 
July.5 Snowfall typically occurs within the Lake Tahoe Basin between the months of October 
through May but can occur as early as September and as late as June. 

3.2.1.1 Regional Hydrology 
The climate of the Lake Tahoe Basin is dominated by strong winter Pacific storms, which yield a 
significant snow accumulation during the winter and early spring seasons. Summer and fall 
seasons are mild, with precipitation often limited to convective storms. The resulting hydrology 
of the Lake Tahoe Basin reflects a strong seasonal pattern of runoff to the Lake, with spring 
snowmelt dominating the inputs to the Lake through tributary stream flows. Occasional warm 
winter storms can lead to dramatic “rain on snow” events and can produce significant runoff, 
flooding, and erosion (Tyler and Ramsing 1997). 

The following sections discuss existing natural drainages, stream groups or surface water bodies, 
groundwater, and local climates. Existing drainage systems include box culverts, inlets, ditches 
and a few collection basins; see Section 3.2.4 for the approximate locations of existing culverts 
within the US 50 and SR 89 project limits. All eight segments are within the Lake Tahoe 
Hydrologic Unit (LTHU). For the purpose of this regional hydrology discussion, all three US 50 
segments are discussed together as they are in same South Lake Tahoe area with regard to local 
conditions and hydrology. SR 89 Segment 1 is discussed by itself because it is located the 
farthest south of all the segments within the Luther Pass drainage. SR 89 Segments 2 and 3 are 
discussed together because they are located near the southern shoreline of the South Lake Tahoe 
area. SR 89 Segments 4 and 5 are discussed together because they are to the north along the 
western shoreline of Lake Tahoe. 

US 50 Segments 1, 2, and 3 
Surface water bodies along these segments include lakes, meadow marshes, and wetlands. Figure 
3.2-1 in Section 3.2.1.3 depicts the water bodies that intersect US 50 within the project limits. 
The roadway along Segment 3 ranges in elevation from 1,900 to 1,920 meters (6,230 to 6,290 
feet) and slopes generally downward from east to west. The roadway along Segment 2 ranges in 
elevation from 1,910 to 1,934 meters (6,267 to 6,345 feet) and slopes generally downward from 
south to north, except where the road descends from the segment’s midpoint to the US 50/SR 89 
“Y” intersection. Along Segment 1, the roadway topography is within an elevation range from 
1,915 to 2,182 meters (6,282 to 7,160 feet) and slopes generally downward from south to north.  

                                                           
5 National Weather Service, California Climate Normals for 1914–2003 within the project limits. 
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SR 89 Segment 1 
There are three creeks or water bodies within this segment of SR 89 (see Section 3.2.1.3). The 
water bodies adjacent to this segment of SR 89 include some lakes or wetlands, in particular, 
marsh areas within Grass Lake Creek and Big Meadows Creek, and the Upper Truckee River 
basin. This segment ranges in elevation from 1,920 to 2,440 meters (6,300 to 8,000 feet) and 
slopes generally downward from south to north. 

SR 89 Segments 2 and 3  
Thirteen creeks or water bodies are within this portion of SR 89. The water bodies adjacent to 
this part of the highway include some lakes, wetlands, and bays; specifically, Truckee Marsh, 
Cascade Lake, Eagle Lake, Emerald Bay, and part of Rubicon Bay. These segments range in 
elevations from 1,890 to 2,012 meters (6,200 to 6,600 feet) and slope generally downward from 
north to south. 

SR 89 Segments 4 and 5  
Five creeks or water bodies are within this portion of SR 89. Some of the water bodies adjacent 
to this part of the highway are either bays or wetlands; namely, Meeks Bay and parts of Rubicon 
Bay. These segments range in elevation from 1,890 to 2,100 meters (6,200 to 6,900 feet), sloping 
generally down from south to north. 

3.2.1.2 Groundwater Resources 
Groundwater information within the project limits was obtained from the U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) national groundwater database (USGS 2006). The groundwater monitoring locations 
identified in this section were chosen based on their close proximity to the project segments and 
whether measurements of groundwater levels have been reported over a period of at least 10 
years. Groundwater data were not readily available for many of the segments. The data from the 
monitoring sites that were closest to segments for which no data were found were assumed to be 
representative of those segments.  

Groundwater information was most readily available for the project area bordered by the US 50 
and SR 89 “Y” intersection and the South Lake Tahoe shoreline where US 50 Segments 2 and 3 
and SR 89 Segment 2 are located. Along US 50 Segment 2, groundwater is generally between 5 
to 11 meters (15 to 35 feet) below ground surface (bgs). Groundwater is between 0 to 21 meters 
(0 to 70 feet) bgs along US 50 Segment 3. Along the South Lake Tahoe shoreline, groundwater 
is generally 3 to 6 meters (10 to 18 feet) bgs. 

Aquifers in the Lake Tahoe Basin are generally small in extent. The Lake Tahoe Basin is 
characterized by steep topography dominated by fractured intrusive and extrusive rocks that 
generally lack significant groundwater resources. Significant groundwater resources appear to be 
limited to the alluvial and lacustrine sediments that filled the distal portions of the tributary 
valleys (Tyler and Ramsing 1997). These alluvial aquifers are neither vertically nor laterally 
extensive in the small watersheds. They are, however, thicker near the lake (Tyler and Ramsing 
1997).  
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Groundwater transmissivity ranges from 19 to 683 square meters (m2) (205 to 7,352 square feet) 
per day according to data obtained from groundwater sites in the Upper Truckee/Trout Creek 
vicinity (Tyler and Ramsing 1997).  

Groundwater elevations at the Upper Truckee/Trout Creek area depend on the time of the year 
when the measurement is taken. Seepage may be encountered in rock fractures, and seepage and 
groundwater conditions vary according to variations in rainfall, snowmelt, pumping, construction 
activities, and water levels in Lake Tahoe and the Upper Truckee River.  

Groundwater is the primary source of drinking water within the project area. The South Tahoe 
Public Utility District (STPUD) provides drinking water to the area generally crossed by US 50 
Segments 1, 2, and 3 and SR 89 Segments 1 and 2 (STPUD 2004). The Tahoe City Public Utility 
District (TCPUD) provides water via its Rubicon System to the area generally extending from 
D.L. Bliss State Park to about Meeks Bay (El Dorado County Water Agency 2003). That portion 
of the TCPUD is crossed by SR 89 Segments 4 and 5. In the past, drinking water supply included 
surface water sources (including from Lake Tahoe); however, these service systems now rely on 
groundwater for drinking water supplies. 

3.2.1.3 Surface Water Resources 
The following sections discuss the waterways along the five roadway segments on SR 89 and 
three roadway segments on US 50. The discussions include existing waterways listed on the 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Lahontan RWQCB’s) 303(d) list, required 
by the 1972 CWA, which states that waterways that are included on this list do not meet water 
quality standards and are subject to water quality improvement actions. Lake Tahoe has been 
classified as impaired by sediment and nutrient inputs, of which road sand and highway runoff 
are major constituents. Road sand from Caltrans operations and highway runoff including 
nitrogen and phosphorus are recognized sources of lake pollution. 

The 1995 Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan) sets water quality 
standards and effluent limits established to protect water for beneficial uses within the areas of 
discharge and to meet/achieve water quality objectives. Table 3.2-1 lists the Basin Plan effluent 
limits for surface discharges and runoff discharges to infiltration systems.   
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Table 3.2-1 
Stormwater Effluent Limits 

Surface Discharges 
Surface water runoff which directly enters Lake Tahoe, or a tributary thereto, shall meet the following constituent 
levels: 
Constituent  Maximum Concentration 
   Total Nitrogen as N 0.5 mg/L 
   Total Phosphate (measured as Total Phosphorus) 0.1 mg/L 
   Total Iron  0.5 mg/L 
   Turbidity 20 NTU 
   Grease and Oil  2.0 mg/L 
Runoff Discharge to Infiltration Systems 
Waters infiltrated into soils should not contain excessive concentrations of nutrients which may not be effectively 
filtered out by soils and vegetation. 
Constituent Maximum Concentration 
   Total Nitrogen as N 5 mg/L 
   Total Phosphate  (measured as Total Phosphorus) 1 mg/L 
   Total Iron 4 mg/L 
   Turbidity 200 NTU 
   Grease and Oil 40 mg/L 
Source:  Basin Plan (Lahontan RWQCB 1995) 
mg/L = milligrams per liter; NTU = nephlometric turbidity units 

 

US 50 Segments 1, 2, and 3  
Natural drainages within the project area that intersect US 50 include the Upper Truckee River 
and its tributaries; the Upper Truckee River intersects US 50 in three places (Figure 3.2-1). In 
addition, a large meadow system, likely to be a jurisdictional wetland, occupies the Upper 
Truckee River basin bordered by the US 50/SR 89 “Y” intersection and Lake Tahoe’s southern 
shoreline. Other surface water bodies within the segments include Lower Echo Lake near the 
southernmost segment of the US 50 project limit.  

SR 89 Segment 1  
Sensitive water resources along this segment include stream channels and marsh/wetland areas. 
The drainage channels that intersect this highway segment are Grass Lake Creek, the stream 
segment of the Upper Truckee River going north, and Big Meadows Creek. Figure 3.2-2 
indicates the approximate locations of the channel crossings and marsh/wetland areas.  

Within this portion of SR 89, Big Meadows Creek is listed in the Lahontan RWQCB’s 303(d) 
list of Water Quality Limited Segments. The pollutant/stressor in Big Meadows Creek is likely 
from pathogen loading from range grazing and runoff from Upper Truckee River, and/or 
“tourism/recreational activities not related to boating.” 
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Figure 3.2-1. Water Bodies on US 50 
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Figure 3.2-2. Water Bodies on SR 89 Segment 1 

SR 89 Segments 2 and 3  
Sensitive water resources along these two segments include stream channels and wetland/marsh 
areas. The natural drainage channels that intersect these segments are Taylor Creek, Tallac 
Spring Creek, Cascade Creek, Eagle Falls Creek, and the southern Rubicon Creek stream, which 
runs parallel to this segment of SR 89. The other water bodies within the general vicinities of 
these highway segments are Eagle Lake, Cascade Lake, and Emerald Bay. Figure 3.2-3 indicates 
the approximate locations of the stream crossings and the marsh/wetland areas. 

Within this portion of SR 89, Eagle Lake and Tallac Spring Creek are listed in the Lahontan 
RWQCB’s Section 303 (d) list of Water Quality Limited Segments. The pollutants/stressors in 
Eagle Lake are nitrogen and phosphorus load from runoff from highways or residential 
developments, on-site septic tanks, atmospheric deposits, and other non-point sources. In the 
segment of the Tallac Spring Creek below SR 89, pathogens from pasture grazing and riparian 
grazing are the main sources of the pollutant/stressor in this Water Quality Limited Segment. In 
the Truckee River, the main pollutant/stressor is sedimentation or siltation, which has its sources 
from range grazing or riparian grazing, construction/land development, channel erosion, and 
other non-point sources.  
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Figure 3.2-3. Water Bodies on SR 89 Segments 2 and 3 

SR 89 Segments 4 and 5  
Sensitive water resources along this segment include drainage and wetland/marsh areas. The 
natural drainage channels that intersect the highway are Lonely Gulch, Meeks Creek, General 
Creek, and Rubicon Creek. Figure 3.2-4 indicates the approximate locations of the channel 
crossings and the marsh/wetland areas. 

Within this portion of SR 89, General Creek is also listed as a Water Quality Limited Segment. 
The pollutants/stressors present are iron and phosphorus. The source of iron is mainly from the 
natural environment, and the sources of phosphorus load are mainly from erosion or siltation, 
atmospheric deposition, and the natural environment.  
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Figure 3.2-4. Water Bodies on SR 89 Segments 4 and 5 

3.2.1.4 Beneficial Uses of Surface Water 
Beneficial uses are critical to water quality management in California. State law defines 
beneficial uses of California’s waters that may be protected against quality degradation to 
include (but not be limited to): “domestic; municipal; agricultural and industrial supply; power 
generation; recreation; aesthetic enjoyment; navigation; and preservation and enhancement of 
fish, wildlife, and other aquatic resources or preserves” (Water Code Section 13050[0]). 
Protection and enhancement of existing and potential beneficial uses are the primary goals of 
water quality planning. Substantial points concerning the concept of beneficial uses include the 
following: 

• All water quality problems can be stated in terms of whether there is water of sufficient 
quantity or quality to protect or enhance beneficial uses.  

• Beneficial uses do not include all of the reasonable uses of water. For example, disposal of 
wastewaters is not included as a beneficial use. This is not to say that disposal of wastewaters 
is a prohibited use of waters of the state; it is merely a use that cannot be satisfied to the 
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detriment of beneficial uses. Similarly, the use of water for the dilution of salts is not a 
beneficial use, although it may, in some cases, be a reasonable and desirable use of water. 

• The protection and enhancement of beneficial uses require that certain quality and quantity 
objectives are met for surface water and groundwater. 

• Fish, plants, and other wildlife, as well as humans, use water beneficially. 

Table 3.2-2 lists the existing uses of the water in the surface water bodies along the areas 
adjacent to the segments within the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

3.2.2 Regulatory Setting 

3.2.2.1 Federal 
The Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) established the contemporary legal foundation and 
structure for regulating water quality throughout the United States. The objective of the CWA is 
“to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.” 
The following are some of the CWA’s more important sections that relate to the proposed 
Program:  

• Sections 303 and 304 provide for water quality standards, criteria, and guidelines.  

• Section 401 requires an applicant for any federal project that proposes an activity that may 
result in a discharge to waters of the United States to obtain certification from the state that 
the discharge will comply with other provisions of the CWA. The waters of the United States 
include all navigable water bodies and all water bodies that drain to a navigable water body. 

• Section 402 established the NPDES, a permitting system for the discharge of any pollutant 
(except for dredge or fill material) into waters of the United States. The RWQCB administers 
this permitting program, as discussed in Section 3.2.2.2.  

• Section 404 establishes a permit program for the discharge of dredge or fill material into 
waters of the United States. The USACE administers this permit program. 

The ultimate objective of the CWA is zero pollutant discharge, but it recognizes the need for a 
system to regulate non-zero pollutant discharges until the zero pollutant objective is feasible. 
Section 402 of the CWA established the NPDES for this purpose. The NPDES regulates all 
pollutant discharges, particularly point-source discharges, to the waters of the United States, 
except for dredge and fill material by issuing limited-duration permits with specifically defined 
requirements.  

The Water Quality Act of 1987 amends the CWA to specifically include stormwater discharges 
as a type of point-source discharge (industrial discharge), and establishes a framework for 
regulating municipal and industrial stormwater discharges under the NPDES program. This 
amendment added stormwater-related discharges associated with construction projects to the list 
of discharges that require an NPDES permit. This inclusion of stormwater-related discharge is 
why construction projects are subject to the requirements of the NPDES and must satisfy the 
requirements of all applicable NPDES permits. 
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3.2.2.2 State 

Permit Requirements 
In the State of California, the SWRCB and the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
administer the CWA regulations. In addition, the 1962 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act 
provides the basis for water quality regulation in the state. The Act expanded the mandate and 
authority of the SWRCB and RWQCBs to regulate water quality, including the requirement of a 
“Report of Waste Discharge” for any discharge of waste (liquid, solid, or otherwise) to land or 
surface waters that may impair a beneficial use of surface or groundwater of the state. These 
state agencies regulate pollutant discharges through NPDES permits and serve as the primary 
administrator of water quality regulation requirements through their authority to authorize and 
enforce these permits. Specifically, the SWRCB administers statewide NPDES permits, and the 
RWQCBs administer local NPDES permits. The Program would be subject to the requirements 
of the Caltrans Statewide Permit as well as local NPDES permits. The NPDES permit 
requirements are all similar, and in general, call for compliance with effluent limitations at point-
source discharges from any given facility (e.g., a construction project site) to surface water, 
groundwater, and municipal stormwater collection systems. Permit requirements also specify that 
all stormwater runoff through a project’s limits must be treated to meet effluent limitations if the 
on-site stormwater mixes with off-site runoff. The Caltrans Statewide Permit is discussed in 
greater detail below, and the local NPDES permits required for the Program are described in 
Section 3.2.2.3. 

Caltrans Statewide Stormwater Permit 
The SWRCB issued the Caltrans Statewide NPDES Stormwater Permit (Order No. 99-06-DWQ, 
adopted July 15, 1999) to cover all Caltrans projects and facilities in the state. In compliance 
with this permit, Caltrans developed the Statewide Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP; 
Caltrans 2003e) to address stormwater pollution controls related to highway planning, design, 
construction, and maintenance activities throughout the State of California. The permit expired in 
2004 and is currently undergoing SWRCB review for re-authorization, but Caltrans continues to 
strictly abide by its requirements. Caltrans must also comply with requirements of the Tahoe 
Construction NPDES General Permit (Board Order No. R6T-2005-0007) or the Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Construction of Small Projects – Lake Tahoe Basin (Board Order No. 6-91-31) 
for projects of less than 1 acre.  Lahontan RWQCB water quality objectives for the Lake Tahoe 
Basin also include a non-degradation objective that would apply to the Program. 

The Caltrans SWMP describes the minimum procedures and practices that Caltrans uses to 
reduce the pollutants it discharges from storm drainage systems that Caltrans owns or operates, 
and outlines procedures and responsibilities for protecting water quality at Caltrans facilities, 
including the selection and implementation of BMPs. The Program would be expected to follow 
the guidelines and procedures outlined in the SWMP.  

Under the Statewide Permit, Caltrans (i.e., the Caltrans district that is responsible for a given 
project) requires submission of a Notice of Construction (NOC) and is generally not required to 
pay filing fees or to file Notice of Intent (NOI).  

Also, in the event that a Caltrans project results in discharge of a visible plume that may contain 
pollutants, Caltrans must test the plume to determine its composition. If the plume contains  
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Table 3.2-2 
Beneficial Uses of Water in Waterways Within the Tahoe Area Hydrologic Unit  

 

Source: Basin Plan (Lahontan RWQCB 1995) 
 
AGR = Agricultural Supply 
BIOL—Biological Habitats 
COLD = Cold Freshwater Habitat 
COMM = Ocean, Commercial, and Sport Fishing 
FLD—Floodwater Attenuation/Storage 
FRSH = Freshwater Replenishment 
GWR = Groundwater Recharge 
HA = Hydrologic Area  
HU = Hydrologic Unit 

MIGR—Fish Migration 
MUN—Municipal and Domestic Supply 
NAV—Navigation 
RARE—Preservation of Rare and Endangered Species 
REC-1—Water Contact Recreation 
REC-2—Non-contact Water Recreation 
SPWN—Fish Spawning 
WILD—Wildlife Habitat 
WQE—Water Quality Enhancements
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Willow Creek (Susan River HA, and Snowstorm Mountain HA, in Susanville HU) Perennial Stream X X X   X X X X X    X   Susan River 
Grass Lake/wetland (South Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Wetlands X X X   X X X X X X   X X X Grass Lake Creek 
Big Meadow Creek                   
Grass Lake Creek (South Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Perennial Stream X X X   X X X X X    X   Upper Truckee River 
Saxon Creek (South Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Perennial Stream X X X   X X X X X   X X   Trout Creek 
Grass Lake (South Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Lake X X X   X X X X X X   X    
Upper Angora Creek (South Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Lake X X X  X X X X X X    X   Lower Angora Lake 
Upper Truckee River (South Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Perennial Stream X X X  X X X X X X   X X   Lake Tahoe 
Truckee Marsh                   
Taylor Creek (South Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Perennial Stream X X X   X X X X X   X X   Lake Tahoe 
Tallac Spring/Creek (South Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Perennial Stream X X X   X X X X X    X   Lake Tahoe 
Cascade Lake (South Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Lake X    X X X X X X  X  X   Cascade Creek 
Cascade Creek (South Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Perennial Stream X X X   X X X X X    X   Lake Tahoe 
Eagle Fall/Eagle Creek (South Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Perennial Stream X X X X  X X X X X    X   Lake Tahoe 
Emerald Bay                   
Rubicon Creek                   
Lonely Gulch (North Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Perennial Stream                 Lake Tahoe 
Echo Lake                   
Meeks Creek (North Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Perennial Stream X X X   X X X X X   X X   Lake Tahoe 
Meeks Bay/Marsh (South Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Wetlands X X X   X X  X X     X X Lake Tahoe 
General Creek (North Tahoe HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Perennial Stream X X X   X X X X X   X X   Lake Tahoe 
Lake Tahoe (Tahoe Lake Body HA, in Lake Tahoe HU) Lake X X X  X X X X X X X  X X    
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pollutant, Caltrans must report its findings and pay the required fees for a discharge in violation 
of its permit requirements. However, for projects and facilities in the LTHU, the Caltrans 
Statewide Permit specifically refers to the LTHU NPDES Permit. 

Sections 4.4 and 4.4.1 in the May 2003 SWMP (Caltrans 2003e) state that where there is 
potential for a storm drain system to discharge directly or indirectly to a surface water, one or 
more of the five approved treatment BMPs have to be considered: biofiltration strips and swales, 
infiltration basins, traction sand traps, and dry weather flow diversion. These are in addition to 
four Caltrans design BMPs.  

If Caltrans rejects all of the five approved BMPs, Caltrans must consult with the Lahontan 
RWQCB to determine if an acceptable alternative BMP could be incorporated into the Program. 
If all five proposed BMPs are rejected, then the Program may collect runoff in vaults. These 
vaults would be drained of the stormwater runoff within 24 to 48 hours. 

Soil erosion depends not only on local conditions (soil type, slope, and vegetation) but also on 
construction practices. Therefore, to minimize the adverse effects of soil erosion on construction 
incorporating biofiltration strips and biofiltration swales may be necessary. 

Regional Criteria 
In addition, the governments of Nevada and California, as well as the United States, have 
identified the Lake Tahoe area as an Outstanding National Resource Water. Accordingly, 
projects and facilities in the hydrologic unit that drains to Lake Tahoe, that is, the LTHU, must 
satisfy more stringent requirements than in most other parts of the United States.  

Significance Criteria 
Potentially applicable CEQA significance criteria for the Program include the following.  

• Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 

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

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

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

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

• Otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

• Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map. 
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• Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood 
flows. 

• Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. 

• Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

3.2.2.3 Regional 

Permit Requirements 
All of the proposed project segments are in the jurisdiction of the Lahontan RWQCB and would 
be subject to the requirements of the following NPDES permits, which are discussed in greater 
detail below. 

• Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit General Construction Permit 

• Permit for Stormwater/Urban Runoff Discharge (Caltrans MS4 Phase I Permit) 

Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit General Construction Permit 
Construction activity is subject to the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit NPDES general construction 
permit (Board Order 6-00-03). As is the case with most NPDES permits, the LTHU permit 
requires notification of construction for enrollment for projects that include clearing, grading, 
and excavation that will disturb of 0.4 or more hectares (1 or more acres) of soil. In such cases, 
the applicant must also implement an effective Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
Implementation of the plan starts with the commencement of construction and continues through 
the completion of the Program. Upon completion of the Program, the applicant must submit a 
Notice of Termination to the Lahontan RWQCB to indicate that construction is completed.  

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) defines a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
System (MS4) as any conveyance or system of conveyances (roads with drainage systems, 
municipal streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, human-made channels, and storm drains) 
owned or operated by a state, city, town, county, or other public body having jurisdiction over 
disposal of stormwater, and designed or used for collecting or conveying stormwater. As part of 
the NPDES, the USEPA initiated a program requiring that MS4s apply to their local RWQCBs 
for discharge permits. The program proceeded through two phases. Under Phase I, the program 
initiated permit requirements for designated municipalities with populations of 100,000 or more 
that maintain control of a separate storm sewer system. Phase II expanded the program to 
municipalities with populations less than 100,000. 

The NPDES Permit for the City of South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County, and Placer County 
Stormwater/Urban Runoff Discharge is an MS4 Phase I Permit. The permit requirements for 
construction are similar to those of the LTHU permit and the Caltrans Statewide permit. 
However, the MS4 Phase I permit has the additional requirement that, in order to legally 
discharge, applicants must reduce the pollutant content of water leaving the site or facility 
regardless of the origin of the pollutant; that is, the applicant may only discharge water that does 
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not exceed the specified pollutant discharge levels even if the polluted water arrived on the site 
from another location. 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
The TRPA is designated by California, Nevada, and the USEPA as the area-wide water quality 
planning agency under Section 208 of the federal CWA. It adopted a bi-state plan, entitled the 
Water Quality Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe Region (known as the 208 Plan; TRPA 
n.d.). The most appropriate provisions of the 208 Plan are incorporated into the Water Quality 
Control Plan for the North Lahontan Basin. 

The TRPA water quality thresholds are as follows: 

• WQ-1 – Decrease sediment load as required to attain turbidity values not to exceed 3 
Nephlometric Turbidity Units (NTU) in littoral Lake Tahoe. In addition, turbidity shall not 
exceed 1 NTU in shallow waters of Lake Tahoe not directly influenced by stream discharges. 

• WQ-2 – Average Secchi depth, December–March, shall not be less than 33.4 meters (109.6 
feet). 

• WQ-3 – Annual mean phytoplankton primary productivity shall not exceed 52 gC (or 
gC/m2/year, the weight in grams of carbon per square meter per year). California: algal 
productivity shall not be increased beyond levels recorded in 1967–1971, based on a 
statistical comparison of seasonal and annual mean levels. 

• WQ-4 – attain a 90th percentile value for suspended sediment of 60 milligrams per liter 
(mg/L). 

• WQ-5 – Dissolved inorganic nitrogen, 0.5 mg/L; dissolved phosphorous, 0.1 mg/L; dissolved 
iron, 0.5 mg/L; suspended sediment, 250 mg/L. 

• WQ-6 – Surface water infiltration into the groundwater shall comply with the Uniform 
Regional Run Off guidelines. For total nitrogen, 5 mg/L; total phosphorous, 1 mg/L; total 
iron, 4 mg/L; turbidity, 200 NTU; and grease and oil, 40 mg/L. 

• WQ-7 – For other lakes in California-Nevada, the standards are the same as the tributary 
standards. 

For Caltrans projects, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the TRPA and the 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board acknowledges that Lahontan is the lead 
regulator for water quality. Lahontan water quality thresholds can be found in the Lahontan 
Basin Plan. The Lahontan numeric effluent limits for runoff discharged to infiltration systems 
mirrors TRPA Threshold WQ-6. The Lahontan numeric effluent limits for surface discharges are 
similar to TRPA Threshold WQ-5 but also place limits of 20 NTU for turbidity and 2 mg/L for 
grease and oil. 

3.2.3 Impacts 
The potential impacts to surface waters would be temporary and would generally occur during 
construction activities near or directly within waterways. For perennial streams, which flow year-
round, the activities involved in culvert replacement would require implementing flow diversion 
BMPs and other measures listed in Section 3.2.4. Nearly all work in streams during construction 
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would occur at locations where culverts cross under the roadway and are planned for 
replacement or upgrading. 

3.2.3.1 CEQA Considerations 

Surface Water Impacts 
Water Quality Standards 
The goal of the proposed Program is to improve water quality of the stormwater runoff from 
State facilities before it reaches the waterways within the vicinities of US 50 and SR 89, with the 
overall goal to improve the water quality of Lake Tahoe, since it is the receiving water body of 
the majority of the existing waterways within the project limits. The individual actions taken 
would include installing stormwater collection and treatment systems such as infiltration basins, 
sand traps, and asphalt concrete dikes to direct runoff to the treatment features. In addition, the 
Program would include improving conveyance of stormwater into collection and treatment 
systems. The construction of these improvements would involve upgrading the roadway to 
current design standards where feasible, including widening of the roadway shoulders.  

The majority of new water quality improvements are expected to involve the installation of 
infiltration basins along US 50 and SR 89 within each of the project segments. Infiltration basins, 
which are similar to shallow, earthen-lined ponds, would be located adjacent to or in close 
proximity to the roadways, and would receive stormwater. Infiltration basins would be 
constructed on relatively permeable soils that allow some or all of the collected water to infiltrate 
into the soils instead of continuing to run off directly into surface-water systems. When runoff 
exceeds the capacity of the basins, released water would flow downstream within the existing 
drainage. These basins would allow sediments and pollutants to settle out of the water flow, and 
would capture trash and other large debris. Traction sand traps may also be considered, and 
would be constructed as subsurface vaults designed to allow suspended sediment to be 
intercepted or settle out of runoff before it enters receiving waters. These facilities, as well as the 
erosion control measures listed in Section 3.2.4, would all contribute to improved water quality, 
and have a positive long-term benefit on meeting water quality standards.  

Some of the proposed facilities also have the potential for adverse impacts. The installation of 
the proposed facilities and roadway improvements would involve construction activities, which 
have the potential for temporary adverse impacts to water quality. The following sections 
summarize these effects. Mitigation measures are described in more detail in Section 3.2.4. 

Construction Impacts 
Over the course of the Program implementation phase, each project segment may require the 
removal of vegetation, relocation of utilities, installation of traffic signs, construction of 
maintenance turnouts, installation of sedimentation/infiltration basins, replacement of culverts, 
widening of shoulders, and bike lane improvements. As a result of the proposed Program 
activities, there would be clearing of vegetation and excavation. Work would be performed 
seasonally. There would be an increased potential for soils exposed during construction activity 
to be transported during the construction phase to adjacent surface water bodies and/or open 
drainage channels that cross the roadway, either by wind erosion or storm runoff. The major 
categories of construction impacts are discussed below. 
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Vegetation Removal and Excavation Activities 

Construction activities would require equipment staging areas and stockpiling of materials, 
access to the construction site, site clearance, and grading and excavation. This work would take 
place within and along the existing roadway, within areas where the shoulders provide sufficient 
room, within the state right-of-way, or within temporary construction easements. Where 
vegetation is cleared and grading/excavation is necessary, the potential for soil erosion is 
increased. Areas most vulnerable to erosion include sections of the roadway with side slopes in 
steep terrain, which occur on most of the segments. Eroded soils that leave the construction sites 
would have an adverse impact on existing water quality. These activities would be subject to the 
Caltrans NPDES permit, which applies to all construction activities exceeding 1 acre in size. The 
permit requires a SWPPP that contains specific erosion control measures, which apply 
throughout the construction period. These requirements would minimize erosion during the 
construction period. 

Erosion at Drainage Channels, Culverts, and Culvert Installation 

Annual and seasonal drainages within the project area intersect or run along US 50 and SR 89. 
Culverts beneath the roadway currently convey flow in most of these channels from reaches 
uphill of the roadway to reaches downhill of the roadway (see Section 3.2.4 for the approximate 
locations of the box culverts). The major drainage channels within the project limits of US 50 
and SR 89 are Grass Lake Creek, Big Meadow Creek, Upper Truckee River, Taylor Creek, 
Tallac Creek, Cascade Creek, Eagle Falls Creek, Rubicon Creek and its tributaries, Lonely 
Gulch, Meeks Creek, and General Creek. The water bodies or marsh wetlands within the project 
limits are Emerald Bay and Truckee Marsh. Existing culverts along both roadways’ segments are 
planned for replacement as needed. This would require excavation of the existing culvert and 
replacement at the same location, or installation of a new culvert directly adjacent, with 
redirection of the stream flow after completion of the installation. There is a potential for 
addition of sediment to the water from excavations in and around stream banks and during 
backfill of soil materials.  

Potential for Creation of Substantial Additional Sources of Polluted Runoff 

The water released or coming out of the proposed basins and stormwater collection facilities 
would have reduced sediments and pollutant concentrations, as discussed in previous sections. 
However, where stormwater runoff is collected or is more concentrated, there is an increased 
potential for erosion, such as areas of exposed soils or basin outlets. To avoid these effects, soil 
and erosion protection measures would be incorporated into the Program design, and are 
discussed in Section 3.2.4.  

The Program would not increase traffic volumes, as it would not increase the roadway capacity 
of either US 50 or SR 89, and therefore would not affect on total pollutant emissions or loadings 
related to vehicle emissions.  

Potential Impacts to Groundwater 
The Program would include features such as sand traps and infiltration basins that capture 
surface water runoff, and retain or temporarily detain the water flow within the state right-of-way 
to remove sediments and pollutants. These facilities would improve surface water quality leaving 
the right-of-way, but would also increase the amount of surface water that percolates to 
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groundwater through infiltration. The allowable pollutant levels in this infiltrating water could be 
bound by TRPA Threshold WQ6, which establishes standards for allowable levels of total 
nitrogen, total phosphorus, total iron, turbidity, and grease and oil in surface discharge to 
groundwater.  

Data from the Lake Tahoe Interagency Monitoring Program (LTIMP) indicate that groundwater 
in the Lake Tahoe area generally has higher concentrations of measured pollutants than surface 
water in the region (Table 3.2-3) (Tyler and Ramsing 1997). The LTIMP oversees a groundwater 
monitoring program in the Lake Tahoe Basin that provides data to regulatory agencies to assist 
in the implementation of their programs and to meet the requirements of pollution control 
policies. In particular, two member LTIMP agencies—the USGS and the TRPA—established a 
groundwater monitoring network with 32 sampling sites in 1990 to provide a long-term database 
of groundwater characteristics. According to past groundwater studies, the concentrations of 
nitrogen, phosphorus, and iron were higher in the groundwater than in the Lake. The studies 
included field measurements of temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen, specific conductance, and 
water levels. In addition, the components of the studies included laboratory measurements of 
dissolved nutrients, including iron.  

Table 3.2-3 
Average Dissolved Nitrate and Phosphate in Three Lake Tahoe Watersheds 

Watershed 
Dissolved Nitrate 

(NO3) (µg/L) 
Phosphate (PO4

2) 
(µg/L) 

Ward Creek Groundwater 
Surface Water 

27-264 
12 

44 
8.0 

Upper 
Truckee/Trout 

Creeks 

Groundwater  
Surface Water 

466 
23 

18 
9 

Incline Creek 
 

Groundwater 
Surface Water 

2,400 
26 

54 
10 

Source: Tyler and Ramsing 1997 
Note: Calculated from USGS Water Data, Nevada, Water Years 1989–1995. 
µg/L = micrograms per liter 

 

Overall, pollutant loads in groundwater would not be adversely impacted by implementing the 
proposed improvements that divert, collect, and treat stormwater runoff from road surfaces that 
would otherwise infiltrate or percolate into the Tahoe area aquifers. Implementing the proposed 
Program would increase the amount of sediment-entrained pollutants that would be filtered out 
of surface water in sand traps and catchment basins; this would help reduce or remove these 
pollutants from entering groundwater. The Program’s potential to impact pollutant levels in 
groundwater from percolation from infiltration basins would be insignificant because the streams 
that recharge groundwater aquifers in the Tahoe area receive substantial infiltration from sources 
outside of the project limits (i.e., the general watershed, outside of the right-of-way and roadway 
surfaces of US 50 and SR 89) in comparison to the area actually affected within the proposed 
right-of-way.  

In 2005 and 2006, following initial scoping, field reviews of the stormwater collection and 
treatment elements of the Program were performed with TRPA and Lahontan RWQCB 
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representatives. Input from these agencies was considered, and potential basins were added, 
eliminated, or relocated based on site-specific field conditions. The Caltrans Tahoe Basin Team, 
which includes Caltrans, TRPA, and Lahontan RWQCB representatives, meets on issues that are 
common to the planning, design, construction, and maintenance activities related to Caltrans 
projects in the Lake Tahoe Basin.  

Based on field observations (Caltrans 2003c, 2003d), groundwater should generally not be an 
issue for the proposed shoulder widening. Seepage was not observed in the existing cut or fill 
slopes. Depending on the time of year, seepage may be encountered in rock fractures. Seepage 
and groundwater conditions would vary according to variations in rainfall, snowmelt, pumping, 
construction activities, and water levels in Lake Tahoe and the Upper Truckee River. 

Post-Construction Stormwater Runoff Quality 
As noted previously, the Program would generally improve the quality of stormwater that runs 
off roadway surfaces and ultimately leaves the state highway right-of-way. The method by which 
the treatment features that are components of the Program would improve the quality of 
stormwater runoff depends on their design and intended function.  

Existing stormwater along the Program segments of US 50 and SR 89 already contains sediments 
and pollutants, as both roadways are built along mountainous terrain that can be a natural source 
of readily erodible soil and sediment draining onto roadway surfaces. The proposed asphalt 
concrete dikes along the lengths of most roadway segments would improve flow by directing 
sheet and spreading flow from road surfaces into channelized flow along the dikes, thereby 
reducing the retention and accumulation of sediments on road surfaces. Upon reaching collection 
traction sand traps installed at the tail end or intermediate portion of most dikes, the sand traps 
would filter constituent pollutants out of the stormwater and allow them to settle to the bottom of 
the partitioned sand traps/sand collection vaults. Where stormwater is conveyed into infiltration 
basins, the basins would isolate debris and other solid material and allow retained water to 
percolate into the ground. New channels may be lined with rock to allow conveyance of water 
while minimizing exposure of soils. In all cases, the effectiveness of the proposed systems for 
improving water quality would be site specific, but overall water quality runoff would improve. 
This would have a beneficial effect on the quality of water that ultimately drains into Lake 
Tahoe.  

Traction sand traps may be considered. Also known as sand vaults, these devices provide a water 
quality benefit by collecting sand from runoff that has entrained roadway pollutants such as oils 
and grease and heavy metals (such as lead), which may adsorb onto the sand particles. The 
effectiveness of these traps depends on their design and capability to handle stormwater volumes 
and the maintenance frequency (cleaning of the sand/trap is necessary to maintain their function).  

3.2.3.2 TRPA Considerations 
The primary objective of the Program is to comply with NPDES permit requirements and 
improve stormwater treatment on and along the study area. Newly installed infiltration basins 
and drainage facilities would capture many pollutants before they enter the lake. These 
improvements would outweigh any potential adverse effects associated with increases in 
impervious surfaces. Therefore, no adverse impacts to overall water quality are expected as a 
result of the Program. The Program would benefit water quality in the region. 



SECTION3.2 Water Quality 

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\3.02_WATER QUALITY.DOC\9-JUN-08 3.2-20 

3.2.3.3 No Project Alternative 
The No Project Alternative would consist of not implementing the proposed Program for which 
Caltrans is the lead agency. Caltrans is required to comply with the Statewide NPDES permit 
issued by SWRCB and could potentially become in violation of the requirements of this permit if 
the Program is not constructed. 

The No Project Alternative would result in a failure to meet TRPA environmental thresholds. 
This alternative would not address the environmental problems facing the Lake Tahoe Basin, and 
therefore is not considered a viable alternative with respect to the purpose and need.  

The No Project Alternative would have less immediate impacts to the resources discussed in this 
report, including biological and cultural resources, and parklands.  

The description of work encompasses the only proposed Program alternative. A No Project 
Alternative could potentially lead to increased levels of turbidity in Lake Tahoe, which would 
decrease the clarity of the lake over time. Since the early 1960s, Lake Tahoe has lost an 
estimated average of 0.3 meter (1 foot) of clarity each year, as measured by secchi disk (Strobel, 
n.d.). 

3.2.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
In general, the Program is being implemented to control and improve water quality runoff from 
the state right-of-way and road surfaces for US 50 and SR 89 within the defined segments in 
order to meet the goals of the Tahoe EIP program and comply with NPDES requirements. The 
Program would have a beneficial effect to water quality runoff; however, as for any major 
construction project, there is the potential for some adverse impacts. The following measures 
would avoid or minimize the impacts identified in Section 3.2.3. 

Drainage systems should be designed to transport stormwater runoff to be collected and treated 
in structures located outside of delineated SEZs and wetlands. Woody riparian vegetation 
growing at the waters edge would be kept in place to provide cover for aquatic organisms. 
Removal of woody stream bank vegetation would need to be avoided to the greatest extent 
possible.  

Pollution prevention measures may be implemented to protect surface water quality degradation 
to the existing surface water resources within the SR 89 and US 50 project limits, and to prevent 
erosion of bare soils and potential non-point source pollutant contribution. Typical measures may 
include the following: 

• The Program proposes to install sedimentation/infiltration basins. Infiltration basins are most 
effective where the soil is porous and can infiltrate the stormwater within 24 to 48 hours. A 
minimum acceptable spacing between a proposed infiltration basin invert and the maximum 
seasonal high groundwater is 10 feet, unless otherwise approved by the RWQCB. Caltrans is 
proceeding with site-specific soil studies to determine suitable locations for infiltration basins 
and would use the results of those studies to refine the proposed basins and their locations. If 
the soil condition does not allow for these requirements, consultation with the Lahontan 
RWQCB during the early stages of planning is recommended. 
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• Work in streams should be done after seasonal flows have stopped (see next bullet). In 
perennial streams, a temporary diversion would be required and one or more of the following 
options can be used:  

- Culverts may be constructed adjacent to the existing culvert (streamflow would continue 
through the existing culvert during construction of new culvert). Under these 
circumstances, the stream channel would be rerouted upon completion of the culvert 
installation/replacement and water would then be diverted through the new culvert.  

- Coffer dams may be constructed and a temporary pipe or channel installed to direct 
streamflow to an adjacent cross culvert.  

- Where streamflow is minimal, a coffer dam may be constructed upstream of the culvert 
and streamflow pumped into a water truck for discharge into the downstream channel or 
onto adjacent soil for infiltration/evaporation. 

- At culverts that will be lined, construction may occur without diversion. 

• TRPA and Lahontan RWQCB regulations do not allow for any soil disturbance from October 
15 to May 1 of each year. Unless a variance is obtained, construction activities shall conform 
to this requirement. 

• To treat and improve water quality on-site, biofiltration strips and biofiltration swales within 
the project area should be considered. 

• Special attention must be paid when handling and storing contaminated soil, including soil 
contaminated with aerially deposited lead. The quantity of contaminated soil, its level of 
contamination, where it will be stored, and when this activity will take place are all 
stormwater pollution concerns and should be described in detail in the SWPPP to be prepared 
by construction contractors.  

• If the Program has the potential to encounter groundwater or may involve non-stormwater 
discharges, consultation with the RWQCB or California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control may be appropriate. A Project-specific Waste Discharge Permit may be required if 
substantial dewatering is to take place. 

• If the Program work limits include or are close to water sensitive areas (wetlands, waterways, 
etc.) that may be affected during construction activities, or USACE and/or CDFG permits are 
required, then a 401 Water Quality Certification from the Lahontan RWQCB is required and 
will be obtained prior to work. The 401 Certification is not required when a sensitive area 
will not be affected. 

• If the Program involves pavement grinding/cutting operations, the discharge from this 
operation has to be dealt with in coordination with the Lahontan RWQCB. 

Temporary/Construction Phase BMPs 
The following BMPs are suggested for controlling the potential impacts to existing waterways or 
storm drainage facilities that are typically included in a SWPPP that is in compliance with 
regional NPDES requirements for the construction phase of the Program. 

Protections for stream banks in creeks are recommended where creeks intersect US 50 or SR 89 
and at sites with cross-culverts that are proposed to be replaced or widened. Construction work at 
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creek crossings often requires excavations on stream banks or next to the banks, which could 
lead to increased sediment load into the waterways. Protections for stream banks can potentially 
increase stream bank stabilization and preservation of riparian habitats. Geotextile fabrics and 
erosion control blankets/mats are suggested stream bank BMPs that can be installed. In addition, 
a line of stacked sandbag/gravel bag berms can be placed along the channel banks to intercept 
and slow the flow of sediment-laden sheet flow runoff on road surfaces.   

Other construction BMPs may be considered where proposed modifications or grading of slopes 
may increase runoff and expose soils.  Diversion of runoff may be considered during 
construction where it is necessary to direct stormwater flow around a construction site.  
Temporary dewatering of a construction site may be necessary to remove accumulated 
stormwater runoff.   

For streambeds or creek embankments subject to unavoidable disturbances, restoration and/or 
revegetation with weed-free native plant species is required. 
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3.3 VISUAL RESOURCES 

This section presents a discussion of the visual character in the vicinity of the highway segments, 
along with a description of potential impacts and mitigation measures proposed to preserve the 
quality of the visual resources in accordance with state and regional regulatory guidance.  

3.3.1 Environmental Setting 
The visual environment is defined as the area along US 50 and SR 89 from which proposed 
Program facilities could be seen by the public. The viewshed for the Program was determined by 
visual inspection of existing conditions along US 50 and SR 89, including existing infiltration 
basins that are representative of the changes proposed with the Program. The purpose of this 
section is to define the quality of the visual environment within the project limits. 

3.3.1.1 Evaluation of Visual Quality 
Visual quality is a measure of the excellence of a view. For this analysis, visual quality was 
evaluated using the guidelines set forth in Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects 
(FHWA 1983) and the analysis of two previous TRPA studies. The Lake Tahoe Environmental 
Threshold Study Report (TRPA 1982, Scenic Quality Ratings: Visual Quality from Roadways) 
analyzed and quantified the Lake Tahoe Basin scenic resources that are visible from the roads 
within the regional area. The 2001 Threshold Evaluation Report (TRPA 2002, Chapter 8, 
Appendix 1, Travel Route Ratings) analyzed and quantified the visual character and quality of 
the environment as seen from the road using six categories: Man-Made Features, Roadway 
Distractions, Road Structure, Lake Views, Landscape Views, and Variety. Each study measured 
visual quality using a common baseline of numbered Roadway Units (Forest Service 1970), the 
locations of which are shown in Figure 3.3-1. The 1982 study used numbers from 1 to 3 to 
designate low to high degrees of visual quality, and the 2001 study designations ranged from 5 to 
30. Table 3.3-1 lists the Roadway Units, the composite Roadway Threshold Numbers assigned in 
the 2001 study, and the Visual Resource Ratings identified in the 1982 study. These ratings 
represent the existing visual quality at the locations evaluated in the TRPA studies. 

The visual environment was assessed for views from sensitive receptors in the areas of US 50 
and SR 89 and from areas within the project segments that would be representative of a range of 
views of proposed Program facilities. Potential viewer sensitivity or response was estimated 
based on the “use” of the viewshed. Sensitive receptors in the vicinities of US 50 and SR 89 
include residents of single-family homes; users of recreation trails, resorts, and campgrounds; 
motorists on scenic routes; and boaters on Lake Tahoe. 

3.3.1.2 Existing Visual Environment 
This section describes the existing visual environment for the study area, which consists of the 
eight project segments shown in Figure 1-1 and the surrounding areas. Figure 3.3-2 is an aerial 
photo that shows the locations of representative views along US 50 and SR 89. Figures 3.3-3A 
through 3.3-3F are photographs of these views and of existing drainage facilities and erosion 
control measures similar to those proposed by the Program. 

Existing Landscape 
Lake Tahoe is high within the Sierra Nevada mountain range, with a lake surface elevation of 
1,897 meters (6,225 feet) above sea level. Peaks with elevations of greater than 3,050 meters 
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(10,000 feet) surround the Lake. Conifer forests are visible around the Lake and on the mountain 
slopes. Distant views of mountains and high-elevation forests of red fir and lodgepole pine 
appear relatively undisturbed. At lower elevations, the natural landscape has been altered over 
time as buildings and roads have been constructed. Native plant species have been replaced by, 
or augmented with, introduced species planted by individual property owners. 

Much of the Lake Tahoe Basin was deforested for lumber needed for the silver and gold mining 
operations of the Comstock Lode starting in the 1859. The forests regenerated naturally, but fir 
trees replaced the earlier 200- to 500-year-old pine forests. 

US 50 and SR 89 
As shown on Figure 3.3-2, US 50 and SR 89 within the project area approach Lake Tahoe from 
the south, split at the South Lake Tahoe “Y,” and follow the east and west shorelines, 
respectively. US 50 north of Echo Summit descends steeply through the Meyers Grade, and then 
traverses relatively even terrain through the developed commercial areas of South Lake Tahoe 
and Stateline.  

SR 89 passes through the Carson Pass mountain range and Hope Valley before entering the 
project limits near Luther Pass, and then descends to the community of Meyers and its junction 
with US 50. The first segment of SR 89 passes through mixed conifer forests that are relatively 
undisturbed except for the highway, until reaching the residential area at Meyers. From Meyers, 
US 50 and SR 89 merge and descend gently in elevation through developed areas into South 
Lake Tahoe and the “Y” intersection. After the highways split off again at the “Y” intersection, 
SR 89 continues northwest through relatively flat forested and meadow areas at and surrounding 
Camp Richardson. These areas support native grasses, shrubs, and Sierran mixed-conifer pine 
forests. North of the Fallen Leaf Lake area, SR 89 ascends steeply to vistas of Emerald Bay. 
Where SR 89 traverses the higher-elevation slopes above the Bay, long-range views of the 
mountains and natural landscaped features are available. Sloped areas adjacent to the highway 
are undisturbed with the exception of erosion and installed stabilization measures. North of 
Emerald Bay, SR 89 descends through forested State Park land (D. L. Bliss). It continues north 
through the communities of Rubicon and Meeks Bays, Sugar Pine State Park, and to the northern 
project limit at Tahoma.  

Urban Structures 
The greatest concentration, density, and vertical mass of urban structures are in the vicinity of 
the casinos at the Nevada state line. One- and two-story commercial buildings lie along US 50 
between the state line and the intersection of US 50 and SR 89. The density of buildings 
decreases substantially as US 50 proceeds south of the US 50/SR 89 intersection, and structures 
are not visible after the Lake Tahoe Airport until the town of Meyers. Buildings visible from SR 
89 after it proceeds east from Meyers consist of one-story residences behind a forested edge of 
road. No buildings are visible east of Portal Road. Structures between Portal Road and the 
eastern project limit consist of occasional highway and Forest Service signs. 
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Table 3.3-1 
Potential Impacts to TRPA Visual Quality Ratings from Proposed Program Facilities 

TRPA 2002a TRPA 1982b Proposed Improvements and Potential Visual Impacts to TRPA Ratings 

Composite 
Roadway 
Threshold 
Numbers 

Visual 
Resources 

Ratings from 
Roadway 

Widen Shoulders 
1.2 Meters (4 

Feet) Minimum 
with AC Dike to 

Convey 
Stormwater 

Runoff 

Construct 
Retaining Walls 
Where Required 

to Facilitate 
Shoulder 
Widening 

Pave Existing 
Unsurfaced 

Pullouts 

Rehabilitate 
Existing and 
Install New 

Drainage Systems
Install Traction 

Sand Traps 

Construct 
Infiltration 

Basins 
Provide Rock 
Slope Protect 

Flatten and 
Protect Erodible 

Slopes for 
Erosion Control 

Revegetate Bare 
or Erodible Areas

Allow Sheet Flow 
Off Road at 
Longitudinal 
Basins and 

Spreading Water 
into SEZ Areas 

Pave All Driveway 
Connections Within 
State Right-of-Way 

Roadway Unit 
Numbers with 
2001 Updates Roadway Unit Location Names A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B 

1 Tahoe Valley (City of South Lake 
Tahoe) 

12 2 NC NC - - - - NC NC NC NC NC NC - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 

2 Camp Richardson (El Dorado County) 18 3 - - - - - - NC NC - - - - - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 
3 Emerald Bay (El Dorado County) 26.5 3+ - - - - - - NC NC - - - - - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 
4 D.L. Bliss State Park (El Dorado 

County) 
21 3 - - - - - - NC NC - - - - - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 

5 Rubicon Bay (El Dorado County) 18 2 - - - - - - NC NC - - - - - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 
6 Lonely Gulch (El Dorado County) 18 2 - - - - - - NC NC - - - - - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 
7 Meeks Bay (El Dorado County) 14 3 NC NC - - NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 
8 Sugar Pine Point (El Dorado County) 23 3 - - - - - - NC NC - - - - - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 
9 Tahoma (Placer County) 14 1 NC NC - - NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 
32 Casino Area (Douglas County) 11.5 1 NC NC - - NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 
33 The Strip (City of South Lake Tahoe) 11.5 1 - - - - NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 
35 Al Tahoe (City of South Lake Tahoe) 16 2 - - - - NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 

36A Airport Area (El Dorado County) 10.5 (Previous Unit 
36) 2 

- - - - - - NC NC - - - - - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 

36B Lake Valley (El Dorado County) 19 (Previous Unit 
36) 2 

- - - - - - NC NC - - - - - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 

36C Meyers (El Dorado County) 14 (Previous Unit 
36) 2 

NC NC - - NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 

37 Echo Summit (El Dorado County) 26 3 - - - - - - NC NC - - - - - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 
38 Upper Truckee River (El Dorado 

County) 
18 2 - - - - - - NC NC - - - - - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 

39 Alpine Summit (El Dorado County) 24 3+ - - - - - - NC NC - - - - - - - - + + NC NC NC NC 

Notes: 

+  = Positive visual impact 
-  = Negative visual impact 
NC  = No change 
a TRPA 2002 Threshold Evaluation Report range: 5 (low) to 30 (high); travel route (roadway) minimum threshold attainment score = 15.5 
b TPRA 1982 Lake Tahoe Basin Scenic Resource Inventory range: 1 (low) to 3+ (high) 
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Buildings are visible from SR 89 west of the US 50/SR 89 intersection to Camp Richardson 
Resort and consist of one-story commercial buildings and one- and two-story residences. North 
of Camp Richardson is relatively undeveloped except for utilities and highway signage. Along 
SR 89 at Emerald Bay, there are retaining walls, parking areas, and an occasional sign. One- and 
two-story homes residential buildings are visible at Rubicon Bay. Meeks Bay has a few 
commercial services buildings near the Meeks Bay Resort and Marina. North of the resort are 
sparsely located one- and two-story residences until Glen Ridge Road, after which no buildings 
are visible until the northern project limits at Tahoma. 

3.3.2 Regulatory Setting 

3.3.2.1 Federal 

National Scenic Byways Program 
The National Scenic Byways Program is operated by the FHWA to recognize certain roads as 
All-American Roads or National Scenic Byways based on one or more archeological, cultural, 
historic, natural, recreational, or scenic quality. US 50 in El Dorado County and SR 89 at the 
Monitor Pass and Luther Pass Highways and Lake Tahoe Road have been designated as National 
Scenic Byways.  

National Trails System  
The National Trails System Act, which is under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service, 
defines National Scenic Trails “as extended trails so located as to provide for maximum outdoor 
recreation potential and for the conservation and enjoyment of the nationally significant scenic, 
historic, natural, or cultural qualities of the areas through which such trails may pass.” The 
Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, which extends north-south along the crests of the Sierra 
Nevada mountains, crosses US 50 west of SR 89 in the Echo Lake region, outside of the project 
limits. 

National Natural Landmarks Program 
The National Natural Landmarks Program, also under the jurisdiction of the National Park 
Service, recognizes and encourages the conservation of outstanding examples of the country’s 
natural history. The program identifies and recognizes the best examples of biological and 
geological features in both public and private ownership. Emerald Bay was designated as a 
National Natural Landmark in 1968 as an outstanding example of glacial geology. 

LTBMU Visual Quality Objectives 
The LBTMU Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Service 1988) established Visual 
Quality Objectives, thresholds for development coverage on National Forest lands in the Tahoe 
Basin.  These include the following designations: 

• Preservation on 27 percent of land area 

• Retention on 65 percent of land area 
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• Partial retention on 4 percent of land area 

• Modification on 3 percent of land area 

• Maximum modification on 1 percent of land area 

 

3.3.2.2 State 

CEQA Significance Criteria 
Potentially applicable CEQA significance criteria for the Program include the following.  

• Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 

• Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, 
and historic buildings and structures such as rockwalls within a state scenic highway. 

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

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

State Scenic Highway Program 
The State Scenic Highway Program, created by the California Legislature in 1963, was 
established to preserve and protect scenic highway corridors from change that would diminish 
the aesthetic value of lands adjacent to highways. A highway is officially designated under this 
program when a local jurisdiction adopts a scenic corridor protection program, applies to 
Caltrans for scenic highway approval, and receives notification from Caltrans that the highway 
has been designated as a Scenic Highway. US 50 between Echo Summit and the South Lake 
Tahoe city limit and SR 89 between Alpine and Placer Counties are designated as State Scenic 
Highways.  

3.3.2.3 Regional 

TRPA Thresholds 
One of the primary objectives embodied in the TRPA Compact is the preservation of the scenic 
values of the Lake Tahoe Basin, which are closely linked to the social and economic health of 
the region (TRPA Compact, Public Law 96-551-Dec. 19, 1980, Article I). The TRPA has 
inventoried and rated roadway segments and travel routes in the region, including segments 
within the Study Area, to determine scenic resource values from roadway vantage points. Based 
on the TRPA’s 1982 inventory of resources in the Tahoe Basin, it established threshold standards 
for the protection and enhancement of the scenic quality, and evaluates performance in achieving 
those levels on a regional basis (TRPA 2002). The TRPA requires that the numerical threshold 
assigned to each rated roadway segment or travel route be maintained or improved. 

The following TRPA thresholds currently apply to visual resources: 
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• SR-1 – Travel Route Rating: The travel route rating threshold tracks long-term, cumulative 
changes to views seen from major roadways in urban and natural landscapes in the region 
and the views seen from Lake Tahoe looking toward the shore. To secure threshold 
attainment, all travel routes with a 1982 rating of 15.5 (for roadway units) or 7.5 (for 
shoreline units) or greater must maintain their scores, and all travel routes with a 1982 score 
of 15 (roadway) or 7 (shoreline) or less must improve their scores until he score is reached. 

• SR-2 – Scenic Quality Rating: The scenic quality rating threshold protects specific views of 
scenic features of Tahoe’s natural landscape that can be seen from major roadways and from 
the lake. To secure threshold attainment, all 1982 scenic quality scores must be maintained. 

• SR-3 – Public Recreation Areas and Bike Trails: The public recreation area threshold 
protects the viewshed from public recreation areas and certain bicycle trails. To secure 
threshold attainment, all 1993 scenic quality scores must be maintained. 

• SR-4 – Community Design: To secure threshold attainment, design standards and guidelines 
must be widely implemented to improve travel route ratings and produce built environments 
compatible with the natural, scenic, and recreational values of the region. 

TRPA Tree Removal Ordinances 
Cutting, moving, removing, killing, or materially damaging live trees; removing disease-infested 
and hazardous trees; and attaching appurtenances to trees (6 inches diameter at breast height and 
larger) require approval of a permit by the TRPA. Trees of “limited occurrence” (such as aspen, 
black cottonwood, ponderosa pine, Douglas fir, incense cedar, sugar pine, western white pine, 
mountain hemlock, whitebark pine, and western juniper) should be managed for protection and 
enhancement, and promotion of late stage or old growth characteristics (TRPA Code of 
Ordinances, Chapter 71). Replacement ratios and planting requirements are generally determined 
by TRPA on a case-by-case basis.  

El Dorado County General Plan 
The Transportation and Circulation Element of the General Plan (El Dorado County 2004), 
Policy TC-1w states that new streets and improvements to existing rural roads necessitated by 
new development shall be designed to minimize visual impacts, preserve rural character, and 
ensure neighborhood quality to the maximum extent possible consistent with the needs of 
emergency access, on-street parking, and vehicular and pedestrian safety.  

South Lake Tahoe General Plan 
The South Lake Tahoe General Plan (City of South Lake Tahoe 2003) includes measures to 
conserve and enhance the scenic and other natural resources within the city boundaries. These 
include goals to implement and construct storm drainage and erosion control projects that 
complement and improve the transportation system. Conservation Element goals include 
conserving and enhancing the scenic and other natural resources within the city boundaries and 
managing open space to promote conservation of vegetation and protection of watersheds. 
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Meyers Community Plan (TRPA 1998) 
The community plan identifies several environmental improvement goals that can relate to visual 
resources and the Program, including the following.  

• The installation and maintenance of water quality BMPs on public and private lands  

• The implementation of site planning improvements consistent with the TRPA’s Scenic 
Quality Improvement Program and Community Design Program 

• The preservation of existing views from Meyers to the surrounding landscape  

• The recognition of US 50 and SR 89 as state and regionally designated scenic highway 
corridors and the maintenance and improvement the quality of their viewsheds  

3.3.3 Impacts 
This section evaluates the potential visual impacts of the proposed Program.  

Impact Assessment Methodology 
As discussed in Section 3.3.1, the viewshed for the proposed Program was identified from an on-
the-ground reconnaissance of the areas adjacent to US 50 and SR 89 that are potential sites for 
Program improvements. Existing infiltration basins in the Tahoe Basin were used as reference 
points for determining the distances from which infiltration basins could potentially be seen from 
the US 50 and SR 89 corridors. The methodology used to evaluate visual impacts is based on 
Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects guidelines (FHWA 1983).  

3.3.3.1 CEQA Considerations 
During construction, viewers would see materials, equipment, workers, and the operations of 
construction, including trenches, excavations, and structures in the process of being built. 
Motorists and pedestrians would be exposed to construction activities while passing through the 
construction zones. Residents of adjacent homes and business owners and employees would be 
exposed to construction activities on a more continuous basis while work is under way in nearby 
project segments. Construction impacts to the visual environment would be unavoidable and 
short term. Because the impacts would be temporary and seasonal and would transition along the 
roadway segments as work is completed, they are considered less than significant. 

The Program could impact the visual character and quality of the existing visual environment of 
views to Emerald Bay from SR 89 and from Emerald Bay toward the proposed facility locations 
adjacent to SR 89. These impacts could occur where new retaining walls and concrete structures 
are installed and would involve substantial removal of vegetation and addition of imported rock 
for slope stabilization and erosion control. Emerald Bay is a National Natural Landmark, and US 
50 between Echo Summit and South Lake Tahoe and SR 89 between Placer and Alpine Counties 
are designated State Scenic Highways. Along these routes and depending on the visibility of the 
work, the steepness of the slopes and inadequate horizontal flat terrain may make it difficult or 
impossible to hide or blend such structures completely into the surrounding visual landscape. 
Some of these effects could be only temporary until vegetation matures or the slopes become 
weathered and blend in with the existing environment. The Program facilities could result in 
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significant effects to scenic vistas, scenic resources, and the visual character of the Emerald Bay 
area. Mitigation is proposed in Section 3.3.4.  

Many hiking trails have trailheads located on US 50 and SR 89. A facility that contrasts with the 
natural and undisturbed landscape and is visible from the trails would be considered an adverse 
visual impact. However, if mitigated as discussed in Section 3.3.4, this impact would be reduced 
to less than significant. 

In general, any facility that visually contrasts with naturally occurring and undisturbed 
landscapes or replaces existing trees or other vegetation may result in an impact to the visual 
environment. The specific types of facilities that could result in impacts are summarized as 
follows. 

• Infiltration basins, which would appear as sculpted land forms with steep side slopes and 
regularly shaped channels.  

• Traction sand traps, which capture suspended sands in drainage runoff and minimize the 
amount of eroded material carried downstream. 

• Retaining walls. 

• Rock blankets and slope covers, if they have replaced existing surfaces that support 
vegetation and where they appear as islands of rock surrounded by vegetation. 

• Shoulder widening, if trees are removed that screen unsightly views and provide a sense of 
enclosure along a wooded segment of highway. Removal of trees would result in positive 
visual impacts if vistas of distant scenic resources were opened to view. 

• Blasting rock escarpments and excavation to widen the road and shoulders, if exposed 
substrata have different colors and surface textures than surrounding undisturbed rock that 
has been weathered and eroded over time. Excavated surfaces may be visible from long 
distances and could potentially be seen from views from the lake or opposite 
hillsides/shorelines, such as at Emerald Bay.  

• Flattening and protecting erodible slopes for erosion control, if the new slopes appear 
machine tooled and contrast with natural adjacent slopes.  

These impacts could be avoided by use of the mitigation measures discussed in Section 3.3.4. 
Therefore, visual impacts from Program facilities would be less than significant. 

3.3.3.2 TRPA Considerations 
Program-related impacts on the quality of the visual environment are identified in Table 3.3-1 by 
TRPA Roadway Unit (shown in Figure 3.3-1) and discussed below. Visual impacts are shown as 
a plus, a minus, or NC (no change), meaning that the proposed Program would have a positive 
impact, a negative impact, or little to no impact, respectively, on the TRPA Composite Roadway 
Threshold Numbers and Visual Resource Ratings. The Threshold Numbers and Visual Resource 
Ratings indicate the visual quality within a Roadway Unit. The TRPA has designated a 
Threshold Score of 15.5 as the minimum acceptable level for visual quality. Some areas, 
especially where development has occurred, are below that rating. In those areas, the goal is to 
improve conditions in the visual environment to increase their score to 15.5 or better through the 
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implementation of mitigation measures described in Section 3.3.4. In addition, the Program 
would not reduce a TRPA designated Travel Route or Shoreline Rating.  

The following provides a more detailed description of the proposed Program facilities identified 
in Table 3.3-1 and their anticipated impacts to TRPA visual ratings. 

Widen Shoulders 
Where shoulders are proposed to be widened, the dimension would vary from 1.2 to 2.4 meters 
(3.94 to 7.87 feet). In mountainous terrain, widening would require extensive disturbance of 
existing land forms and vegetation due to earthwork, blasting of slopes, construction of retaining 
walls, roadway stabilization fill and slopes, and slope stabilization using light rock and/or 
vegetation. In areas where the terrain is relatively flat, shoulder widening would remove existing 
materials and replace them with asphalt paving and dikes at the edges of the road to direct water 
flow. Wherever vertical undisturbed indigenous surfaces such as rock escarpments, large 
boulders, and mixed rock/earth/vegetation are disturbed, adverse visual impacts are expected to 
occur. The public would see disturbed surfaces on uphill slopes at the edges of the roadway 
while driving, across chasms where the roadway winds around topography, from hiking trails, 
from within 300 feet of the shore of Lake Tahoe, and from stationary view points. The same 
would be true for views of disturbed downhill slopes, except that motorists would not see 
downhill slopes in near views. 

Construct Retaining Walls to Facilitate Shoulder Widening 
Construction of retaining walls on uphill slopes and downhill slopes would result in similar 
visual impacts to those described for shoulder widening. In addition, retaining walls would be 
human-made, poured-in-place concrete, and uniform in line, and would have a standardized 
range of colors and textures that would contrast with the naturally occurring and undisturbed 
surfaces that would be seen adjacent to the walls. Walls can be finished in faux rock textures and 
colors to help blend them into natural environments. However, they would still contrast with the 
natural lines, forms, colors, and textures. The impact to the visual character of the environment 
as a result of construction of retaining walls is expected to be adverse. Such a visual impact 
would be considered particularly adverse in areas that have high TRPA ratings for scenic quality. 

Pave Existing Unsurfaced Pullouts 
Existing unsurfaced pullouts are compacted earth or compacted gravel on earth. The surface 
texture is random and variable, the color is gray-brown, the form is the horizontal plane and the 
line is the outline of the pullout. Paving the pullouts with asphalt or concrete would change the 
visual character of the pullouts to a uniform smooth texture and color. The change to the 
character of the visual environment from paving pullouts is expected to be marginally adverse. 
However, proposals to restore unsurfaced pullouts to offset land coverage impacts are included 
in the design, unless paving is required for parking, maintenance access, or stormwater 
conveyance. 
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Rehabilitate Existing and Install New Drainage Systems 
Visual impacts would be expected to occur where drainage system improvements would be seen 
by the public. Where new structures would replace existing structures in the same location, little 
to no visual impacts would be expected. Where new drainage structures are proposed in 
undisturbed locations, visual impacts would occur from removal of natural lines, forms, colors, 
and textures with structures that are uniform in line, color, form and texture and with lightly-
colored reflective surfaces. Where seen by the public, these structures would be perceived as 
adverse visual impacts. In areas where the natural environment has a high TRPA visual quality 
rating, the visual impact could be perceived as particularly adverse. 

Install Traction Sand Traps 
Traction sand traps reduce water velocity and filter stormwater runoff through sand, catching 
larger debris particles that then filter down to the bottom of the sand trap. The design of the sand 
trap depends on the amount of water that is being filtered, cost factors, and available space. The 
top of the trap may remain similar in dimensions at approximately 0.9 by 1.2 meter (3 by 4 feet) 
or greater while the depth would vary depending on the volume of water being treated. Where 
concrete boxes are considered for use to contain the sand, they would contrast with the 
surrounding visual environment in natural undisturbed areas and would be perceived as an 
adverse visual impact. In urban areas such as Stateline and South Lake Tahoe, the sand traps in 
concrete boxes, if placed adjacent to existing paved areas, would not be perceived as an adverse 
visual impact because similar features are already seen in these locations. A typical view of the 
road surface with a sand trap and asphalt-concrete dike is shown in Figure 3.3-3G. 

Construct Infiltration Basins 
Trees would be removed to construct infiltration basins. Tree removal might create an adverse 
visual impact in areas where the trees screened structures and might be considered a positive 
visual impact where trees blocked views of scenic resources. Basins that contrast adversely with 
the random and variable colors, textures, forms, and lines seen in the adjacent undisturbed 
natural environment would be perceived as a particularly adverse visual impact wherever the 
structures are visible to the public.  Representative views of infiltration basins are shown in 
Figures 3.3-3H, 3.3-3I, and 3.3-3J. 

Provide Rock Slope Protection 
Wherever rock slope protection is placed in a natural undisturbed environment, adverse visual 
impacts are expected to occur. The rocks are uniform within a range of sizes and the color is 
light gray. They would replace the random and variable lines, forms, colors, and textures in the 
existing undisturbed environment, and would contrast with the adjacent natural environment. 

Flatten and Protect Erodible Slopes for Erosion Control 
Earthwork removes the random and variable characteristics of the natural environment, including 
landforms, rocks and boulders, trees, and other vegetation. The design of the new slope would 
determine the degree of adversity of permanent visual impacts.  
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Revegetate Bare or Erodible Areas 
Revegetating of bare or erodible areas would be perceived as a positive visual impact as long as 
the species used in the replacement matched species seen in the adjacent undisturbed 
environment under similar microclimate and terrain conditions. Use of dissimilar species would 
be perceived as an adverse visual impact because the character between new species and 
naturally occurring species in the adjacent visual environment would contrast. Revegetation will 
include species from TRPA’s Recommended Plant List to minimize potential impacts from non-
native species. 

Allow Sheet Flow and Spreading of Runoff Water 
There would be no visual impacts expected from shaping roadway surfaces to sheet flow. 
Existing roadway surfaces are already visible, and reshaping them would not change the 
character of the visual environment adversely. Secondary and adverse visual impacts would be 
expected to occur wherever runoff might result in erosion of the undisturbed natural 
environment. 

Pave All Driveway Connections Within State Right-of-Way 
The changes to the existing character of the visual environment and potential visual impacts as a 
result of such paving would be similar to paving pullout areas described above.  

Tree Removal 
Many of the preliminary locations for drainage basins contain trees. Substantial adverse visual 
impacts could result where groups of trees are removed that are visible to residents, where the 
trees occur within state park lands, or when the trees provide a separation between the highway 
and an existing land use or facility (such as a trail). Removal of trees will require approval of 
TRPA. 

3.3.3.3 LTBMU Visual Quality Objectives 
The Program will not result in a noticeable change for purposes of development coverage and 
LTBMU Visual Quality Objectives. Negligible changes in pavement and shoulder coverage will 
occur along US 50 and SR 89. 

3.3.3.4 No Project Alternative 
The No Project Alternative would have no effect on the existing visual character of the site 
within the project limits. No construction activities would occur that would disrupt the existing 
visual character of the site, and the existing visual/aesthetic conditions within the project limits 
would be preserved. 
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3.3.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

Recommendations for Program Facilities 
Drainage, infiltration, and filtration structures could be mitigated in the Emerald Bay viewing 
zones if they were installed underneath the highway road bed or pullouts, with access panels 
located within the paved roadway surfaces. Some existing retaining walls have been installed in 
adjacent areas using a faux rock treatment and appear unnatural, introduced, and in contrast with 
the surrounding visual environment. The existing highway and associated road cuts and 
structures are visible to motorists in short- and long-range views. New retaining walls should be 
constructed to appear consistent with the existing naturally occurring rocky slopes using native 
materials (rock and boulders) to match the rocky slopes that are seen in the area. Rock retaining 
walls should be varied in height and horizontal alignment to appear less uniform and avoid 
potentially significant visual impacts in this viewing zone. 

Rock coloration could be used to help blend rock slope and retaining walls into their surrounding 
environments. Rock coloration involves applying a penetrating oxide coloration material to 
exposed boulder placements and rock slope protection surfaces to produce a brownish, earthtone 
color. This will blend the boulder placements and rock slope protection surfaces with the colors 
in the surrounding environment. The oxidation materials include an aqueous solution that 
contains salts of iron and manganese with built-in oxidizers and other trace elements including 
copper and zinc. 

The appearance of drainage structures could also be mitigated by moving the large concrete 
surfaces into the road bed shoulder, depressing the concrete surface to below the asphalt layer 
and surfacing the top with asphalt. Manholes with steel covers would be seen at the surface of 
the asphalt. Another mitigation measure for concrete drainage structures would be to locate them 
further down the hill, away from public view, color the concrete an earth color and install 
boulders around the concrete box to hide the box and blend it into the undisturbed natural 
landscape. 

To minimize or avoid potential impacts from infiltration basins, proposed earthen drainage 
basins should be created using freeform shapes in and around tree areas. Areas of the basins not 
subject to maintenance (such as side slopes above the low areas prone to siltation) could be 
planted with riparian trees or vegetation compatible with temporary standing water. The basins 
could also be softened by planting grasses and shrubs indigenous to the surrounding landscape. 
Any trees planted must not block existing views of scenic resources. Rock placed in the basins to 
minimize erosion should avoid contrasting with the existing material and should blend well with 
the undisturbed natural landscape. As appropriate to the each basin, rock should be used that has 
a wide range of sizes and earthen or weathered colors that match rocks in immediately adjacent 
areas.  

Mitigation measures for traction sand traps would be similar to those for infiltration basins that 
include concrete structures. 

Retaining walls could be mitigated by using construction methods that emphasize large boulders 
rather than concrete and using a wide diversity of sizes and shapes as might be found in an 
undisturbed natural landscape. The colors should match the colors of adjacent and indigenous 
rocks. Another mitigation measure would be to construct concrete retaining walls on a laid-back 
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batter in irregular tiers, steps, and offset planes to provide a supporting structure upon which to 
install large boulders on the “treads” and in the crevices and build up a boulder surface that 
would appear irregular and naturally occurring. The batter and treads would need to be angled to 
support boulders by means of gravity. 

An alternative method of erosion control to rock blankets and slope covers could include using 
rock, e.g., geofabric overlain with boulders and soil and planted with indigenous species of 
vegetation. Where no other method of erosion mitigation is feasible, planting holes should be 
placed frequently throughout the rock area for indigenous species of spreading shrubs and trees 
to help blend the rock blankets into the surrounding undisturbed natural vegetated landscape. 
Vegetation restoration should include spreading shrubs and trees so that the shrubs can cover 
quickly and mitigate the adverse visual impact of the rock blankets.  

Visual impacts from tree removal could be mitigated by planting new trees to screen unsightly 
views, although a delay in coverage could exist until growth returns to an effective height. 
Faster-growing species could be mixed with pines and then removed or thinned as the pines 
mature. Any disturbance to vegetation in areas adjacent to the shoulder widening would need to 
be restored to the original character using the same species. 

Areas disturbed by construction are recommended for restoration to the original character and 
quality using the same colors, types, and plant species of inorganic and organic materials that 
existed prior to the start of the construction.  

General Design Recommendations 
The following recommendations are intended to provide guidance to the design team in order to 
minimize adverse impacts to scenic quality and meet TRPA scenic threshold requirements. 

• All disturbed areas shall use temporary erosion control measures during construction to 
minimize permanent impacts to scenic quality. 

• All areas disturbed during construction shall receive permanent erosion control measures. All 
finished slopes and contour graded areas shall be hydroseeded with a permanent seed mix 
composed of native plant species indigenous to the area. In addition, a revegetation project 
will install containerized native plants to supplement seeding. 

• All small trees, tree limbs, shrubs and other woody debris generated during clearing and 
grubbing operations shall be chipped and stockpiled for future use as erosion control cover. 
Pine needles collected from the Tahoe Basin shall be acquired and mixed with chipped 
material to be used as a final treatment over all disturbed soil areas. 

• During clearing and grubbing operations, remove and stockpile existing topsoils (duff) as 
part of the earthwork. Replace topsoil in areas where revegetation work is to be implemented. 
Incorporate topsoil and supplemental compost (as necessary) into finished disturbed soil 
areas to facilitate revegetation. 

• Where rock slope protection is required, use indigenous materials matching local colors and 
textures. All rock generated during earthwork operations over 150 mm in size shall be 
stockpiled and used in drainage facilities and other areas where rock slope protection is to be 
used. Treat newly harvested material with environmentally benign chemical stains that give 
rock a weathered appearance. 
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• Avoid removal of vegetation in areas where narrow vegetative buffer strips separate adjacent 
residential and commercial properties from road edge. 

• Avoid removing trees and other vegetation when relocating bike trail. 

• Minimize the introduction of new roadway signage. If new signage is introduced, posts shall 
be of wood construction and backs of signage should be painted a TRPA-approved color. 

• Finished slopes shall reflect sensitivity to the natural topography and vegetation of the 
surrounding area. Newly constructed rock slope protection areas shall be constructed in such 
a way as to incorporate existing vegetation at top of slope without removal. In areas where 
space allows, pockets of native soil that supports vegetation shall be incorporated into rock 
slope protection. These areas shall be planted with native vegetation. 

• Water quality improvement basins shall avoid the use of concrete or asphalt materials. Water 
quality improvement ditches shall be rock lined whenever possible. Avoid constructing 
features with harsh angles and steep slopes. Integrate features into surroundings through the 
use of curvilinear forms and contour grading. Use native boulders and logs removed during 
clearing and grubbing operations as landscape elements to integrate basins into surroundings. 
Basin side slopes should be designed with 1:3 to 1:4 slopes or flatter to promote successful 
revegetation. In locations where large basins are proposed, consider breaking basins into 
smaller basins units that fit into existing clearings of forest canopy. 

• Locate basins in areas that are currently disturbed or denuded of vegetation. Enlarge existing 
basins wherever possible. 

• All new drainage facilities that are visible from roadway vantage points (i.e., metal culverts 
and flared end sections) shall be painted to blend into existing landscape. 

• Water quality improvement basins shall be sited to minimize the motorist’s visual exposure 
from elevated roadway vantage points. Basins shall be sited and designed to avoid removing 
existing vegetation which screens basins from motorists view. 

• Any water treatment facilities that use spreading water such as check dams shall be 
constructed of native materials (rock, soil and vegetation) and be low in profile. 

• In locations with narrow right-of-way limits or usable roadside areas, maximize the use of 
linear treatment facilities such as bioswales with check dams. 

• Planting areas around basins adjacent to roadway in urban settings and residences should be 
landscaped and irrigated to improve appearance. 

• Revegetate denuded areas (soft cover) adjacent to roadway and bike trial. Install barriers in 
the form of mounding and ditches to deter off-shoulder parking and promote vegetation 
establishment. 

• New signal poles, signage poles, utility cabinets and other new traffic related features shall 
be constructed of wood or painted a TRPA-approved color to minimize visual impacts. 

• All retaining walls shall be faced with architectural treatment textures (including painting and 
staining) to integrate structures into surrounding natural or urban setting. Architectural 
treatment types will be determined during the PS&E phase. 
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• All concrete structures (i.e., spillways, abutments, etc.) shall be stained to blend concrete into 
surrounding geological features. 

• If mitigation is necessary on State Parks property, a mitigation plan will be developed in 
cooperation with State Parks prior to Program construction. 

• Any revegetation of State Parks property will be completed in accordance with a State Parks-
approved plant list. 

• No stockpiling of materials will be allowed on State Park property. 

• Vegetative buffers between the highway and proposed drainage facilities will be retained to 
the extent feasible on all lands affected by the Program. 

• Any signage, including for State Parks facilities, that is damaged by the Program will be 
repaired or replaced as necessary.  

 



SECTION3.4 Wetlands 

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\3.04_WETLANDS.DOC\24-JUL-08 3.4-1 

3.4 WETLANDS 

This section presents the results of a delineation of wetlands and other waters of the United 
States that occur in the study area of the proposed Program. Potential impacts resulting from 
elements of the proposed Program are discussed along with mitigation measures. Stream 
environment zones are discussed in Section 3.5. 

3.4.1 Environmental Setting 
The study area for the delineation of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. consists of a 
relatively wide corridor that extends beyond the existing state right-of-way on both sides of US 
50 and SR 89. Detailed maps of the study area are included in the Wetland Delineation Report 
for the Program (URS 2007a; also see Appendix A). The boundaries of the study area were 
defined broadly to provide an inventory of wetland resources along the two highways that could 
be used to define potential impacts at a broad scale and provide the basis for identifying specific 
impacts in the future as individual segments or projects are defined.  

Wetland areas are defined by the presence of hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and wetland 
hydrology. A hydric is a soil that is saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the 
growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part. Hydrophytic vegetation is a 
plant species that grows in permanently or periodically saturated soil. Under normal 
circumstances, a minimum of one positive wetland indicator from each parameter (vegetation, 
soil, and hydrology) must be found in order to make a positive wetland determination. When an 
area contains all three parameters, it is considered a jurisdictional wetland under Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act. The following sections describe some of the general characteristics of the 
study area in terms of the wetland criteria. 

3.4.1.1 Soils 
US 50 and SR 89 traverse many soil associations within the project segments. The soil units 
(types) have been defined and mapped by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil 
Conservation Service (now the Natural Resources Conservation Service [NRCS]) and Forest 
Service and are presented in the Soil Survey of the Tahoe Basin Area, California and Nevada 
(USDA 1974). Several of the soil series within the study area are listed as hydric soils in the 
NRCS’s Hydric Soils of California (NRCS 1995).  

Several hydric soils were identified within the study area including beaches; Elmira loamy 
coarse sand, wet variant; and marsh. These soils occur at or within the vicinity of the project 
limits at the Lake Tahoe shoreline east and west of Camp Richardson, and at Grass Lake on SR 
89 near Luther Pass. Many soil series contain other soils mapped within their designations 
(inclusions) that contain a hydric soil component, and they occur at various locations along each 
of the project segments. The soils with hydric inclusions within the study area include Celio 
gravelly loamy coarse sand, Elmira gravelly loamy coarse sand, Elmira stony loamy coarse sand, 
Elmira-Gefo loamy coarse sands, Gefo gravelly loamy coarse sand, gravelly alluvial land, loamy 
alluvial land, Meeks very stony loamy coarse sand (5 to 15 percent slopes), Meeks very stony 
loamy coarse sand (30 to 60 percent slopes), and Meeks extremely stony loamy coarse sand (30 
to 60 percent slopes).  

See the Wetland Delineation Report (URS 2007a) for a more detailed description of the soil units 
in the project area. 
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3.4.1.2 Hydrology 
Surface water bodies along or near US 50 and SR 89 include creeks, lakes, meadow marshes, 
and wetlands at which water is present seasonally or year-round. Within areas of steep slopes, 
defined or concise drainages typically pass under the highways in culverts or small bridges, or 
water may be collected and flow along the right-of-way before discharging to a culvert. Larger 
wetlands are present in areas of flat terrain such as at South Lake Tahoe, Camp Richardson, and 
Grass Lake. The climate in the Lake Tahoe Basin typically yields a significant snow 
accumulation during the winter and early spring, which provides a strong seasonal pattern of 
runoff to the drainages and ultimately to Lake Tahoe. Although summer and fall seasons can 
have convective storms that produce rainfall and runoff, the spring snowmelt typically dominates 
the inflow to the basin. See Section 3.2 for a more detailed discussion of hydrology of the study 
area.  

3.4.1.3 Vegetation 
Five wetland habitat types were identified in the study area based on their vegetation mix: aspen, 
lodgepole pine, montane riparian, perennial grassland, and wet meadow. Wetlands identified in 
the project area were classified as pure stands of one of these wetland types, a small portion were 
categorized as a mix of the habitat types, and any wetlands that did not fit these categories were 
identified in the broader characterization of either herbaceous or forested wetlands. See the 
Wetland Delineation Report (URS 2007a) for a more detailed description of the habitat types in 
the project area. 

3.4.1.4 Study Methodology 
Potential jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States in the study area were delineated 
in Fall 2005 and Fall 2006 using the routine on-site method described in the USACE Wetlands 
Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987). The National List of Plant Species that 
Occur in Wetlands (Reed 1998) was used to determine the wetland indicator status of plants 
identified in the study area. Soil data provided in the Soil Survey of the Tahoe Basin Area, 
California and Nevada (USDA 1974) were compared to soil observations made in the field. The 
methods require an assessment of the presence of hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and 
wetland hydrology. Other waters of the United States, consisting of nonwetland drainages and 
water bodies, were also identified. 

3.4.1.5 Field Investigation Results 

Jurisdictional Wetlands 
A total of 19.683 hectares (ha) (48.65 acres) of potential jurisdictional wetlands were identified 
within the study area. Five wetland habitat types were identified, including aspen, lodgepole 
pine, montane riparian, perennial grassland, and wet meadow (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988). 
All potential jurisdictional wetlands were assigned a habitat type in the field. Some wetlands 
were designated as two habitat types if they were located at the ecotone between two habitat 
types. The remaining identified wetland areas were categorized as either herbaceous or forested 
wetlands. 



SECTION3.4 Wetlands 

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\3.04_WETLANDS.DOC\24-JUL-08 3.4-3 

Other Waters of the United States 
Other waters of the U.S. were characterized as one of the following types according to their 
origin and amount of water present: ephemeral/man-made drainage, ephemeral (natural) 
waterway, or perennial/intermittent waterway.  

A total of 213 other waters of the U.S. (4.185 ha [10.56 acres]) were found within the study area. 
There were 31 ephemeral or man-made drainages (0.367 ha [0.71 acres]), 72 ephemeral 
waterways (0.753 ha [1.98 acres]), and 110 perennial/intermittent waterways (3.065 ha [7.87 
acres]). Many of these waters of the U.S. crossed US 50 and SR 89, so the total number of 
polygons of waters of the U.S. is much larger. 

3.4.2 Regulatory Setting 

3.4.2.1 Federal 
Wetlands and other water resources, such as rivers, streams, and natural basins, are a subset of 
“waters of the United States” and receive protection under Section 404 of the CWA. The 
USACE has primary federal responsibility for administering regulations that concern waters and 
wetlands. In this regard, the USACE acts under two statutory authorities, the Rivers and Harbors 
Act (Sections 9 and 10), which governs specified activities in “navigable waters,” and the CWA 
(Section 404), which governs specified activities in “waters of the United States,” including 
wetlands. The USACE and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) define wetlands 
as “areas that are saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to 
support, and that under normal circumstances do support a prevalence of vegetation typically 
adapted for the life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, 
bogs, and similar areas.” “Waters of the United States” as defined in Code of Federal 
Regulations (33 CFR 328.3[a]; 40 CFR 230.3[s]) include:  

(1)  All waters which are currently used, were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in 
interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of 
the tide;  

(2)  All interstate waters including interstate wetlands;  

(3)  All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), mud 
flats, sand flats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural 
basins, the use, degradation, or destruction of which could affect interstate or foreign 
commerce including any such waters which are or could be used by interstate or foreign 
travelers for recreational or other purposes; or from which fish or shellfish are or could be 
taken and sold in interstate or foreign commerce; or which are used or could be used for 
industrial purposes by industries in interstate commerce;  

(4)  All impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under the 
definition;  

(5)  Tributaries of waters identified in paragraphs (1) through (4);  

(6)  Territorial seas; and  

(7)  Wetlands adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands) identified in 
paragraphs (1) through (6).  
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The term “other waters of the United States” is used to characterize water bodies such as 
intermittent streams that do not meet the full criteria for wetlands designation. 

3.4.2.2 State 

California Department of Fish and Game Section 1602 
Areas within the jurisdiction of California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600–1616 include all 
perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral rivers, streams, and lakes in the state, including their beds 
and banks. Several streams were observed within the study area, and consultation with state 
resource agencies would be necessary in accordance with legal requirements set forth under 
Sections 1600–1616. A Section 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement would be 
required for all work conducted within the jurisdiction. 

CEQA Significance Criteria 
The following is a potentially applicable CEQA significance criterion for the Program.  

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

3.4.2.3 Regional 
The TRPA encourages wetland restoration. A total of 155.05 acres of SEZs were restored from 
1996 to 2000 within the Lake Tahoe Basin. TRPA Code of Ordinances provisions can allow 
public works projects to occur in wetlands, but complete and additional mitigation is required.  

TRPA Thresholds 
Although no specific TRPA thresholds exist for wetlands, the TRPA Code of Ordinances 
protects wetland resources in the region. The following Threshold for Vegetation is applicable: 

• V-1 – Common vegetation: Increase plant and structural diversity of forest communities 
through appropriate management practices as measured by diversity indices of species 
richness, relative abundance and pattern. 

This threshold includes a nondegradation standard for native deciduous trees, wetlands, and 
meadows. It also calls for the preservation of the richness and abundance of wetland and 
riparian-associated species. Similarly, uncommon plant species are protected by Vegetation 
Thresholds.  

3.4.3 Impacts 

3.4.3.1 CEQA Considerations 
Impacts by basin and jurisdictional area are detailed in the Wetland Delineation Report (URS 
2007a). The following sections discuss potential permanent and direct impacts by resource type, 
assuming construction of the full area of all proposed basins. Table 3.4-1 summarizes the area of 
Jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including wetlands, and potential impacts.  
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As discussed previously, the USACE has jurisdiction over wetlands and other waters of the U.S. 
and the CDFG has jurisdiction over lakes, streams, and rivers in the state, including their beds 
and banks.  

Table 3.4-1 
Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. in the Study Area  

and Potential Impacts (hectares [acres]) 

  Wetlands Other Waters of the U.S. 
Resources in the Study Area 19.683 (48.65) 4.185 (10.56) 

Impacts Build Proposed Basins 2.424 (5.98) 0.236 (0.58) 
 Upgrade Existing Basins 1.503 (3.71) 0.014 (0.04) 
 Pave Pullout Areas 0.019 (0.07) 0.009 (0.06) 

Total Impacts 4.044 (9.75) 0.259 (0.68) 
 

Jurisdictional Wetland Impacts 
This section summarizes impacts to jurisdictional wetlands due to proposed construction of 
infiltration basins, retrofitting of existing basins, and paving of pullout areas on the sides of US 
50 and SR 89 and other activities.  

Impacts Due to Proposed and Existing Basins 
A total of 2.424 ha (5.98 acres) of jurisdictional wetlands would be impacted by construction of 
the full area of 18 of the proposed basins in the study area. Retrofitting and/or enlarging of seven 
existing basins would impact a total of 1.503 ha (3.71 acres) of jurisdictional wetlands. 

Impacts Due to Proposed Paving of Pullout Areas 
A total of four potential jurisdictional wetlands would be impacted by construction of the 
proposed pullouts. The total area impacted would amount to approximately 0.019 ha (0.07 acre). 

Impacts Due to Other Activities 
Direct and indirect impacts to potential jurisdictional waters of the United States could occur 
from other construction activities, as shown in Table 3.4-2. Direct impacts would include the 
construction of culvert extensions along small portions of these waters, which would convert 
natural stream habitats to artificial stream habitats. However, direct and permanent impacts to 
waters during culvert upgrading/replacement will be minimal. Indirect impacts to waters of the 
United States during these construction activities may include siltation. More detail on direct, 
indirect, permanent, and temporary impacts will become available as project details are 
developed for each segment. 

 



SECTION3.4 Wetlands 

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\3.04_WETLANDS.DOC\24-JUL-08 3.4-6 

Table 3.4-2 
Potential Impacts to Wetlands from Construction Activities 

Potential for Impact If Within/Near Wetland 
Construction Activity Direct Indirect Permanent Temporary 

Widen shoulders to 1.2 meters minimum 
with asphalt-concrete (AC) dike to 
convey storm runoff 

X X X X 

Construct retaining walls where required 
to facilitate shoulder widening X  X X 

Rehabilitate existing and install new 
drainage systems X X X X 

Install traction sand traps X X X X 
Provide rock slope protection X  X X 
Flatten and protect erodible slopes for 
erosion control X X  X 

Revegetate bare or erodible areas    X 
Allow sheet flow off roadway where 
longitudinal basins are proposed, and 
spreading of runoff water where feasible 
in SEZ areas 

 X   

Pave all driveway connections within 
state right-of-way    X 

 

Impacts to Other Waters of the United States 
Impacts Due to Proposed and Existing Basins 
Culvert replacement and upgrades would permanently impact waters. Any waters that traverse 
shoulders proposed for widening would be impacted permanently, unless these areas are avoided. 
Although no areas have been specified for shoulder widening, losses to waters of the United 
States could be relatively high if shoulder widening is implemented throughout the study area. 
Temporary impacts to waters of the United States include loss of water to a portion of the stream 
used by aquatic species, obstruction of fish passage, and decreased water quality (higher-than-
normal concentration of suspended particles in the water column) during construction activities 
within or adjacent to waters, as well as an increase in the potential for weed growth due to soil 
disturbance. Other proposed construction activities will cause both direct/indirect and 
permanent/temporary impacts if they are located within or in close proximity of existing waters 
of the United States. However, most waters of the United States can be avoided when planning 
other proposed construction activities. 

A total of 0.236 ha (0.58 acres) of jurisdictional other waters of the U.S. would be impacted by 
construction of the full area of 29 of the 165 total proposed basins. Proposed basins would 
impact 35 other waters of the U.S., including 15 perennial waters, 17 ephemeral waters, and 
three man-made drainages. A total of 0.014 ha (<0.04 acres) of jurisdictional other waters of the 
U.S. were found within four existing basins. Proposed retrofitting and/or enlarging of these 
existing basins might impact some of these jurisdictional waters; however, the exact area of 



SECTION3.4 Wetlands 

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\3.04_WETLANDS.DOC\24-JUL-08 3.4-7 

impact is unknown at this time, because the exact location of modifications to these basins has 
not been determined.  

Impacts Due to Proposed Paving of Pullout Areas 
A total of six potential other waters of the U.S. would be impacted by paving of the proposed six 
pullouts. The total area impacted would amount to approximately <0.009 ha (<0.06 acre). 

Impacts Due to Other Activities 
Impacts to potential jurisdictional waters of the U.S. in the study area could occur from other 
Program activities. Table 3.4-3 indicates the type of impacts that could occur. More detail on 
direct, indirect, permanent, and temporary impacts will become available as project details are 
developed for each segment. 

 

Table 3.4-3 
Potential Impacts to Other Waters of the United States 

from Construction Activities 

Impact 
Construction Activity Direct Indirect Permanent Temporary 

Widen shoulders to 1.2 meters minimum with 
asphalt-concrete (AC) dike to convey storm 
runoff 

X X X X 

Construct retaining walls where required to 
facilitate shoulder widening  X X X 

Rehabilitate existing and install new drainage 
systems X X X X 

Install traction sand traps  X X X 
Provide rock slope protection   X X 
Flatten and protect erodible slopes for erosion 
control  X  X 

Revegetate bare or erodible areas    X 
Allow sheet flow off roadway where 
longitudinal basins are proposed, and 
spreading of runoff water where feasible in 
SEZ areas 

    

Pave all driveway connections within State 
right-of-way X  X X 

3.4.3.2 TRPA Considerations 
Impacts to SEZ areas due to construction activities are addressed in Section 3.5.3.2. 

3.4.3.3 No Project Alternative 
The No Project Alternative would consist of not implementing the EIP projects for which 
Caltrans is the lead agency; therefore, current contributions to lake pollution would continue.  
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3.4.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Potential impacts could be avoided and/or minimized through modification of construction 
specifications and timing of Program implementation. These avoidance and minimization 
techniques are described below.  

3.4.4.1 Avoidance Measures 
The location and design of project features such as water treatment basins are preliminary, and in 
some cases the preliminary locations may impact existing wetland areas identified during the 
studies performed for this EIR. In general, direct impacts would be avoided by either removing 
the basin from the design of each specific segment of the Program, or redesigning the basin to 
avoid or minimize impacts. Additional direct and indirect impacts to sensitive biological 
resources (including wetlands, waters of the United States, SEZ resources, and sensitive habitats 
for rare plants) throughout the project area will be avoided or minimized by designating these 
features outside of the construction impact area as environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) on 
construction plans and specifications. Information related to the locations of ESAs and their 
treatment will be shown on contract plans and discussed in the Special Provisions. ESA 
provisions should include, but are not limited to, the use of temporary high-visibility orange 
fencing to delineate the proposed limit of work in areas adjacent to sensitive resources, and to 
delineate and exclude sensitive resources from potential construction impacts. Contractor 
encroachment into ESAs will be restricted (including the staging/operation of heavy equipment 
or casting of excavation materials). ESA provisions shall be implemented as a first order of 
work, and remain in place until all construction activities have been completed. 

3.4.4.2 General Minimization and Mitigation Measures  

Construction Clean-up 
All temporary fill and construction debris will be removed from the construction area after 
completion of construction activities. 

Construction Scheduling 
Construction will be timed to minimize potential impacts to sensitive biological resources as 
specified in the mitigation measures for water quality described in Section 3.4.4.4 and for rare 
plants and wildlife described in Section 3.5.4. Construction work will be minimal during the fall, 
winter, and spring. 

3.4.4.3 Weed Control Minimization and Mitigation Measures  

Weed-Free Construction Equipment 
All construction equipment working in or near Stream Environment Zones (SEZ) areas must be 
steam cleaned of potential noxious weed sources (such as mud and vegetation) prior to 
mobilization at the project site (preferably before entry into the Lake Tahoe Basin) and 
maintained in clean and good working order with maintenance logs made available to TRPA at 
their request . This should also be performed after entering a potentially infested area and before 
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moving on to another area, to help ensure that noxious weeds are not introduced into the 
construction area. The contractor shall employ whatever cleaning methods are necessary to 
ensure that equipment is free of noxious weeds, typically spraying equipment with a high-
pressure water hose. Equipment shall be considered free of soil, seeds, and other such debris 
when a visual inspection does not disclose such material. Disassembly of equipment components 
or specialized inspection tools are not required. Equipment-washing stations shall be placed in 
areas that afford easy containment and monitoring (preferably outside of the Lake Tahoe Basin) 
and that do not drain into the forest or sensitive (wetlands or other waters of the U.S.) areas.  

Equipment Staging in Weed-Free Areas 
Equipment should only be staged in weed-free areas. Landings should be placed in forested areas 
rather than open flats to help prevent the establishment of noxious invaders such as yellow star 
thistle, which use open, sunny areas. 

Weed-Free Erosion Control Treatments 
To further minimize the risk of introducing additional non-native species into the area, only 
locally TRPA-approved plant species will be used in any erosion control or revegetation seed 
mix or stock. No dry-farmed straw will be used, and certified weed-free straw shall be required 
where erosion control straw is to be used. In addition, any hydroseed mulch used for revegetation 
activities must also be certified weed-free. 

3.4.4.4 Minimization and Mitigation Measures for Water Quality Impacts 

Minimize Disturbance to Creek Channel and Adjacent Areas 
Disruption of the streambed and adjacent riparian corridor will be minimized. All stream and 
riparian habitat areas outside of the construction impact areas will be designated as ESAs, as 
detailed in Section 3.4.4.1. 

Disturbed areas within the construction limits, including temporary or permanent access routes, 
will be graded to minimize surface erosion and siltation into streambeds. Any access routes will 
be removed after each construction season, and the streambed and bank will be re-contoured 
back to the general angle of repose that existed preconstruction. Streambanks and adjacent areas 
that are disturbed by construction activities will be stabilized to avoid increased erosion during 
subsequent storms and runoff. Bare areas will be covered with mulch and revegetated to 
preconstruction conditions. Construction site BMPs will be used to prevent contamination of the 
streambank and watercourse from construction material and debris, as detailed in the next 
measure.  

Containment Measures/Construction Site BMPs 
Measures will be employed to prevent any construction material or debris from entering surface 
waters or their channels. BMPs for erosion control will be implemented and in place prior to, 
during, and after construction to ensure that no silt or sediment enters surface waters. 

Caltrans’ Standard Specifications require the Contractor to submit a Water Pollution Control 
Plan. This plan must meet the standards and objectives to minimize water pollution impacts set 
forth in Section 7-1.01G of Caltrans’ Standard Specifications. The Water Pollution Control Plan 



SECTION3.4 Wetlands 

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\3.04_WETLANDS.DOC\24-JUL-08 3.4-10 

must also be in compliance with the goals and restrictions identified in the Lahontan Regional 
Water Quality Control Board’s (Lahontan RWQCB’s) Basin Plan. Any additional measures 
included in the RWQCB Section 401 certification, CDFG Section 1602 Agreement, CWA 
Section 404 permit, or TRPA permit will be complied with as required by law. Typical 
standards/objectives, at times referred to as BMPs, may include the following. 

• Where working areas encroach on live or dry streams, lakes, or wetlands, physical barriers 
approved by the TRPA and Lahontan RWQCB adequate to prevent the flow or discharge of 
sediment into these systems shall be constructed and maintained between working areas and 
streams, lakes, and wetlands. During construction of the barriers, discharge of sediment into 
streams shall be held to a minimum. Discharge will be contained through the use of measures 
approved by the TRPA and Lahontan RWQCB that will keep sediment from entering 
protected waters. 

• Oily or greasy substances originating from the Contractor’s operations shall not be allowed 
to enter or be placed where they will later enter a live or dry stream, pond, or wetland. 

• Asphalt concrete shall not be allowed to enter a live or dry stream, pond, or wetland. 

Dewatering Activities 
Depending on seasonal flows, dewatering of the streambed or culvert course and/or a temporary 
stream diversion may be necessary where culvert rehabilitation or replacement is proposed. Any 
intakes that may be required for water pumps associated with wetting, irrigation, or dewatering 
of sites shall be screened to CDFG specifications to avoid the intake of fish. If dewatering of the 
site is deemed necessary, a temporary sediment-settling basin will be constructed downstream of 
the activity. All discharge waters associated with the dewatering activities will be pumped into 
the constructed basin before being allowed to re-enter drainages.  

Restore Riparian and Stream Habitat Disturbed by Construction 
Prior to vegetation removal, the area will be surveyed by a qualified biologist for a complete 
accounting of species and their quantities present within the construction limits. Upon 
completion of construction activities, streambanks will be permanently stabilized and the riparian 
areas will be replanted with appropriate native species. Tree and shrub species that will be used 
for the riparian restoration will include species such as aspen, willow, alder, and cottonwood. 
Stream channels will be regraded to preconstruction conditions. In addition, all temporary 
disturbance areas will be hydroseeded with the appropriate mix of native herbaceous and grass 
species unique to the specific Lake Tahoe vegetation type disturbed. 

A restoration and monitoring plan will be prepared by the Caltrans Landscape Architecture 
Branch and will be submitted for approval by the appropriate agencies prior to Program 
permitting. The restoration plan will outline and detail all planting and erosion control activities 
and all associated proposed monitoring activities (including length and timing of monitoring, 
success criteria, remedial actions, and documentation).  

Water Quality Fees or Excess Coverage Mitigation 
Any new land coverage in the Lake Tahoe Basin is subject to TRPA regulation and may be 
assessed a water quality mitigation fee or may be required to perform Excess Coverage 
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Mitigation. Excess land coverage is defined as existing coverage beyond the total maximum 
allowable base coverage, the transferred coverage, and the coverage previously mitigated under 
this Program. The Excess Coverage Mitigation program offers five options to mitigate excess 
land coverage: 

• Reduce coverage on-site. 

• Reduce coverage off-site. 

• Coverage mitigation fee used to retire land coverage within the same hydrologic zone. 

• Parcel consolidation or parcel line adjustment. 

• Projects within community plans (see TRPA Code Section 20-5). 

The project segments may be subject to this mitigation requirement. 

Erosion Control 
Temporary erosion control devices will be installed on slopes where erosion or sedimentation 
could degrade sensitive biological resources. 
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3.5 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

This section describes existing conditions, potential impacts, and mitigation measures for 
special-status wildlife and plant species, sensitive habitats, and stream environment zones 
(SEZs).  

3.5.1 Environmental Setting 

3.5.1.1 Special-Status Wildlife Species 
Sensitive wildlife species are known to occur or may occur in the vicinity of the proposed 
Program. At this time, the Program does not require FHWA or federal agency review; however, 
a USFWS list of federally designated endangered and threatened species was consulted to 
determine the potential presence of these species. This list was compiled for the 7.5-minute 
quarter quadrangles within and immediately adjacent to the study area (Markleeville, Carson 
Pass, Caples Lake, Tragedy Spring, Minden, South Lake Tahoe, Freel Peak, Woodfords, 
Emerald Bay, Rockbound Valley, Pyramid Peak, Echo Lake, Loon Lake, Kings Beach, Tahoe 
City, Homewood, Meeks Bay, Granite Chief, and Wentworth Springs). 

A complete list of sensitive species was compiled using the following resources: 

• Official USFWS Species List of Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that may be 
affected (December 20, 2005) 

• TRPA Goals and Policies Special Interest Species  

• California’s Fully Protected Animals List 

• California’s Amphibians, Birds, Fish, Mammals, and Reptile Species of Special Concern  

• State and Federally Listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California  

• California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) (October 2005) 

• Wildlife2000, Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), 2003 and 
2005. 

Table 3.5-1 lists all sensitive wildlife species for which suitable habitat exists in the study area or 
that are known to occur in the study area. These include:  

• Species for which potential suitable habitat is present and that may be expected to occur in 
the project area 

• Species for which there are known occurrences from the CNDDB or Wildlife2000 databases 
in the project vicinity 

• Species that were observed during the wetland delineation fieldwork within the study area 

Descriptions of the potential occurrence of species within the study area were compiled based on 
the information provided above and known occurrences provided in the form of GIS databases. 
The GIS database area is as follows: 

• CNDDB 2005, known occurrences within 16.1 km (10 miles) of the study area 
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Table 3.5-1 
Special-Status Wildlife Species That Potentially Occur in the Study Area 

Scientific Name Common Name Status Habitat 
Presence/Absence of Habitat/Species 

in the Study Area 
Amphibians 
Hydromantes 
platycephalus 

Mount Lyell salamander FSC, CSC Inhabits high-elevation rock fields in mixed 
conifer, lodgepole pine, and sub-alpine 
areas, using rock fissures, seeps, shade, and 
low plants. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat present in the study area. 
Know occurrence in the study area vicinity.  

Rana muscosa Mountain yellow-legged 
frog 

FC, CSC, 
LTBMU 

Inhabits ponds, tarns, lakes, and streams at 
moderate to high elevations. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat present in the study area. 
Known occurrences present in the study area vicinity.  

Birds 
Accipiter gentilis Northern goshawk FSC, CSC, 

LTBMU, MI, 
TRPA 

Mature coniferous forests. Known occurrence. Suitable habitat located within the 
study area. Known occurrences with associated buffers are 
located in the study area.  

Anas platyrhynchos Mallard MI, TRPA Shallow ponds, lakes, rivers, marshes and 
flooded fields. Nests in concealing 
vegetation. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat is located within the 
study area. 

Aquila chrysaetos Golden eagle CFP, CSC, TRPA Nests on cliffs and in large trees in open 
areas. Hunts in rolling foothills, mountain 
areas, sage-juniper flats, and deserts. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat located in the study area 
vicinity. Known occurrence in the study area vicinity. 

Baeolophus inornatus Oak titmouse FSLC Open oak and oak-pine woodlands. Nests 
mostly in natural cavities, also in 
woodpecker holes. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat located in the study area. 
However, there are no known occurrences located in the 
study area vicinity.  

Cinclus mexicanus  American dipper FSLC Along streams in mountainous areas. Known occurrence. Observed in Upper Truckee River 
during URS wetland delineation survey.  

Cypseloides niger Black swift FSC Nests in moist crevice or cave on cliffs in 
proximity to waterfalls. Forages widely 
over many habitats. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat is located within the 
study area. However, there are no known occurrences in the 
study area vicinity.  

Dendroica petechia 
brewsteri 

Yellow warbler CSC Breeds in riparian deciduous habitats.  Present. Potential suitable habitat found within the study 
area. However, no known occurrences in the study area 
vicinity.  

Dendragapus obscurus Blue grouse MI Open, mid- to mature-aged stands of fir, 
Douglas fir, and other conifer habitats 
interspersed with medium to large openings 
and available water. 

Present. Suitable wintering habitat present within the study 
area. However, there are no known occurrences in the study 
area vicinity.  

Dryocopus pileatus Pileated woodpecker MI Dense, mature deciduous and coniferous 
forests, requires large territories. 

Present. Suitable nesting habitat present in study area. 
However, there are no known occurrences in the study area 
vicinity.  
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Table 3.5-1 (Continued) 
Special-Status Wildlife Species That Potentially Occur in the Study Area 

Scientific Name Common Name Status Habitat 
Presence/Absence of Habitat/Species 

in the Study Area 
Empidonax trailli ssp. 
brewsteri 

Willow flycatcher CE, LTBMU, MI Nests in extensive montane willow thickets 
2,000-8,000 feet elevation. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat is located in the study 
area vicinity. Known occurrences in the study area vicinity. 

Falco peregrinus anatum Peregrine falcon FD, CE, CFP, 
LTBMU, MI, 
TRPA 

Nests and roosts on protected ledges. Known occurrence. One Peregrine Falcon threshold area 
occurs within the study area. Suitable nesting habitat 
available in the study area vicinity.  

Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle FT, FPD, CE, 
CFP, MI, TRPA 

Coniferous and conifer -hardwood forests 
near water. 

Known occurrence. One area has been identified as 
wintering habitat for the bald eagle within the study area. 
Suitable wintering and nesting habitat present in the study 
area.  

Melenerpes lewis Lewis’ woodpecker FSC Primarily in open ponderosa pine forest, 
open riparian woodland dominated by 
cottonwood, and logged or burned pine 
forest. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat present within the study 
area. However, there are no known occurrences in the study 
area vicinity.  

Otus flammeolus Flammulated owl FSC Old growth forest, especially ponderosa 
pine and mountainous pine forests. Depend 
on excavated holes by woodpeckers and 
flickers.  

Present. Potential suitable habitat present in the study area. 
However, there are no known occurrences in the study area 
vicinity.  

Pandion haliaetus Osprey CSC, TRPA Conifer and conifer/hardwood forests near 
water. 

Known occurrence. Suitable nesting sites present in the 
study area. Known occurrences and associated buffer zones 
occur with the study area.  

Picoides albolarvatus White headed 
woodpecker 

FSC Old growth forest of ponderosa pine, 
Jeffrey pine, and sugar pine.  

Present. Potential suitable nesting sites present in the study 
area. However, there are no known occurrences located in 
the study area vicinity.  

Riparia riparia Bank swallow CT Requires sandy vertical bluffs or riverbanks 
for digging nest burrows. Nests in colonies. 

Known occurrence. Suitable habitat present in the study 
area. There is one known occurrence within the study area.  

Selasphorus rufus Rufous hummingbird FSC Gardens, chaparral, meadows, forest edges, 
and riparian thickets of coniferous 
woodlands. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat present in the study area. 
However, there are no known occurrences in the study area 
vicinity.  

Strix occidentalis 
occidentalis 

California spotted owl FSC, CSC, 
LTBMU, MI 

Mature forests with suitable nest sites. Known occurrence. Suitable habitat present in the study 
area. There is a known occurrence and associated buffer 
located within the study area.  

- Waterfowl TRPA Aquatic habitats, wetlands, wetland edges. Known occurrence. Suitable habitat present in the study 
area. Known occurrence data are not maintained for these 
species; however, they were observed during the URS 
wetland delineation survey. 

Fish 
Oncorhynchus (=Salmo) 
clarki henshawi 

Lahontan cutthroat trout  FT, CSC, MI, 
TRPA 

Lakes and streams of the Lahontan Basin.  Known occurrence. Known to occur in Taylor Creek. 
Potential suitable habitats present in the study area.  
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Table 3.5-1 (Continued) 
Special-Status Wildlife Species That Potentially Occur in the Study Area 

Scientific Name Common Name Status Habitat 
Presence/Absence of Habitat/Species 

in the Study Area 
Oncorhynchus (Salmo) 
mykiss ssp. gairderi  

Rainbow trout CSC, MI Cold perennial freshwater systems 
statewide. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat present in the study area; 
however, there are no known occurrences in the study area 
vicinity.  

Salvelinus fontinalis Brook trout MI High mountain lakes and streams, generally 
above 4,000’ elevation, requires cool 
oxygenated waters. 

Known occurrence. URS observed brook trout in small 
stream located adjacent to Grass Lake. Potential suitable 
habitat present in the study area.  

Mammals 
Aplodontia rufa Sierra Nevada mountain 

beaver 
CSC Dense riparian-deciduous forest, preferring 

open and intermediate canopy cover with 
dense understory near water. Deep, friable 
soils required for burrowing. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat is located in study area. 
Known occurrences located in the study area vicinity.  

Gulo gulo luteus California wolverine FSC, CT, CFP, 
LTBMU 

Montane conifer, sub-alpine conifer, alpine 
dwarf-shrub, wet meadow, and montane 
riparian habitats. Prefer areas with low 
human disturbance. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat present in the study areas. 
Known occurrences in the study area vicinity.  

Lepus americanus 
tahoensis 

Sierra Nevada snowshoe 
hare 

FSC, CSC Early successional montane forests with 
brushy understory. 

Known occurrence. Suitable habitat present within the 
study area. Known occurrences present in the study area.  

Martes americana American marten FSC, LTBMU Mature coniferous forests. Known occurrence. Suitable habitat present within the 
study area. Known occurrences present within the study 
area. 

Martes pennanti pacifica Pacific fisher FC, CSC  Mature coniferous forests. Known occurrence. Suitable habitat present within the 
study area. Known occurrences within the study areas. 
However, there have been no recent sightings.  

Myotis evotis Long eared myotis FSC Inhabits a variety of wooded habitats 
including montane forests. Roosts in 
buildings, crevices, under bark, and in 
snags. 

Present. Potential suitable habitats present within the study 
area. However, there are no known occurrences in the study 
area vicinity.  

Myotis thysanodes Fringed myotis FSC Inhabits a variety of wooded habitats 
including coastal and montane forest and 
mountain meadows. Roosts in caves, mines, 
crevices and buildings. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat present within the study 
area. Known occurrences in the study area vicinity.  

Myotis volans Long leg myotis FSC Commonly inhabits woodlands and forests 
above 4,000 feet. Habitats include forested 
and brushy areas. Roosts in rock crevices, 
buildings, tree bark, in snags, mines, and 
caves. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat present within the study 
area. However, there are no known occurrences in the study 
area vicinity.  
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Table 3.5-1 (Concluded) 
Special-Status Wildlife Species That Potentially Occur in the Study Area 

Scientific Name Common Name Status Habitat 
Presence/Absence of Habitat/Species 

in the Study Area 
Myotis yumanensis Yuma myotis FSC Inhabits open forests and woodlands near 

water, especially in wooded canyon 
bottoms. Roosts in caves, mines, crevices, 
and buildings. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat present within the study 
area. However, there are no known occurrences in the study 
area vicinity.  

Odecoileus hemionus Mule deer MI, TRPA Forests, brushfields, and meadows 
statewide. 

Known occurrence. Observed during URS wetland 
delineation within the study area.  

Taxidea taxus American badger CSC Grasslands, savannas, and mountain 
meadows. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat present in the study area. 
Known occurrences present within the study area vicinity. 

Ursus americanus Black bear MI Forested habitats statewide Present. Potential suitable habitat present in the study area. 
There are no known occurrences in the study area vicinity. 
Species is somewhat tolerant of human presence. 

Vulpes vulpes necator Sierra Nevada red fox CT, LTBMU Coniferous forests above 5,000 feet, often 
associated with montane meadows. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat present in the study area. 
Known occurrence within the study area vicinity.  

Reptiles 
Sceloporus graciosus 
graciosus 

Northern sagebrush lizard FSC Sagebrush dominated areas on forest 
slopes, mountain slopes and open flat lands. 

Present. Potential suitable habitat present in the study area. 
However, there are no known occurrences in the study area 
vicinity.  

 
Federal: 
FC: Candidate for Federal Listing  
FD: Federal Delisted  
FE: Federal Endangered  
FPD: Federal Proposed Delisting  
FPE: Federal Proposed Endangered  
FPT: Federal Proposed threatened  
FSC: Federal Species of Concern - Species for which the USFWS has sufficient 
information to propose them as threatened or endangered under FESA.  
FSLC: Federal Species of Local Concern 
FT: Federal Threatened  
 

 
State: 
CE: CA Endangered  
CFP: California Fully Protected Species  
CR: CA Rare - Not currently threatened with extinction, but occurs in such small numbers 
that it may become endangered if its present environment worsens.  
CSC: CA Special Concern 
CT: CA Threatened  
 
LTBMU:  
LTBMU: Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Sensitive Species  
MI: LTBMU Management Indicator Species; Land Resources Management Plan 
 
TRPA: 
TRPA: Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Special Interest Species 
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• Wildlife2000, LTBMU 2003, known occurrences within the Tahoe Basin  

• Wildlife2000, LTBMU 2005, known occurrences within 0.8 km (0.5 mile) of the study area 

Regulatory agency protocol–level species surveys would need to be performed for only those 
species with the potential to occur in the project area. Not all of the species listed in Table 3.5-1 
have survey protocols established by the USFWS, and the potential for the species to occur 
would depend on the presence of site-specific habitat within each project segment. Table 3.5-1 
should therefore be used to determine which types of surveys are appropriate and for which 
species. 

3.5.1.2 Special-Status Plant Species 
Sensitive plant species are known to occur or may occur in the project vicinity. Data on 
vegetation communities located within the study area and the plants associated with these 
communities were compiled and reviewed. This research focused on the special-status species 
that may occur in the study area. Some of the plants that were considered, though not formally 
listed, as rare or endangered under the Federal or California Endangered Species Acts (FESA or 
CESA) meet the definitions of the Native Plant Protection Act (California Fish and Game Code 
Section 1901) and are eligible for state listing. These plant species were treated as if they were 
already listed species for purposes of this investigation. 

Special-status plant species that are potentially present in the study area were identified based on 
information compiled from the following resources:  

• Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Area Sensitive Species List 

• TRPA Goals and Policies Special Interest Species List 

• CNDDB (December 2005) 

• Forest Service 2004 Survey Data 

• California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online 
edition, v7-06a) 

• USFWS Sensitive Species List for the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

Official species lists were obtained from the USFWS for the nine quad areas surrounding the 
study area. Additionally, documented occurrence data were obtained from the CNDDB 
December 2005 database for the quad areas surrounding the study area (the 7.5-minute U.S. 
Geological Survey [USGS] quadrangles for Markleeville, Carson Pass, Caples Lake, Tragedy 
Spring, Minden, South Lake Tahoe, Freel Peak, Woodfords, Emerald Bay, Rockbound Valley, 
Pyramid Peak, Echo Lake, Loon Lake, Kings Beach, Tahoe City, Homewood, Meeks Bay, 
Granite Chief, and Wentworth Spring). 

Table 3.5-2 lists the special-status plant species that are potentially present in the study area. 
Regulatory agency protocol-level species surveys would need to be completed only for those 
species with the potential to occur in the project area. These species include: Carson Range rock 
cress (Arabis rigidissima var. demote), creeping barberry (Berberis aquifolium var. reperns), 
upswept moonwort (Botrychium ascendens), scalloped moonwort (Botrychium crenulatum), 
western goblin (Botrychium montanum), Bolander’s candle moss (Bruchia bolanderi), shore 
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sedge (Carex limosa), subalpine fireweed (Epilobium howellii), Oregon fireweed (Epilobium 
oreganum), marsh willowherb (Epilobium palustre), starved daisy (Erigeron miser), Nevada 
daisy (Erigeron nevadincola), American manna grass (Glyceria grandis), short-leaved hulsea 
(Hulsea brevifolia), vein water lichen (Hydrothyria venosa), saw-toothed lewisia (Lewisia 
serrata), three-ranked hump moss (Meesia triquetra), broad-nerved hump-moss (Meesia 
uliginosa), northern adder’s tongue (Ophioglossum pusillum), Stebbin’s phacelia (Phacelia 
stebbinsii), holly fern (Polystichum lonchitis), Nuttall’s pondweed (Potamogeton epihydrus ssp. 
nuttallii), slender-leaved pondweed (Potamogeton filliformis), water bulrush (Scirpus 
subterminalis), marsh skullcap (Scutellaria galericulata), Munroe’s desert mallow (Sphaeralcea 
munroana), and felt-leaved (=woolly) violet (Viola tomentosa). 

3.5.1.3 Sensitive Habitat 
The eight proposed project segments along US 50 and SR 89 cross 12 habitat types, as classified 
in A Guide to Wildlife Habitats of California (Mayer and Laudenslayer, 1988). These habitats 
were categorized as aspen, Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine, montane chaparral, montane riparian, 
perennial grass, red fir, sagebrush, Sierran mixed conifer, sub-alpine mixed conifer, wet 
meadow, and white fir. The study area also includes highly developed urban areas, such as 
portions of project segments within the city limits of South Lake Tahoe. 

These habitats fall within 14 different watersheds, which drain into creeks and meadows and 
ultimately into Lake Tahoe. Wetlands, SEZs, and other waters of the United States occur within 
these watersheds and are crossed by the project segments. Wetlands and other waters of the U.S. 
are addressed in Sections 3.2 and 3.4. SEZs are discussed in Section 3.5.1.4. 

Potential impacts were quantified by overlaying the project features that have been defined to 
date (proposed infiltration basins and paving of existing and new highway pullout areas) with the 
identified resources. Wildlife habitat types crossed by each highway and each segment have been 
mapped using data from the Forest Service and TRPA. 
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Table 3.5-2 
Special-Status Plant, Lichen, and Moss Species That Potentially Occur in the Study Area 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Federal1/ 
State2/CNPS3/ 

LTBMU/TRPA Habitat  Presence/Absence of Habitat/Species in the Study Area 
Arabis rigidissima var. 
demote 

Carson Range rock 
cress 

-/-/1B/LTBMU/- Broadleaved upland forest, upper montane coniferous 
forest/rocky, 2255-2650 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found at high elevations in the study 
area. No known occurrences from the study area vicinity. 

Berberis aquifolium var. 
reperns 

Creeping barberry -/-/-/LTBMU/- Streambanks of yellow pine and red fir forests, chaparral; 
elevation 0-2200 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. No 
known occurrences from the study area vicinity. 

Botrychium ascendens Upswept moonwort -/-/2/LTBMU Lower montane coniferous forest (mesic), 1500-2285 m Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. No 
known occurrences from the study area vicinity. 

Botrychium crenulatum Scalloped moonwort -/2/LTBMU/- Bogs and fens, 1500-3280 m Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 
Known occurrences from the study area vicinity. 

Botrychium montanum Western goblin -/-/2/LTBMU/- Lower montane coniferous forest (mesic): elevation 
1500-1830 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. No 
known occurrences in the Tahoe Basin. 

Bruchia bolanderi Bolander’s candle 
moss 

-/-/2/LTBMU/- Lower montane coniferous forest, meadows and seeps, 
upper montane coniferous forest/damp soil: elevation 
1700-2800 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. No 
known occurrences in the Tahoe Basin. 

Calochortus clavatus var. 
avius 

Pleasant Valley 
mariposa lily 

-/-/1B/-/- Lower montane coniferous forest (Josephine silt loam 
and volcanic), 305-800 m 

Absent. Suitable soils not found in the study area; occurs 
outside of the elevation range of the study area. 

Carex limosa Shore sedge -/-/2/-/- Bogs and fens, 1200-2700 m Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 
Known occurrence in the study area vicinity. 

Chaenactis douglasii var. 
alpina 

Alpine dusty maidens -/-/2/-/- Alpine boulder and rock field (granitic), 3000-3400 m Absent. Occurs outside of the elevation range of the study area.

Claytonia megarhiza Fell-fields claytonia -/-/2/-/- Alpine boulder and rock field, subalpine coniferous 
forest/rocky, 2600-3300 m 

Absent. Occurs outside of the elevation range of the study area.

Cryptantha crymophila Subalpine cryptantha -/-/1B/-/- Subalpine coniferous forest (volcanic, rocky), 2600-3200 
m 

Absent. Occurs outside of the elevation range of the study area.

Draba asterophora var. 
asterophora 

Tahoe draba -/-/1B/ 
LTBMU/TRPA 

Subalpine coniferous forest, 2500-3505 m Absent. Occurs outside of the elevation range of the study area.

Draba asterophora var. 
macrocarpa 

Cup Lake draba -/-/1B/ 
LTBMU/TRPA 

Subalpine coniferous forest (rocky), 2500-2815 m Absent. Occurs outside of the elevation range of the study area.

Epilobium howellii Subalpine fireweed -/-/1B/LTBMU/- Meadows and seeps, subalpine coniferous forest/mesic; 
elevation 2000-2700 m 

Present. No known occurrences in the Tahoe Basin. 

Epilobium oreganum Oregon fireweed  -/-/1B/-/- Bogs and fens, mesic sites in lower and upper montane 
coniferous forests, 500-2240 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 
Known occurrence in the study area vicinity. 
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Table 3.5-2 (Continued) 
Special-Status Plant, Lichen, and Moss Species That Potentially Occur in the Study Area 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Federal1/ 
State2/CNPS3/ 

LTBMU/TRPA Habitat  Presence/Absence of Habitat/Species in the Study Area 
Epilobium palustre Marsh willowherb -/-/2/-/- Bogs and fens, 2200 m Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 

Known occurrence in the study area vicinity. 
Erigeron miser Starved daisy -/-/1B/LTBMU/- Upper montane coniferous forest (rocky); elevation 

1840-2620 m 
Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. No 
known occurrences from the study area vicinity. 

Erigeron nevadincola Nevada daisy -/-/2/-/- Great Basin scrub, 1400-2900 m Present. Suitable habitat limited in the study area and species 
is unlikely to occur. No known occurrences from the study 
area vicinity. 

Eriogonum umbellatum var. 
torreyanum 

Donner Pass 
buckwheat 

-/-/1B/LTBMU/- Upper montane coniferous forest (volcanic, rocky), 
meadows and seeps, 1855-2620 m 

Absent. No suitable habitat in the study area. No known 
occurrences from the study area vicinity. 

Glyceria grandis American manna 
grass 

-/-/2/-/- Bogs and fens, 15-1980 m  Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 

Hulsea brevifolia Short-leaved hulsea -/-/1B/-/-/ Lower and upper montane coniferous forest/granitic or 
volcanic, gravelly or sandy, 1500-3200 m 

Present. Suitable habitat limited in the study area and species 
is unlikely to occur. Known occurrence in the study area 
vicinity. 

Hydrothyria venosa Vein water lichen -/-/-/LTBMU/-  Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. No 
known occurrences from the study area vicinity. 

Ivesia sericoleuca Plumas ivesia -/-/1B/-/- Great Basin scrub, lower montane coniferous forest, 
meadows and seeps, vernal pools/vernally mesic, 
usually volcanic, 1465-2200 m 

Absent. No suitable habitat in the study area. No known 
occurrences of this species known from the study area 
vicinity. 

Lewisia longipetala Long-petaled lewisia -/-/2/ LTBMU/- Subalpine coniferous forest (mesic, rocky) /granitic, 
alpine boulder and rock field, 2500-2925 m 

Absent. Occurs outside of the elevation range of the study 
area. 

Lewisia serrata Saw-toothed lewisia -/-/1B/-/-/- Broadleaved upland forest, lower montane coniferous 
forest, riparian forests, 900-1435 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 

Meesia triquetra Three-ranked hump 
moss 

-/-/1B/LTBMU/- Upper montane coniferous forest (mesic), meadows and 
seeps, bogs and fens, 1300-2500 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 
Known occurrence in the study area vicinity. 

Meesia uliginosa Broad-nerved hump-
moss 

-/-/2/LTBMU/- Meadows and seeps, upper montane coniferus 
forest/damp soil: elevation 1300-2500 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. No 
known occurrences from the study area vicinity. 

Ophioglossum pusillum Northern adder’s 
tongue 

-/-/3/-/- Marshes and swamps (margins), valley and foothill 
grassland, 1000-2000 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 
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Table 3.5-2 (Concluded) 
Special-Status Plant, Lichen, and Moss Species That Potentially Occur in the Study Area 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Federal1/ 
State2/CNPS3/ 

LTBMU/TRPA Habitat  Presence/Absence of Habitat/Species in the Study Area 
Phacelia stebbinsii Stebbin’s phacelia -/-/2/-/- Lower montane coniferous forest, meadows and seeps, 

cismontane woodland, 610-2010 m 
Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 

Polystichum lonchitis Holly fern -/-/3/-/- Upper montane coniferous forest/granitic or carbonate, 
Subalpine coniferous forest, 1800-2600 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 

Potamogeton epihydrus ssp. 
nuttallii 

Nuttall’s pondweed -/-/2/-/- Marshes and swamps (assorted shallow freshwater), 
400-1900 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 

Potamogeton filliformis Slender-leaved 
pondweed 

-/-/2/-/- Marshes and swamps (shallow freshwater), 300-2150 m Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 
Known occurrence in the study area vicinity. 

Rorippa subumbellata Tahoe yellow cress C/E/1B/ 
LTBMU/TRPA 

Meadows and seeps/decomposed granitic beaches, 
lower montane coniferous forest, sandy areas of riparian 
communities, 1895-1900 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 
Known occurrence in the study area vicinity. 

Scirpus subterminalis Water bulrush -/-/2/-/- Marshes and swamps (montane lake margins), bogs and 
fens, 750-2250 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 
Known occurrence in the study area vicinity. 

Scutellaria galericulata Marsh skullcap -/-/2/-/- Lower montane coniferous forest, meadows and seeps, 
marshes and swamps, 0-2100 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. 
Known occurrence in the study area vicinity. 

Sphaeralcea munroana Munroe’s desert 
mallow 

-/-/2/-/- Great Basin scrub, 2,000 m Present. Suitable habitat limited in the study area and species 
is unlikely to occur. No known occurrences in the project 
vicinity. Plant not observed in the Tahoe Basin since 1922. 

Viola tomentosa Felt-leaved (=woolly) 
violet 

-/-/4/-/- Lower montane, subalpine and upper montane 
coniferous forest/gravelly, 1435-2000 m 

Present. Suitable habitat found throughout the study area. No 
known occurrences in the study area vicinity. 

 
Federal: 
FE: Federal Endangered; FT: Federal Threatened; FPE: Federal Proposed Endangered; FPT: 
Federal Proposed threatened; FC: Candidate for Federal Listing; FPD: Federal Proposed 
Delisting; FSC: Federal Species of Concern 
State:  
CE: CA Endangered; CT: CA Threatened; CR: CA rare; Not presently threatened with 
extinction, it is in such small numbers that it may become endangered if its present 
environment worsens. CSC: California Special Concern 

CNPS: 
CNPS List 1B: California Native Plant Society list of plants rare, threatened or endangered in California; 
CNPS List 2: California Native Plant Society list of plants rare, threatened or endangered in California, but 
more common elsewhere; CNPS List 3: California Native Plant Society list of plants about which there is a 
need for more information- a review list; CNPS List 4: California Native Plant Society list of plants of 
limited distribution- a watch list.  
LTBMU:  
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Sensitive Species  
TRPA:  
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Special Interest Species 
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3.5.1.4 Stream Environment Zones 
A total of 38.753 ha (95.76 acres) of SEZ features fall within the study area. SEZs are resources 
defined by TRPA and were obtained from TRPA data. SEZs generally encompass wetlands and 
other waters of the United States as well as drainage areas that contain specific key and 
secondary indicators. These indicators include evidence of water flow, primary and or secondary 
vegetation (defined by TRPA), near-surface groundwater, lakes, ponds, and certain soil types. 
SEZs can be identified by the presence of any one of the key indicators or three of the secondary 
indicators. Key indicators include the presence of beach; Elmira loamy coarse sand, wet variant; 
or marsh soil types. Secondary indicators include soils such as loamy alluvial sand, Celio 
gravelly loamy coarse sand, or gravelly alluvial sand. Key and secondary indicator soils are 
found in various locations throughout the study area. See the Wetland Delineation Report (URS 
2007a) for a more detailed description of the soil units in the project area. 

Quantitative estimates of each SEZ found in the study area were calculated using GIS analyses. 
The Wetland Delineation Report (URS 2007a) identifies SEZs in the study area in Figure 4 of 
Appendix A and provides additional details about each SEZ in Appendix B. 

3.5.2 Regulatory Setting 
The following section summarizes the jurisdictional and resource regulatory setting within the 
study area.  

3.5.2.1 Federal 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Federal Endangered Species Act 
Biological assessments are required under Section 7(c) of the FESA (16 United States Code 
[USC] 1536) if listed species or critical habitat may be present in an area affected by any major 
construction activity conducted by, or subject to issuance of a permit from, a federal agency. 
Federally listed species have the potential to be present in the vicinity of the study area. A list of 
threatened and endangered species in the study area was downloaded from the Sacramento 
Office of the USFWS on August 22, 2005. Federally listed species, candidate species, and 
species of special concern that may occur within the study vicinity are listed in Tables 3.5-1 and 
3.5-2. 

Migratory Bird Species Act 
The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 USC 703–711) makes it unlawful to 
take, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird listed in 50 CFR Part 10, including 
feathers or other parts, nests, eggs, or products, except as allowed by implementing regulations 
(50 CFR 21). If impacts to active nests or individual birds are anticipated, Caltrans shall consult 
with USFWS regarding appropriate action to comply with the MBTA. 
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Forest Service 
The proposed Program would impact lands under the jurisdiction of the Forest Service LTBMU. 
A Biological Evaluation process (Forest Service Manual 2672.43) is followed to conduct and 
document activities necessary to demonstrate that proposed management actions will not likely 
jeopardize the continued existence or cause adverse modification to habitat for federally listed 
species, or for species listed as Sensitive by Region 5 of the Forest Service.  

Current management direction for the LTBMU derives from a combination of the Sierra Nevada 
Forest Plan Amendment Final Environmental Impact Statement (SNFP FEIS) (Forest Service 
2001), applicable components of LTBMU Land and Resource Management Plan, and TRPA 
guidance. Caltrans will strive to adhere to the management direction provided in these 
documents to avoid and reduce impacts to sensitive species, and for mitigation guidelines. 

In relation to the Program, the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment prohibits vegetation 
management activities such as vegetation removal or reduction in the following areas: 

• Within 0.4 km (0.25 mile) of a California spotted owl nest site during the breeding season 
(March 1 to August 31) 

• Within 0.4 km (0.25 mile) mile of northern goshawk nest site during the breeding season 
(February 15 to September 15) 

• Within 1.2 km (0.75 mile) of great grey owl nest site during the breeding season (March 1 to 
August 15) 

• Within a 40.5 ha (100 acre) buffer area of the highest quality surrounding an American pine 
marten den site during the breeding and rearing season (May 1 to July 31)  

• Within an 8 km (5 mile) radius of a Sierra Nevada red fox detection during the breeding and 
rearing season (May 1 to July 31) for 2 years following the detection 

Exceptions to management directions for specific biological resources relevant to the proposed 
highway rehabilitation are provided in Appendix A of the SNFP FEIS Record of Decision 
(Forest Service 2001, A-29).  

The LTBMU Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Service 1988) states the Forest 
Service must manage habitat of designated Management Indicator Species in order to maintain 
viable population levels within the Tahoe Basin. In relation to the Program, the Land and 
Resource Management Plan:  

• Prohibits the loss of trees greater than 0.8 meter (30 inches) in diameter at breast height (dbh)  

• Limits the creation of forest openings to 0.8 ha (2 acres)  

• Requires retention of all snags, except those that pose a safety hazard, and all downed 
material  

• Prohibits land disturbing activity within 91.4 meters (300 feet) of perennial stream riparian 
zone unless the project is beneficial to the watershed  

• Prohibits land-disturbing activities within 45.7 meters (150 feet) of seasonal stream riparian 
zones  
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• Limits activity within 0.4 km (0.25 mile) of known spotted owl and northern goshawk nest 
sites between March 1 and August 31 and February 15 and September 15, respectively  

• Limits activity near forest carnivore dens as follows: 202.3 ha (500 acres) for Pacific fisher 
from March 1 to June 30; 40.5 ha (100 acres) for American marten from May 1 to July 31; 
101.2 ha (250 acres) for Sierra Nevada red fox from April 15 to June 15  

• Limits noisy, ground disturbing activity within forest carnivore habitat for more than seven 
consecutive days in a drainage area  

• Requires sanitary waste facilities to be located outside riparian areas, except where no 
reasonable alternative exists 

In addition, the Forest Service has established special management areas for unique areas that 
have scientific, biological, geological, historical, or recreational characteristics of local, regional, 
or national significance. In the study area, special management areas include the Grass Lake 
Research Natural Area.  

3.5.2.2 State 

California Environmental Quality Act 
The following are CEQA significance criteria that could potentially apply to the proposed 
Program.  

• Long-term degradation of a sensitive plant community because of substantial alteration of 
landform or site conditions 

• Substantial loss of a plant community and associated wildlife habitat 

• Fragmentation or isolation of wildlife habitats, especially riparian and wetland communities 

• Substantial disturbance of wildlife resulting from human activities 

• Avoidance by fish of biologically important habitat for substantial periods, which may 
increase mortality or reduce reproductive success 

• Disruption of natural wildlife movement corridors 

• Substantial reduction in local population size attributable to direct mortality or habitat loss, 
lowered reproductive success, or habitat fragmentation of: 

− Species qualifying as rare under California Endangered Species Act 

− Species that are state-listed or federally listed as threatened or endangered 

− Portions of local populations that are candidates for state or federal listing and federal and 
state species of concern 

• Substantial reduction or elimination of species diversity or abundance of any species of 
animal 

• Conflict with any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or any other regional or state habitat conservation plan, local ordinance, or policy 
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California Department of Fish and Game 
Section 1602 
Areas within the jurisdiction of California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600–1616 include all 
perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral rivers, streams, and lakes in the state, including their beds 
and banks. Several streams were observed within the study area, and consultation with state 
resource agencies will be necessary in accordance with legal requirements set forth under 
Sections 1600–1616. A Section 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement will be required 
for all work conducted within the jurisdiction. 

California Endangered Species Act  
Because state-listed species may be impacted by the proposed Program, consultation with state 
resource agencies is necessary in accordance with legal requirements set forth under Sections 
2050–2098 of the California Fish and Game Code. For projects that affect both a state and 
federal listed species, compliance with the FESA will satisfy the CESA if the CDFG determines 
that the federal incidental take authorization is “consistent” with CESA under Fish and Game 
Code Section 2080.1.  

Native Plant Protection Act 
The Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (California Fish and Game Code Sections 1900–1913) 
directs the CDFG to preserve, protect, and enhance rare and endangered plants in the state and 
protect them as endangered or rare. No species protected by this Act are expected to be impacted 
by the proposed Program, and no consultation with state resource agencies is anticipated in 
accordance with these requirements.  

3.5.2.3 Regional 
The TRPA has established thresholds for fisheries, vegetation, wildlife, and SEZs. The following 
thresholds may apply to the proposed Program. 

Fisheries 

• F1 – Maintain 121 km (75 miles) of habitat rated excellent, 169 km (105 miles) of habitat 
rated good, and 61 km (38 miles) of marginal stream habitat. 

• F2 – A nondegradation standard shall apply to fish habitat in Lake Tahoe. 

• F3 – Achieve the equivalent of 2,407 total ha (5,948 total acres) of excellent habitat in Lake 
Tahoe. 

• F4 – Until instream flow standards are established in the Regional Plan to protect fishery 
values, nondegradation standards shall apply to instream flows. 

• F5 – It shall be a policy of the TRPA governing board to seek transfers of existing points of 
water diversion from streams to Lake Tahoe. 

• F6 – It shall be the policy of the TRPA governing board to support, in response to justifiable 
evidence, state and federal efforts to reintroduce Lahontan cutthroat trout. 
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Vegetation 

• V1 – Increase plant and structural diversity of forest communities through appropriate 
management practices as measured by diversity indices of species richness, relative 
abundance, and pattern. Provide for promotion and perpetuation of late successional/old 
growth forests. The goal is to increase late successional/old growth conditions across 
elevational ranges of the Lake Tahoe Basin forest cover types. Individual trees greater than 
0.8 meter (30 inches) dbh shall also be favored for retention because of their late seral 
attributes. 

• V2 – Provide for the nondegradation of the natural qualities of any plant community that is 
uncommon to the region or of exceptional scientific, ecological, or scenic values. This 
threshold shall apply but not be limited to deep-water plants of Lake Tahoe, Grass Lake 
(sphagnum bog), Osgood swamp, and the Freel Peak cushion plant community. 

• V3 – Maintain a minimum number of population sites for each of five sensitive plant species: 
Carex paucifructus, Lewisia pygmaea logipetala, Draba asterophora v. macrocarpa; Draba 
asterophora v. asterophora; and Rorippa subumbellata. 

Wildlife 

• W1 – Wildlife protection and maintenance of special-interest species viability in the Lake 
Tahoe Region. Provide a minimum number of population sites and disturbance zones for the 
following species: (1) northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis); (2) osprey (Pandion Haliaetus); 
(3) bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus); (4) golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos); (5) 
peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum); (6) waterfowl (all open-water associated 
species); and (7) deer (Odocoileus hemionus). 

Stream Environment Zones 
The TRPA regulates SEZ resources through the agency’s Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe 
Basin (TRPA 1987) and Code of Ordinances. SEZs include all natural marshes, meadows, 
watercourses, drainage ways, and floodplains that provide surface water conveyance from 
terrestrial upland areas to Lake Tahoe and its tributary streams. SEZs are determined by the 
presence of riparian vegetation, alluvial soil, minimum buffer strips, water influence areas and/or 
floodplains. Vegetation within SEZs is important for wildlife habitat, water purification, 
retention of soils and associated nutrients, and aesthetic value. Protection and restoration of SEZs 
is essential for achieving water quality, vegetation, and soil conservation thresholds. The SEZ 
goals and policies established for SEZs in the Lake Tahoe Basin are discussed in detail in the 
Natural Environment Study for the proposed Program (URS 2007b). 

Threshold V1 (listed above) includes a nondegradation standard for native deciduous trees, 
wetlands, and meadows. It also calls for the preservation of the richness and abundance of 
wetland and riparian-associated species. Similarly, uncommon plant species are protected by 
Vegetation Thresholds. 
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3.5.2.4 Local 
El Dorado County 
Goals and policies were established within the El Dorado County General Plan that provide 
guidance for development in the county specific to biological resources. Caltrans will generally 
follow these policies to protect trees, water quality, and natural habitats, and to control erosion.  

City of South Lake Tahoe 
The City of South Lake Tahoe is a rapidly growing summer and winter resort destination located 
along the south shore of Lake Tahoe. The City Code of Ordinances regulates tree removal on 
both private and public property within the city limits. Trees with a diameter of 15 cm (6 inches) 
or greater when measured 0.6 meter (2 feet) above the ground fall within this ordinance. 

3.5.3 Impacts 

3.5.3.1 CEQA Considerations 
Permanent impacts would primarily occur where paving and grading of wider shoulders and 
pullouts is performed, new retaining walls are constructed, and drainage facilities (primarily the 
proposed drainage basins) are installed. This construction will occur alongside the existing 
highways and will extend outside of the existing right-of-way where new drainage facilities are 
installed. This will require removal of existing vegetation within the drainage areas and where 
the minimal highway widening impacts vegetation alongside the shoulders, such as where cut 
and fill is necessary along slopes and embankments. Temporary impacts could include loss of 
vegetation where equipment access and work areas are necessary. Noise levels and construction 
activities could also cause temporary disturbance to wildlife species. 

Avoidance and mitigation measures are identified that include seasonal timing restrictions for 
construction activities to avoid periods of time when wildlife species are most vulnerable, such 
as during breeding seasons. Preconstruction surveys would be performed in areas of known 
habitat of sensitive species to verify whether the species is present; and if so, to apply avoidance 
measures. Construction contract specifications would include establishing Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas (ESAs); imposing construction clean-up, weed control, and erosion control 
measures; restricting in-stream work; and restoring disturbed vegetation.  

Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife Species 
The potential Program-related impacts to sensitive wildlife species based on known occurrences 
and buffer zones located within the study area are summarized in Table 3.5-3. This table 
identifies potential impacts to known biological resources and the location by roadway and 
segment within the implementation sequence. Some of the CNDDB information provided in the 
table includes historical occurrence information and may not reflect current conditions. The table 
does not reflect site-specific survey information, and impacts to sensitive species could 
potentially be greater depending on the results of focused surveys. The impacts listed in this table 
assume complete development of the study limits and within proposed/existing basins. Refined 
impacts to wildlife resources should be conducted based on the results of focused specific 
surveys and preparation of detailed Program development plans. 
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Table 3.5-3 
Potential Program-Related Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Impact, Hectares (Acres) 
Wildlife Species ESL PB EB 

Roadway/
Segment 

CNDDB Database 
Pacific fisher  1.062 (2.62)  89/1 

Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare/American badger  0.194 (0.48)  50/1 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare/American badger  0.299 (0.74)  50/1 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare/American badger  0.180 (0.45)  50/1 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare/American badger  1.270 (3.14)  50/1 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare/American badger  1.378 (3.40)  50/1 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare/American badger  0.282 (0.70)  50/1 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare/American badger  0.213 (0.53)  50/1 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare/American badger  0.114 (0.28)  50/1 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare/American badger  0.093 (0.23)  50/1 
Northern goshawk  0.070 (0.17)  50/2 
Northern goshawk  0.146 (0.36)  50/2 
Northern goshawk  0.183 (0.45)  50/2 
Northern goshawk  0.084 (0.21)  50/2 
Northern goshawk  0.167 (0.41)  50/ 2 
Northern goshawk  0.138 (0.34)  50/2 
Northern goshawk  0.424 (1.05)  50/2 
Northern goshawk  0.964 (2.38)  50/2 
Northern goshawk  0.034 (0.08)  50/2 
Northern goshawk  0.116 (0.29)  50/2 
Northern goshawk  0.080 (0.20)  50/2 
Northern goshawk  0.781 (1.93)  50/2 
Northern goshawk  0.034 (0.08)  50/2 
Northern goshawk  0.080 (0.20)  50/1 
Northern goshawk  0.136 (0.34)  50/1 
Bank swallow  0.072 (0.18)  89/2 
Bank swallow  0.236 (0.58)  89/2 
Bank swallow  0.126 (0.31)  89/2 
Bank swallow  0.476 (1.18)  89/2 
Bank swallow  0.381 (0.94)  89/2 
Bank swallow  0.193 (0.48)  89/2 
Bank swallow  0.143 (0.35)  89/2 
Bank swallow  0.066 (0.16)  89/2 
Sierra marten  0.511 (1.26)  89/2 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare  0.207 (0.51)  89/4 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare  0.197 (0.49)  89/4 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare  0.098 (0.24)  89/4 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare  0.057 (0.14)  89/4 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare  0.043 (0.11)  89/4 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare  0.182 (0.45)  89/4 
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Table 3.5-3 (Continued) 
Potential Program-Related Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Wildlife Species Impact, Hectares (Acres) 
 ESL PB EB 

Roadway/
Segment 

Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare  0.126 (0.31)  89/4 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare  0.101 (0.25)  89/4 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare  0.133 (0.33)  89/4 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare  0.146 (0.36)  89/4 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare  0.034 (0.08)  89/4 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare  0.058 (0.14)  89/4 
Pacific fisher  0.009 (0.02)  89/5 
Pacific fisher  0.491 (1.21)  89/5 
Pacific fisher  0.018 (0.04)  89/5 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare/American badger  0.059 (0.15)  50/1 
Northern goshawk   0.034 (0.08) 50/2 
Northern goshawk   0.149 (0.37) 89/2 
Northern goshawk   0.212 (0.52) 89/2 
Northern goshawk   0.122 (0.30) 89/2 
Bank swallow   0.249 (0.61) 89/2 
Northern goshawk 19.165 (47.36)   50/2 
Pacific fisher 34.613 (85.53)   89/1 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare/American badger 27.184 (67.17)   50/1 
Northern goshawk 3.015 (7.45)   89/2 
Lahontan cutthroat trout 0.998 (2.47)   89/2 
Bank swallow 12.927 (31.94)   89/2 
Sierra marten 3.703 (9.15)   89/2 
Sierra marten 0.003 (0.01)   89/2 
Sierra marten 0.861 (2.13)   89/3 
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare 23.858 (58.95)   89/4 
Pacific fisher 3.353 (8.29)   89/4 
Sierra marten 3.008 (7.43)   89/2 

TRPA Database 
Bald Eagle-Winter Habitat 21.881 (54.07)   89/2 & 3 
Bald Eagle-Winter Habitat   0.003 (0.01) 89/3 
Bald Eagle-Winter Habitat  0.557 (1.38)  89/2 
Bald Eagle-Winter Habitat  0.113 (0.28)  89/3 
Bald Eagle-Winter Habitat  0.110 (0.27)  89/3 
Bald Eagle-Winter Habitat  0.204 (0.51)  89/3 
Bald Eagle-Winter Habitat  0.069 (0.17)  89/3 
Bald Eagle-Winter Habitat  0.015 (0.04)  89/3 
Bald Eagle-Winter Habitat  0.077 (0.19)  89/3 
Bald Eagle-Winter Habitat  0.006 (0.02)  89/3 
Northern Goshawk-PAC 0.286 (0.71)   89/2 
Northern Goshawk-PAC 5.513 (13.62)   50/2 
Northern Goshawk-PAC  0.127 (0.31)  50/2 
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Table 3.5-3 (Concluded) 
Potential Program-Related Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Impact, Hectares (Acres) 
Wildlife Species ESL PB EB 

Roadway/
Segment 

Northern Goshawk-PAC  0.432 (1.07)  50/2 
Northern Goshawk-PAC  0.060 (0.15)  50/2 
Northern Goshawk-PAC  0.179 (0.44)  50/2 
Northern Goshawk-PAC  0.002 (0.00)  50/2 
Northern Goshawk-PAC  0.076 (0.19)  50/2 
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer 5.577 (13.78)    
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer 2.287 (5.65)    
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer 2.319 (5.73)    
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer 2.884 (7.13)    
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer 1.405 (3.47)    
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer 1.735 (4.29)    
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer 0.814 (2.01)    
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer 0.188 (0.47)    
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer   0.003 (0.01) 89/3 
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer  0.155 (0.38)  89/4 
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer  0.082 (0.20)  89/4 
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer  0.147 (0.36)  89/4 
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer  0.101 (0.25)  89/4 
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer  0.058 (0.14)  89/4 
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer  0.103 (0.25)  89/3 
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer  0.205 (0.51)  89/3 
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer  0.069 (0.17)  89/3 
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer  0.015 (0.04)  89/3 
Osprey-0.25 mile buffer  0.006 (0.02)  89/3 
Spotted Owl-HRCA 0.849 (2.10)   89/1 

Total 44.890 
(113.03) 

2.968 (7.28) 0.006 (0.02)  

EB = Existing basin 
ESL = Environmental study limit (same as study area) 
PB = Proposed basin  

Impacts to Special-Status Plant Species 
Potential impacts to sensitive plant species could include permanent, temporary, and indirect 
effects. Permanent impacts could include loss or degradation of habitat due to creation of 
drainage basins. Temporary impacts, which would occur only during the construction period, 
could include increased erosion and vehicle disturbances of habitat. Indirect effects are those that 
may result after Program implementation, such as altered hydrology, introduction of invasive 
non-native species, or reduced genetic exchange. 

Impacts to native vegetation, including sensitive plants and SEZ vegetation within the project 
area due to an increase in noxious weed spread as a result of the proposed Program are possible 
but not likely. Relatively few noxious weeds are known from the project area, and avoidance 
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strategies and design features would be implemented to reduce the spread of noxious weeds as 
described in Section 3.5.4. In general, the amount of disturbance associated with Program 
activities would be relatively low, given the limited extent of impacts adjacent to the existing 
roadway. Therefore, the habitat changes due to construction activities (reduced shade and soil 
cover) that could increase noxious weed growth would be relatively minor. 

Impacts to Sensitive Habitats 
Potential impacts to sensitive habitat could include permanent, temporary, and indirect effects. 
Permanent impacts include loss or degradation of habitat due to creation of drainage basins. 
Temporary impacts, occurring only during the construction period, include increased erosion and 
vehicle disturbances of habitat. Indirect effects are those that may result after implementation of 
the Program, such as altered hydrology, introduction of invasive non-native species, or reduced 
genetic exchange. 

3.5.3.2 TRPA Considerations 

Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife Species 
Three TRPA special-interest species were identified in the wildlife databases as having the 
potential to occur within the project area: northern goshawk, bald eagle, and osprey. Habitat for 
mule deer and waterfowl, two other TRPA special-interest wildlife categories, is also potentially 
present in the project area. 

Program construction and the associated equipment noise and movement have the potential to 
disrupt wildlife behavior. However, construction would take place along existing highways that 
are primary traffic routes in the Lake Tahoe Basin. The highways already present barriers to 
wildlife movement due to the presence of heavy traffic during the day. Daytime construction 
along the roadways, if limited to the hours of 8 a.m. to 6:30 p.m., would not present a significant 
change to the corridor in terms of wildlife movement, except for the potential presence of 
temporary fencing surrounding the work sites. Because construction would transition along each 
project segment, opportunities for wildlife to cross the roadways would be similar to existing 
conditions. 

Removal of trees and vegetation along highway shoulders or for proposed basins and drainage 
facilities could eliminate some wildlife habitat. Specific acreages of tree/vegetation removal will 
be defined during the development of plans for each segment. Any existing trees over 0.8 meter 
(30 inches) dbh will be avoided or removal will be minimized consistent with the TRPA 
Threshold V1, but some tree removal will likely be unavoidable, resulting in an adverse impact 
with respect to this threshold.  

Work at creek crossings has the potential to temporarily impair fish passage, which may be 
inconsistent with TRPA Threshold F2. If work is necessary at creek crossings, contractor 
requirements will be required to avoid or minimize obstructions, and the design of culvert 
installation will have to provide for fish passage, depending on the creek or tributary. 

Impacts to Stream Environment Zones 
Direct and indirect impacts to SEZ areas are expected to occur from the proposed construction of 
infiltration basins, retrofitting of existing basins, paving of pullout areas on the sides of US 50 
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and SR 89, and other proposed Program activities. SEZs are under TRPA jurisdiction and 
include wetlands and other waters of the U.S. along with their drainage areas. As a result, there is 
overlap in jurisdiction between the USACE, the CDFG, and the TRPA. Therefore, areas of 
impacts to SEZs may include wetlands and other waters of the U.S. Total SEZ impacts are not 
expected to exceed 20 acres for the entire Program. This amount is based on construction of all 
Program segments, all basins, and all other design elements as currently proposed. However, as 
each segment is further developed and more location-specific data become available, avoidance 
and minimization measures for each project are expected to reduce the impacts significantly. 

Proposed and Existing Basins 
Proposed basins and retrofitting and/or enlarging of existing basins may impact SEZ areas. 
However, the exact impact area is unknown because the specific locations of new basins and the 
extents of modification to existing basins have not been determined. These impacts will be 
specifically identified in the environmental document for each segment based on more detailed 
designs. 

Paving of Pullout Areas 
SEZ areas could be impacted by the paving of the proposed pullouts. These impacts will be 
specifically identified in the environmental document for each segment based on more detailed 
designs. 

Other Program Activities 
Direct and indirect impacts to SEZs would be associated with widening shoulders along portions 
of the study area. Construction of asphalt-concrete dikes would convey stormwater runoff into 
the SEZs, causing potential indirect impacts including higher sedimentation rates and scouring. 
Any SEZ areas that are paved would be directly and permanently impacted. Although no areas 
have been specified for shoulder widening, SEZ losses could be high if shoulder widening is 
implemented throughout the study area. SEZ areas close to current shoulder locations occur 
along Grass Lake Creek, Taylor Creek, Tallac Creek, Emerald Bay, Meeks Bay, Upper Truckee 
River, Lake Valley State Recreation Area, and various unnamed perennial stream crossings 
throughout the study area. Temporary impacts to SEZs could include potential sedimentation and 
compaction of SEZs during construction activities, introduction and/or spread of weed seeds, and 
removal of mature SEZ vegetation. Other proposed construction activities would cause both 
direct/indirect and permanent/temporary impacts if they are located within or in close proximity 
to existing SEZs. However, most of the other proposed construction activities can be positioned 
outside of SEZ areas. 

3.5.3.3 No Project Alternative 
The No Project Alternative would consist of not implementing the EIP projects for which 
Caltrans is the lead agency; therefore, there would be no construction-related impacts to the 
natural environment.  
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3.5.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Potential impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant species and sensitive habitats will be avoided 
and/or minimized through modification of construction specifications and timing of Program 
implementation. Mitigation and minimization measures are described below by category.  

3.5.4.1 Avoidance Measure 

Establish Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
Additional direct and indirect impacts to sensitive biological resources (including wetlands, 
waters of the United States, SEZ resources, and sensitive habitats for rare plants) throughout the 
project area will be avoided or minimized by designating these features outside of the 
construction impact areas as environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) in construction plans and 
specifications. Information related to the locations of ESAs and their treatment will be shown on 
contract plans and discussed in the Special Provisions. ESA provisions should include, but are 
not limited to, the use of temporary high-visibility orange fencing to delineate the proposed limit 
of work in areas adjacent to sensitive resources, and to delineate and exclude sensitive resources 
from potential construction impacts. Contractor encroachment into ESAs will be restricted 
(including the staging/operation of heavy equipment or casting of excavation materials). ESA 
provisions shall be implemented as a first order of work, and remain in place until all 
construction activities have been completed. 

3.5.4.2 General Minimization and Mitigation Measures  

Construction Clean-up 
All temporary fill and construction debris will be removed from the project area after completion 
of construction activities. 

Construction Scheduling 
Construction will be timed to minimize potential impacts to sensitive biological resources as 
specified in Sections 3.5.4.3, 3.5.4.5, and 3.5.4.6. Construction work will be minimal during the 
fall, winter, and spring. 

3.5.4.3 Minimization and Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Rare Plants 

Preconstruction Surveys for Tahoe Yellow Cress 
This species is the only California-listed endangered species in the project area. Since 
construction activities may result in effects to the shore zone where Tahoe yellow cress may 
occur, surveys for this species shall be conducted prior to final design. Prior to conducting 
surveys for Tahoe yellow cress, the Reno office of the USFWS shall be consulted for up-to-date 
information regarding known occurrences of the species in the project vicinity. The Reno office 
of the USFWS shall be consulted after Tahoe yellow cress surveys are complete to ensure that 
potential impacts are avoided or minimized and that construction activities do not inhibit long-
term conservation efforts for the survival of the species. 
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Sensitive Plant Species Mitigation 
Preservation, enhancement, and/or restoration of habitat will be conducted for any impacts to 
sensitive plant species and their associated habitats according to USFWS and CDFG 
requirements. 

Plant Material Collection 
Collection of seeds for annual plants or bulbs for transplanting will be conducted in coordination 
with the CDFG. 

3.5.4.4 Weed Control Minimization and Mitigation Measures  

Weed-Free Construction Equipment 
All construction equipment working in or near SEZ areas must be steam cleaned of potential 
noxious weed sources (such as mud and vegetation) prior to mobilization at the project site 
(preferably before entry into the Lake Tahoe Basin) and maintained in clean and good working 
order with maintenance logs made available to TRPA at their request. This should also be 
performed after entering a potentially infested area and before moving on to another area, to help 
ensure that noxious weeds are not introduced into the construction area. The contractor shall 
employ whatever cleaning methods are necessary to ensure that equipment is free of noxious 
weeds, typically spraying equipment with a high-pressure water hose. Equipment shall be 
considered free of soil, seeds, and other such debris when a visual inspection does not disclose 
such material. Disassembly of equipment components or specialized inspection tools are not 
required. Equipment-washing stations shall be placed in areas that afford easy containment and 
monitoring (preferably outside of the Lake Tahoe Basin) and that do not drain into the forest or 
sensitive (riparian, SEZ, wetlands, etc.) areas.  

Equipment Staging in Weed-Free Areas 
Equipment should only be staged in weed-free areas. Landings should be placed in forested areas 
rather than open flats to help prevent the establishment of noxious invaders such as yellow star 
thistle, which use open, sunny areas. 

Weed-Free Erosion Control Treatments 
To further minimize the risk of introducing additional non-native species into the area, only 
locally TRPA-approved plant species will be used in any erosion control or revegetation seed 
mix or stock. No dry-farmed straw will be used, and certified weed-free straw shall be required 
where erosion control straw is to be used. In addition, any hydroseed mulch used for revegetation 
activities must also be certified weed-free. 

3.5.4.5 Minimization and Mitigation Measures for Wildlife Impacts 

Ensure Fish Passage 
Work would comply with the USFWS Biological Opinion and all agency permits. Corrective 
action shall be taken immediately (when safe based on stream flows) if the culverts create a 
condition that obstructs fish passage, such as clogging by sediment and debris. Any intakes that 
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may be required for water pumps associated with wetting, irrigation, or dewatering of sites shall 
be screened to CDFG specifications to avoid fish kills. 

Preconstruction Amphibian Surveys 
A focused survey for mountain yellow-legged frogs shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
within 30 days prior to the beginning of construction-related activities. In the unlikely event that 
mountain yellow-legged frogs are found, Caltrans will follow agreements with the USFWS as to 
the appropriate action. 

Restrict Timing of Woody Vegetation Removal 
It is recommended that the removal of any woody vegetation (trees and shrubs) required for the 
Program is completed between August 16 and October 15, prior to construction, outside of the 
predicted nesting season for raptors and migratory birds in this area. Vegetation removal outside 
of this time period may not proceed until a survey by a qualified biologist determines that no 
nests are present or in use, as described in the next measure (Nesting Bird Survey). 

Nesting Bird Survey 
If woody vegetation removal, construction, grading, or other Program-related improvements are 
scheduled during the nesting season of protected raptors and migratory birds (March 1 to August 
15), a focused survey for active nests of such birds shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
within 30 days prior to the beginning of construction-related activities. If active nests are found, 
Caltrans will follow agreements with the USFWS and the CDFG as to the appropriate action. 

Limit Vegetation Removal 
Vegetation removal shall be limited to the absolute minimum amount required for construction. 

Preconstruction Surveys for Roosting, Denning, or Burrowing Mammals 
A qualified biologist shall conduct focused preconstruction surveys within 30 days prior to the 
beginning of construction-related activities. In the unlikely event that a sensitive roosting, 
burrowing, or nesting mammal is found, Caltrans shall consult with the appropriate regulatory 
agency regarding actions needed to comply the various regulations before the work can be 
initiated. If a lapse in Program-related work of 30 days or longer occurs, a focused survey and, if 
required, consultation with the appropriate agency will be required before the work can be 
reinitiated.  

3.5.4.6 Minimization and Mitigation Measures for Water Quality Impacts 

Restrict Timing of In-Stream Activities 
Culvert rehabilitation or extension is proposed at potential fish-bearing waters. To avoid direct 
impacts to fisheries resources, Caltrans would comply with the USFWS Biological Opinion and 
agency permits with regard to timing of in-stream activities. In most years, the seasonal dry 
period of these drainages occurs between July 15 and October 15; however, work within these 
drainages will be subject to stream conditions and permit restrictions. 
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Minimize Disturbance to Creek Channel and Adjacent Areas 
Disruption of the streambed and adjacent riparian corridor will be minimized. All stream and 
riparian habitat areas outside of the construction impact areas will be designated as ESAs as 
detailed in Section 3.5.4.1.  

Disturbed areas within the construction limits, including temporary or permanent access routes, 
will be graded to minimize surface erosion and siltation into streambeds. Any access routes will 
be removed after each construction season, and the streambed and bank will be re-contoured 
back to the general angle of repose that existed preconstruction. Streambanks and adjacent areas 
that are disturbed by construction activities will be stabilized to avoid increased erosion during 
subsequent storms and runoff. Bare areas will be covered with mulch and revegetated to 
preconstruction conditions. Construction site BMPs will be used to prevent contamination of the 
streambank and watercourse from construction material and debris as detailed in Section 3.5.4.6.  

Containment Measures/Construction Site Best Management Practices 
Measures will be employed to prevent any construction material or debris from entering surface 
waters or their channels. BMPs for erosion control will be implemented and in place prior to, 
during, and after construction to ensure that no silt or sediment enters surface waters. 

Caltrans’ Standard Specifications require the Contractor to submit a Water Pollution Control 
Plan. This plan must meet the standards and objectives to minimize water pollution impacts set 
forth in Section 7-1.01G of Caltrans’ Standard Specifications. The Water Pollution Control Plan 
must also be in compliance with the goals and restrictions identified in the Lahontan RWQCB’s 
Basin Plan. Any additional measures included in the RWQCB Section 401 certification, CDFG 
Section 1602 Agreement, CWA Section 404 permit, or TRPA permit will be complied with. 
Typical standards/objectives, at times referred to as BMPs, may include the following: 

• Where working areas encroach on live or dry streams, lakes, or wetlands, physical barriers 
approved by TRPA and Lahontan RWQCB adequate to prevent the flow or discharge of 
sediment into these systems shall be constructed and maintained between working areas and 
streams, lakes, and wetlands. During construction of the barriers, discharge of sediment into 
streams shall be held to a minimum. Discharge will be contained through the use of measures 
approved by TRPA and Lahontan RWQCB that will keep sediment from entering protected 
waters. 

• Oily or greasy substances originating from the Contractor’s operations shall not be allowed 
to enter or be placed where they will later enter a live or dry stream, pond, or wetland. 

• Asphalt concrete shall not be allowed to enter a live or dry stream, pond, or wetland. 

Dewatering Activities 
Depending on seasonal flows, dewatering of a streambed or culvert course and or a temporary 
stream diversion may be necessary where culvert rehabilitation or replacement is proposed.    
Any intakes that may be required for water pumps associated with wetting, irrigation, or 
dewatering of sites shall be screened to CDFG specifications to avoid the intake of fish. If 
dewatering of a site is required, a temporary basin will be constructed downstream of the activity 
if necessary. Discharge waters from the dewatering of an excavation will be pumped into the 
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basin to allow sediments to settle out before being allowed to re-enter drainages. Diversions that 
involve only clear water may not require disposal to a basin. 

Restore Riparian and Stream Habitat Disturbed by Construction 
Prior to vegetation removal, the area will be surveyed by a qualified biologist for a complete 
accounting of species and their quantities present within the construction limits. Upon 
completion of construction activities, streambanks will be permanently stabilized and the riparian 
areas will be replanted with appropriate native species. Tree and shrub species that will be used 
for the riparian restoration will include species such as aspen, willow, alder, and cottonwood. 
Stream channels will be regraded to preconstruction conditions. In addition, all temporary 
disturbance areas will be hydroseeded with the appropriate mix of native herbaceous and grass 
species unique to the specific Lake Tahoe vegetation type disturbed. 

A restoration and monitoring plan will be prepared by the Caltrans Landscape Architecture 
Branch and will be submitted for approval by the appropriate agencies prior to Program 
permitting. The restoration plan will outline and detail all planting and erosion control activities 
and all associated proposed monitoring activities (including length and timing of monitoring, 
success criteria, remedial actions, and documentation).  

Water Quality Fees or Excess Coverage Mitigation 
Any new land coverage in the Lake Tahoe Basin is subject to TRPA regulation and may be 
assessed a water quality mitigation fee (for projects using “allowable” potential coverage; $1.34 
per square foot) or may be required to perform Excess Coverage Mitigation (for projects utilizing 
“excess” coverage). Excess land coverage is defined as existing coverage beyond the total 
maximum allowable base coverage, the transferred coverage, and the coverage previously 
mitigated under the Program. The Excess Coverage Mitigation program offers five options to 
mitigate excess land coverage: 

• Reduce coverage on-site 

• Reduce coverage off-site 

• Coverage mitigation fee used to retire land coverage within the same hydrologic zone 

• Parcel consolidation or parcel line adjustment 

• Projects within community plans (see TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 20-5) 

Restore Disturbed SEZs  
Mitigation shall be provided for direct impacts to SEZ areas according to TRPA policy.  

Erosion Control 
Temporary erosion control devices will be installed on slopes where erosion or sedimentation 
could degrade sensitive biological resources. 
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3.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section discusses cultural resources in the area of the proposed Program as well as potential 
impacts and mitigation measures. The following information is from the cultural resources 
technical reports prepared for the Program, Archaeological Survey Report for the Lake Tahoe 
Basin Environmental Improvement Program (Condor Country Consulting 2006) (ASR) and 
Historical Resources Evaluation Report for the Lake Tahoe Basin Environmental Improvement 
Program (JRP Historical Consulting 2006) (HRER). 

3.6.1 Environmental Setting 
The following summarizes the cultural resources setting of the Program vicinity. Ethnographic 
occupation of the area is associated with the Washoe Indian Tribe. Historic land uses along US 
50 and SR 89 reflect patterns of development influenced by logging; tourism; and land 
management by local, state, and federal agencies.  

3.6.1.1 Site History 

Prehistory 

Prehistoric archaeological sites have been documented within the Program regional area. 
Information obtained from sites in the South Lake Tahoe area show occupation from about 5,000 
years ago to the 1900s. However, only a few sites in the project vicinity have actually been 
identified and studied, and researchers have had to rely primarily on lithic assemblages6 to 
evaluate occupation and use of the area. Within the project area, existing sites have been 
identified during previous studies in the vicinity of some segments of SR 89. 

Ethnography  
The Washoe Indian Tribe of Nevada and California is the government of the present-day 
Native American people that occupy the study area. Prior to the Gold Rush, the Washoe 
occupied the entire study area as well as a large “nuclear area” surrounding Lake Tahoe 
from the crest of the Sierra Nevada Mountains eastward to the crest of the Pine Nut 
Mountains, the Pah Rah Range, and the Virginia Range. This nuclear territory extended 
from Honey Lake southward to the headwaters of the Mokelumne River. A larger area 
surrounding the nuclear area extended in all directions and was used by the ethnographic 
Washoe as a collection area for a wide variety of resources during the seasonal round. 
The extent of the peripheral area has been debated, but Price (1962, 1980) suggests that it 
was rather fluid through time and was not defended by the Washoe.  

The Washoe culture revolved around a pattern of seasonal movement (shepherding) of livestock 
between mountain and lowland pastures (Downs 1966), and the Washoe people generally 
wintered in the lower-elevation Carson, Eagle, Antelope, and Long Valleys and in the Truckee 
Meadows. During the warmer months, the Washoe moved to the higher elevations around the 
Lake Tahoe Basin and over the Sierran crest to fish, hunt game, and gather valuable plant 
resources (Turner 1993:50). Some of the winter villages may have been year-round occupation 

                                                 
6 Lithic materials are ground and chipped stone tools and the debris from making them. An assemblage is a 

collection of these materials found or recovered from a site or associated sites. 
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sites, at least for a portion of the population (Price 1962:40), and it is possible some groups may 
have overwintered along the shores of Lake Tahoe (Freed 1966). Whatever the exact seasonal 
ground was, it appears there were at least three and maybe four or five distinct subgroups of the 
Washoe.  

Evidence for use of stone tools can also be found in the ethnographic record. The Washoe made 
a poison from rattlesnake venom, which was applied to arrowheads (Lowie 1939:325). Knives 
for various uses were also made from “various lithic materials” (d’Azevedo 1986:477), although 
information from modern Washoe informants for an investigation at the north end of Lake Tahoe 
indicates that basalt was not used as a source for tools (Bloomer et al. 1997:III-24). Only 
obsidian is viewed as a proper toolstone.  

History 

Nineteenth Century Immigration, Logging, and Agriculture 
John C. Fremont and Charles Preuss are credited with the first sighting of Lake Tahoe by 
Euroamericans during their 1843–1844 congressionally sponsored expedition to California. 
However, American/European settlement did not occur at Lake Tahoe until after the discovery of 
gold in California in 1848. From the 1840s through the mid-1860s, the emigrant trails and roads 
between Placerville and Carson City and the wagon routes through Donner Pass to the north of 
the project area were critically important for the development of the region. When the Central 
Pacific Railroad completed its rail line over the Sierra Nevada from Sacramento to Reno in 1868, 
it lessened the importance of these early trails, roads, and wagon routes. 

The California Gold Rush, which began in 1849 and continued through the 1850s, brought many 
hundreds of emigrants from the east over the Johnson Trail. Although most travelers sought to 
continue on to the California gold fields, a few established way stations in Lake Valley (now part 
of South Lake Tahoe), providing a place for travelers to rest and obtain supplies along the busy 
travel corridor that pioneers carved through the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

The discovery of silver near Virginia City in the Nevada Territory in 1859, later known as the 
Comstock Lode, initiated a lumber boom in the Tahoe Basin that peaked in the 1870s and lasted 
into the 1880s. Timber was needed to shore up mine tunnels and for construction in the 
boomtowns of Virginia City, Gold Hill, and Silver City. During the 1860s, numerous lumber 
companies opened in the Lake Tahoe Basin, but by the mid-1870s, the Carson and Tahoe 
Lumber and Fluming Company controlled much of the logging around the Lake. Much of the 
southern and western shore and canyon timber was logged out by the mid-1880s. 

From the 1850s to the 1870s, enterprising men harvested wild hay growing in the valleys and 
meadows around Lake Tahoe and sold it to way stations as forage for the draft animals pulling 
wagons over the mountains into California, and later, ascending the Sierra Nevada eastward to 
the Comstock Mines. Several hay harvesters operated along the southern and western margins of 
Lake Tahoe. Lake Valley became Lake Tahoe’s hay production center during the 1870s. 

Beginning in the 1860s, foothill and valley cattlemen seasonally drove their livestock to higher 
elevations to pasture in the cooler mountain valleys west and south of Lake Tahoe. Early 
landowners in the southern Lake Tahoe area established dairy operations and by the early 1870s, 
a thriving summer dairy industry was established, supplying dairy products to the Comstock 
miners and early Lake Tahoe communities. The acquisition of land for 19th century timber and 
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dairy operations had long-reaching effects on land development around the Lake, which is 
reflected in the pattern of ownership and land use within the study area. 

Early Tourism and Resort Development 
Lake Tahoe was a vacation/recreation destination as early as the 1860s. Resort development 
increased throughout the late 19th century as urban populations became aware of the Lake’s 
many attributes. As early as 1864, Lake Tahoe resort owners were publicizing their 
establishments in San Francisco, Sacramento, and Virginia City newspapers, advertising Lake 
Tahoe as a superior destination and comparable to Santa Cruz or Calistoga, other popular 
California vacation spots during the period. Early in the next century, clientele of more modest 
means could access the lake via the automobile, thus encouraging the growth of facilities with 
simpler accommodations. 

Tourism and Development, 1900 to World War II 
The California State Legislature designated the old Placerville Road as a state highway, called 
the Lake Tahoe Wagon Road, in 1895. The highway’s route from Placerville followed the old 
Johnson Trail and the Kingsbury-McDonald Road (roughly along the present-day Pioneer Trail) 
to the Nevada state line. The state’s new highway department began work to improve the road 
around 1900, making it mostly passable by motor vehicles during the summer. The legislature 
designated other state highways in the southern area of Lake Tahoe starting approximately in 
1910. Federal funding for highways at Lake Tahoe was secured during the 1910s and 1920s, in 
part through the Forest Service and in part through the federal government’s designation of the 
Lake Tahoe Wagon Road as part of US 50 in 1924. 

Year-round motor vehicle access to and around Lake Tahoe and expansion of the roadway 
network around the Lake did not occur until the 1930s. In the meantime, some of the large resort 
hotels that had catered to a wealthy clientele were forced to close or modify their properties in 
response to the growing number of auto travelers and popularity of new forms of travel 
accommodations and roadside services. Lake Tahoe and other resort areas in California were at 
the forefront of the growing auto-vacation industry catering to middle-income families. The auto 
camps and cabin resort facilities evolved into cottages and motels that became popular in the 
mid-20th century. 

Auto access to Lake Tahoe also contributed to the development of vacation homes and rental 
properties. The construction of modest summer vacation cottages and cabins at the Lake began to 
increase in the 1920s and 1930s. This trend expanded greatly after World War II due to 
improved highway access to the Lake. The following vacation properties opened during this 
period: 

• Meeks Bay Resort (1921) offered tent camping with cabins and associated buildings. 

• Meadow Park Resort (circa 1921) was originally a silver fox farm. Lodging consisted of 
cabins with associated buildings and an entertainment area. 

• Camp Richardson (1923) serves as the best remaining example of Lake Tahoe’s evolution 
into a popular, family-style resort area. Lodging consisted of several cabins and a tent 
camping area with associated buildings and facilities. 
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• Multiple summer home construction developments included the Meeks Bay Vista 
subdivision, the personal summer cabins for the Murphy and Morgan families, and numerous 
modest summer cabins in the Al Tahoe and Bijou areas. 

• Bayview Resort and Campground (circa late 1920s/early 1930s) offered lodging and cabins 
and had a gas station and general store. It was destroyed in the mid-1960s and has not been 
rebuilt. A small campground—Bay View Campground—is located immediately south of the 
original site. 

• D.L. Bliss State Park (1930s) was private land until 66 ha (162 acres) were acquired for 
establishment as a state park. The park offered camping facilities with associated features and 
buildings. 

Tourism and Development After World War II 
Following World War II and into the 1960s, a general nationwide prosperity led to an upsurge of 
recreational development at Lake Tahoe. Tourism was boosted by planned summer events 
including rodeos and speedboat races, and lakeside summer resorts thrived. Gambling and casino 
development in the South Lake Tahoe area provided tremendous impetus for development in the 
post–World War II years, and cabin resorts and motels were built to accommodate the visitors. 
Land values escalated and contributed to the division of many large, family-owned tracts, and 
former summer-season communities in the southern portions of the Lake expanded into year-
round communities. Through the 1940s, El Dorado County approved plans for several mixed-use 
and residential subdivisions for the South Lake Tahoe area and along the Lake’s western shore. 
Subdivisions developed through the 1950s to meet continuing demand. Beginning in the 1960s, 
more restricted land use controls came into effect within the region, although there continues to 
be a high demand to live in and visit the Tahoe Basin, with associated development pressures. 

3.6.1.2 Records Search and Field Survey 
Study areas were defined for the Program for both archaeological and historical resource 
inventory and evaluation. The archaeological study area was defined to extend outside of the 
existing right-of-way along both US 50 and SR 89 for the purpose of allowing flexibility in 
designing the locations and areas for proposed water quality and roadway improvements within 
each project segment. The historic resource study area generally conformed to the archaeological 
resources study area except in locations where the boundary cut across existing parcels. Where 
this occurred in urbanized areas (lot sizes less than about 0.4 ha [1 acre]), the study area was 
expanded to include the entire parcel. Some large parcels outside of the urbanized areas were 
included in the historic resource study area if the Program had a potential to affect historic 
resources. The historic resource study area was not expanded within large rural, State Park, or 
Forest Service land parcels where there was no potential to affect historic resources. 

Records Search 
Several sources were consulted in preparation of the archaeological inventory: 

• Caltrans District 3 Office (NCIC Record Search ELD-99-59) – PSRs for US 50 and SR 89 
(Caltrans 2003c, 2003d) delineated the archaeological study area and depicted potential 
locations for proposed infiltration basins. Caltrans also provided files related to the Program 
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including a complete records search for the five SR 89 segments (KP 0.0 to 44.1 [PM 0.0 to 
27.4]). 

• North Central Information Center (NCIC) at California State University, Sacramento, Record 
Search ELD-05-151 – A records search was performed for each of the three US 50 project 
segments (#ELD-05-151). The search included a review of all recorded archaeological sites, 
historic structures, and other known cultural resources within the Program study area and the 
surrounding 0.8-km (0.5-mile) radius, as well as a review of reports for all known cultural 
resources studies conducted within the 0.8-km (0.5-mile) search radius. 

• LTBMU Supervisor’s Office – An in-person record search was conducted with the 
archaeological records housed at the LTBMU in South Lake Tahoe. This search included a 
review of all recorded archaeological sites, historic structures, and other known cultural 
resources within the Program study area and the surrounding 0.8-km (0.5-mile) radius, as 
well as a review of reports for all known cultural resources studies conducted within the 0.8-
km (0.5-mile) search radius.  

• California State Parks – Sierra District State Parks Office – An in-person record search was 
also performed with the archaeological records housed at the Sierra District State Parks 
Office in Tahoma. This search included a review of all recorded archaeological sites, historic 
structures, and other known cultural resources on State Parks lands within the Program study 
area and the surrounding 0.8-km (0.5-mile) radius, as well as a review of reports for all 
known cultural resources studies conducted within the 0.8-km (0.5-mile) search radius.  

Standard sources of information that list or cite known or potential historic properties and 
historical resources were also reviewed. These sources included the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP), the Office of Historic Preservation Determinations of Eligibility for the NRHP, 
the California Inventory of Historic Resources, the California Historical Landmarks, and the 
California Points of Historical Interest. Previous studies conducted in and around the study area 
were obtained and reviewed.  

Background research for historical resources was also conducted at the following locations: 

• California State Library in Sacramento 

• Caltrans Transportation Library in Sacramento  

• Shield Library at the University of California, Davis  

• El Dorado County Offices in South Lake Tahoe  

• South Lake Tahoe Historical Society Museum in South Lake Tahoe  

• North Lake Tahoe Historical Society in Tahoe City  

• El Dorado County Public Library – South Lake Tahoe Branch  

• Lake Tahoe Community College Library 
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Field Surveys 
The field survey for archaeological resources was conducted during several visits in September 
and October 2005 and September 2006. The survey for historic properties was performed during 
various periods between September 2005 and May 2006. 

Native American Consultation 
A letter was sent to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on February 6, 2006, 
requesting a search of the Sacred Lands File. A records search of the Sacred Lands File was 
conducted on February 8, 2006. According to the NAHC, there are no Sacred Lands within the 
immediate project area. The NAHC provided a list of seven Native American individuals and 
organizations that might have information pertinent to the Program or concerns regarding the 
proposed Program activities. Letters and maps were sent to the NAHC-identified individuals on 
February 24, 2006. Copies of the letters, maps, and telephone conversations are included in the 
ASR. 

3.6.1.3 Identified Resources 
Background research identified 44 previously recorded cultural resources within the study area. 
Additional archaeological and historic sites, features, and structures were identified as a result of 
Program-related research and surveys. Resources that will be impacted by proposed project 
activities are discussed in Section 3.6.3 and are categorized as to their eligibility for inclusion in 
the NRHP. 

3.6.2 Regulatory Setting 

3.6.2.1 Federal 
The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) sets forth the national policy and procedures 
regarding historic properties. Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the 
effects of their undertakings on such properties, following guidelines issued by the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. Caltrans complies with Section 106 requirements in 
accordance with its Programmatic Agreement with FHWA, the California State Historic 
Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. Other federal agencies 
whose lands are crossed by project segments and who may require permits or easements, such as 
the Forest Service, may also fulfill their Section 106 responsibilities through coordination with 
Caltrans. 

3.6.2.2 State 
In considering impact significance under CEQA, the significance of the resource is determined 
first. At the state level, consideration of significance is measured by cultural resource provisions 
considered under CEQA Sections 15064.5 and 15126.4 and the draft criteria regarding resource 
eligibility to the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). The eligibility criteria for 
the CRHR are very similar to those that qualify a property to the NRHP. Essentially, a property 
that is eligible for the NRHP is also eligible for the CRHR. 
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Generally, under CEQA, a historical resource (including built environment, historic and 
prehistoric archaeological resources) is considered significant if it meets the criteria for listing on 
the CRHR. Resources meeting these criteria may also be referred to as being “potentially 
eligible” for listing the CRHR. These criteria are set forth in CEQA Section 15064.5 and defined 
as any resource that: 

• Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage 

• Is associated with lives of persons important in our past 

• Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction; 
represents the work of an important creative individual; or possesses high artistic values 

• Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history 

The determination of eligibility must be based on the above. For example, for the last criterion, 
the judgment on eligibility hinges on the nature of intact archaeological deposits or features in a 
particular resource and the ability of those deposits or features to contain information that is 
useful for answering scientifically valid research questions. A historic structure or site must meet 
at least one of the criteria and retain enough historic character or appearance to be recognizable 
as a historic resource and convey the reasons for its significance, and/or retain the potential to 
yield significant scientific, historic information or specific data. 

Section 15064.5 of CEQA also assigns special importance to human remains and specifies 
procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered. These procedures are 
detailed under California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. 

Impacts to “unique archaeological resources” and “unique paleontological resources” are also 
considered under CEQA, as described under California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2. 
A unique archaeological resource implies an archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it 
can be clearly demonstrated that – without merely adding to the current body of knowledge – 
there is a high probability that it meets one of the following criteria: 

• The archaeological artifact, object, or site contains information needed to answer important 
scientific questions, and there is a demonstrable public interest in that information 

• The archaeological artifact, object, or site has a special and particular quality, such as being 
the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type 

• The archaeological artifact, object, or site is directly associated with a scientifically 
recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person 

A non-unique archaeological resource indicates an archaeological artifact, object, or site that 
does not meet the above criteria. Impacts to non-unique archaeological resources and resources 
that do not qualify for listing on the CRHR receive no further consideration under CEQA. 

Under CEQA Section 15064.5, a project would potentially have significant impacts if it would 
cause substantial adverse change in the significance of one of the following:  

• A historical resource (i.e., a cultural resource eligible for the CRHR) 

• An archaeological resource (defined as a unique archaeological resource that meets CRHR 
criteria as listed in Section 21083.2) 
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• A unique paleontological resource or unique geologic feature (i.e., where the project would 
directly or indirectly destroy a site) 

• Human remains (i.e., where the project would disturb or destroy burials) 

A non-unique resource is given no further consideration other than the simple recording of its 
existence by the CEQA lead agency. 

Potentially substantial changes (impacts) in the significance of a historic resource (e.g., 
archaeological site or historic structure) may involve demolition, destruction, relocation or 
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the resource is materially 
impaired with regard to the attributes that make it significant (CEQA Section 15064.5[b]). No 
mitigation measures are required unless there is a potential for an impact to a significant or 
potentially significant resource, or previously undiscovered cultural resources are detected 
during construction. Mitigation under CEQA must address impacts to the values for which a 
cultural resource is considered important. To mitigate adequately, it must therefore be determined 
what elements make a site eligible for the CRHR. The preferred treatment is complete avoidance, 
when feasible, of all cultural resources. 

Impact Significance Criteria 
A proposed project may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource if it would: 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 
CEQA Section 15064.5 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource as 
defined in CEQA Section 15064.5 

• Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature 

• Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries 

 

3.6.2.3 Regional 

TRPA Thresholds 
Although the TRPA does not include specific thresholds for archaeological resources, the TRPA 
Code of Ordinances includes provisions that offer procedures for the identification, evaluation, 
and protection of cultural resources, including sites of archaeological and historic significance. A 
potential loss of archaeological or historic resources would result in a significant impact on 
cultural resources. The TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist identifies issues that may be 
considered significant pursuant to the Code of Ordinances. These questions include: 

• Will the proposal result in an alteration of or adverse physical or aesthetic effect to a 
significant archaeological or historical site, structure, object or building?  
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• Is the proposed project located on a property with any known cultural, historical, and/or 
archaeological resources, including resources on TRPA or other regulatory official maps or 
records? 

• Is the property associated with any historically significant events and/or sites or persons? 

• Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change which would affect unique 
ethnic cultural values? 

• Will the proposal restrict historic or prehistoric religious or sacred uses within the potential 
impact area? 

3.6.3 Impacts 

3.6.3.1 CEQA and TRPA Considerations 
Table 3.6-1 summarizes the 16 NRHP-listed and NRHP-eligible properties (archaeological and 
historic), for which significance has already been determined, that would be affected by 
proposed Program activities.7 The table lists the status of each property and indicates in the 
Project Component column whether the site is only within the overall the study area (but is not 
overlapped by any project feature, such as a proposed drainage basin), or if it could be 
potentially affected by the preliminary locations of the various components of the Program in the 
future. 

Table 3.6-2 identifies the 48 resources that will need additional research in the future, should 
proposed Program activities affect the resources themselves. As with Table 3.6-1, the Project 
Component column indicates whether the resource was only identified within the Program study 
area or if it could also be affected by the preliminary locations of proposed project features. If the 
Program could potentially affect one of the resources listed in Table 3.6-2, the eligibility of the 
resource for inclusion in the NRHP and/or CRHR will need to be determined. 

 

                                                 
7 Properties listed in or determined eligible for listing in the NRHP are automatically listed in the CRHR and 

considered historic resources under CEQA. 
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Table 3.6-1 
Potentially Affected Cultural Resources/Historic Properties Within the Study Area 

(Previously Evaluated) 

Property Identifier Property Name Location 
NRHP 
Status 

Project 
Component 

USFS 05-19-0786 Old Alpine State Highway, 
Segment 1 

SR 89 
Segment 1 

Determined 
Eligible 

Proposed Basin 

CA-ELD-2413H, 
USFS 05-19-786 

Old Alpine Highway, 
Segment 9 

SR 89 
Segment 1 

Determined 
Eligible 

Within Study 
Area Only 

USFS 05-19-0777 Abandoned Road Segment SR 89, 
Segment 1 

Determined 
Eligible 

Within Study 
Area Only 

CA-ELD-0179 Washoe Trail Site SR 89 
Segment 2 

Determined 
Eligible 

Within Study 
Area Only 

CA-ELD-0180H Taylor Creek Site SR 89 
Segment 2 

Determined 
Eligible 

Within Study 
Area Only 

USFS 05-19-0045 Pope or Tevis Estate / FS 
05-03-54-45 

SR 89 
Segment 2 

NRHP-listed Within Study 
Area Only 

USFS 05-19-0043 Camp Richardson Resort SR 89 
Segment 2 

Determined 
Eligible 

Proposed Basin 

USFS 05-19-0044 Valhalla Estate SR 89 
Segment 2 

NRHP-listed Within Study 
Area Only 

USFS 05-19-0047 Tallac Historic Site 
(Baldwin, Pope and  

Heller Estates) 

SR 89 
Segment 2 

NRHP-listed Within Study 
Area Only 

USFS 05-19-0417 Fallen Leaf Dam 
water & electrical 

transmission 

SR 89 
Segment 2 

Determined 
Eligible 

Within Study 
Area Only 

USFS 05-19-0795 Visitor Center Site SR 89 
Segment 2 

Determined 
Eligible 

Within Study 
Area Only 

- SR 89 Masonry Features at 
Emerald Bay – Masonry 

Features 1-4 

SR 89, 
Segment 3 

Listed Within the Study 
Area Only 

- Vikingsholm Estate SR 89 
Segment 3 

NRHP-listed Within Study 
Area Only 

- D.L. Bliss State Park 
Custodian’s Cottage 

SR 89 
Segment 4 

Determined 
Eligible 

Within Study 
Area Only 

- Sugar Pine Point State Park SR 89 
Segment 5 

NRHP-listed Within Study 
Area Only 

- Murphy Family Summer 
Cabins Historic District 

SR 89 
Segment 5 

Determined 
Eligible 

Within Study 
Area Only 
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Table 3.6-2 
Potentially Affected Cultural Resources/Historic Properties Within the Study Area (Not 

Previously Evaluated) 

Property Identifier Property Name Location Project Component 
CA-ELD-2208 /    

P-09-003398 
BRM 1 US 50 Segment 1 Within Study Area Only 

P-09-003394 Foundation Site 2 US 50 Segment 1 Within Study Area Only 
USFS 05-19-0481 Lake Valley Utility (or Telephone) Line US 50  

Segment 1 & SR 89, 
Segment 2 

Within Study Area Only & 
Proposed Basin 

CA-ELD-2206H Foundation Site 1 US 50 Segment 2 Proposed Basin 
USFS 05-19-0021 Lakeside House / Stateline Hotel Site US 50 Segment 3 Within Study Area Only 
CA-ELD-0070H /    

P-09-00158H /   
USFS 05-19-0118 

“Dabayé po’ewe”  
Lithic scatters 

SR 89 Segment 1 Proposed Basin 

CA-ELD-2414H /  
P-09-003691 /  

USFS 05-19-1131 

Temp Site Aspen 4 SR 89 Segment 1 Proposed Basin 

CA-ELD-2415H /  
P-09-003693 /  

USFS 05-19-1128 

Temp Site Aspen 1 (formerly Isolate 98-1 / 
Aspen Grove 2 and Isolate 98-2 / Aspen 

Grove 3) 

SR 89, Segment 1 Within Study Area Only 

CA-ELD-2416H /  
P-09-003694 /  

USFS 05-19-1129 

Temp Site Aspen 2 SR 89, Segment 1 Proposed Basin 

CA-ELD-2417H /  
P-09-003695 /  

USFS 05-19-1130 

Temp Site Aspen 3 SR 89, Segment 1 Proposed Basin 

USFS 05-19-0909 Aspen Grove SR 89 Segment 1 Within Study Area Only 

USGS 05-19-0132 TRT 1A Aspens SR 89, Segment1 Within Study Area Only 

USFS 05-19-0423 Ethnographic site “Tsee Gah Bah” SR 89 Segment 1 Proposed Basin 

USFS 05-19-0426 LESS SR 89 Segment 1 Within Study Area Only 
USFS 05-19-1015 Highway 89 Spring Site SR 89 Segment 1 Proposed Basin 
USFS 05-19-1020 Santa Claus Site SR 89 Segment 1 Within Study Area Only 
CA-ELD-0029 /  
P-09-000177 /  

USFS 05-19-0114 

One site composed of two sites; CA-ELD-
179 &-180 (not shown on maps as two) 

SR 89, Segment 2 Within Study Area Only 

CA-ELD-0183 /  
P-09-000271 /  

USFS 05-19-0071 

Basalt Flakes SR 89, Segment2 Within Study Area Only 

USFS 05-19-0007 Permanent Washoe Camp Site (05-03-54-
007) 

SR 89 Segment 2 Within Study Area Only 

USFS 05-19-0111 Tallac Ditch SR 89 Segment 2 Within Study Area Only 
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Table 3.6-2 (Concluded) 
Potentially Affected Cultural Resources/Historic Properties Within the Study 

Area (Not Previously Evaluated) 

Property Identifier Property Name Location 
Project 

Component 
USFS 05-19-0456 Rich Ditch SR 89 Segment 2 Within Study 

Area Only 
- 73x (no record at NCIC, shown 

only on maps) 
SR 89 Segment 2 Within Study 

Area Only 
CA-ELD-2209 Lithic Scatter 1 SR 89 Segment 3 Proposed Basin 

- Bayview Resort & Campground SR 89, Segment 3 Proposed Basin 
P-09-003401 Historic SR 89, Segment 1 SR 89 Segment 4 Proposed Basin 
P-09-003401 Historic SR 89, Segment 2 SR 89 Segment 4 Proposed Basin 
P-09-003401 Historic SR 89, Segment 3 SR 89 Segment 4 Proposed Basin 
P-09-003401 Historic SR 89, Segment 4 SR 89 Segment 4 Within Study 

Area Only 
P-09-003401 Historic SR 89, Segment 5 SR 89 Segment 4 Proposed Basin 
P-09-003401 Historic SR 89, Segment 6 SR 89 Segment 4 Proposed Basin 
P-09-003401 Historic SR 89, Segment 7 SR 89 Segment 4 Within Study 

Area Only 
P-09-003401 Historic SR 89, Segment 8 SR 89 Segment 4 Within Study 

Area Only 
P-09-003408 Road 1 SR 89 Segment 4 Proposed Basin 
P-09-003409 Road 2 SR 89 Segment 4 Proposed Basin 
P-09-003410 Road 3 SR 89 Segment 4 Proposed Basin 
P-09-003411 Road 4 SR 89 Segment 4 Proposed Basin 
P-09-003412 Road 5 SR 89 Segment 4 Within Study 

Area Only 
P-09-003413 Road 6 SR 89 Segment 4 Within Study 

Area Only 
P-09-003414 Road 7 SR 89 Segment 4 Proposed Basin 
P-09-003415 Ditch 1 SR 89 Segment 4 Proposed Basin 
P-09-003416 Telegraph Line SR 89 Segment 4 Proposed Basin 

- Bliss Rock Wall / Green THP-Site 
7 

SR 89 Segment 5 Within Study 
Area Only 

- Erhman Ditch SR 89 Segment 5 Within Study 
Area Only 

- State Park Linear Feature 9 SR 89 Segment 5 Proposed Basin 
- State Park Linear Feature 10 SR 89 Segment 5 Proposed Basin 
- State Park Linear Feature 11 SR 89 Segment 5 Proposed Basin 
- State Park Site A8 SR 89 Segment 5 Proposed Basin 
- Yellow Jacket Dump Site SR 89 Segment 5 Within Study 

Area Only 
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3.6.3.2 No Project Alternative 
The No Project Alternative would consist of not implementing the EIP projects for which 
Caltrans is the lead agency; therefore, there would be no impacts to archaeological or historic 
resources.  

3.6.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Locations of Program facilities such as drainage basins and roadway pullouts have been 
conceptually identified but may change as detailed project design is carried out. Mitigation will 
ultimately need to be defined for each resource affected. The following defines categories of 
mitigation measures that could be applied as each project segment advances to design. 

Three classes of resources could potentially be affected by Program activities: 

• Built-environment resources (buildings, structures, and other aboveground built features) 

• Archaeological sites (prehistoric, historic, or mixed component) 

• Traditional cultural properties (traditional use areas such as plant gathering areas that still 
retain significance for living populations) 

The following kinds of activities could potentially affect these resource classes: 

• Ground-disturbing activity caused by construction, maintenance, or stormwater runoff erosion 

• Vandalism and/or looting of archaeological or built-environment resources as a result of 
increased use and/or access 

Typical avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures in addition to project BMPs may 
include the following: 

• Before any specific proposed undertaking that would have the potential to affect cultural 
resources, the information presented in this section and in the ASR and HRER will be reviewed 
against the specific area of potential effect for the undertaking. Parcels that were inaccessible 
for the archaeological resources study may require access and survey. This effort would take 
place in conjunction with consultation with members of the local Native American community 
and consultation with other interested members of the public as appropriate. 

• In the event that a significant cultural resource (as defined by the NRHP and CRHR criteria) 
is identified and has the potential to be adversely affected, measures will be taken to avoid 
the resource. In the event the resource cannot be avoided, it will be subject to data recovery, 
further study, enhanced recordation, interpretation, physical protection, or some combination 
of these measures to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

• In the future, if previously disturbed cultural materials are unearthed during the course of 
construction for any Program-related facilities, it is Caltrans’ policy that work be halted in 
that area until a professionally qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the find. 
Additional archaeological survey will be needed if the project limits are extended beyond the 
present survey limits. If human remains are encountered during the course of construction, all 
work in that area must halt and the El Dorado County Coroner must be contacted, pursuant to 
California Public Resources Code Sections 5097.94, 5097.98, and 5097.99.  
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3.7 NOISE 

This section presents the fundamentals of environmental noise, discusses policies and standards 
applicable to the proposed Program, and provides an evaluation of the potential significance of 
impacts resulting from Program construction. 

3.7.1 Environmental Setting 

3.7.1.1 Fundamentals of Noise 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Airborne sound is a rapid fluctuation of air pressure above 
and below atmospheric pressure. Sound levels are usually measured and expressed in decibels 
(dB), with 0 dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of hearing. Decibels and other technical 
terms are defined in Table 3.7-1. 

Most of the sounds that we hear in the environment do not consist of a single frequency but 
rather a broad band of frequencies, with each frequency differing in sound level. The intensities 
of each frequency add together to generate a sound. The method commonly used to quantify 
environmental sounds consists of evaluating all of the frequencies of a sound in accordance with 
a weighting that reflects the facts that human hearing is less sensitive at low frequencies and 
extreme high frequencies than in the frequency mid-range. This is called “A” weighting, and the 
decibel level so measured is called the A-weighted sound level (dBA). In practice, the level of a 
sound source is conveniently measured using a sound level meter that includes an electrical filter 
corresponding to the A-weighting curve. Typical A-weighted levels measured in the environment 
and in industry are shown in Table 3.7-2 for different types of noise.  

Although the A-weighted noise level may adequately indicate the level of environmental noise at 
any instant in time, community noise levels vary continuously. Most environmental noise 
includes a conglomeration of noise from distant sources that create a relatively steady 
background noise in which no particular source is identifiable. To describe the time-varying 
character of environmental noise, the statistical noise descriptors, L01, L10, L50, and L90, are 
commonly used. They are the A-weighted noise levels equaled or exceeded during 1 percent, 10 
percent, 50 percent, and 90 percent of a stated time period. A single number descriptor called the 
Leq is also widely used. The Leq is the average A-weighted noise level during a stated period of 
time. 

3.7.1.2 Existing Noise Environment 
The existing noise environment along US 50 and SR 89 results primarily from vehicular traffic. 
Typical daytime noise levels along segments of the highway were estimated based on Caltrans 
traffic volume data (Caltrans 2005a) and are presented in Table 3.7-3. 
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Table 3.7-1 
Definitions of Acoustical Terms 

Term Definitions 
Decibel (dB) A unit describing the amplitude of sound equal to 20 times the logarithm to the base 10 

of the ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the reference pressure. The 
reference pressure for air is 20. 

Sound Pressure Level Sound pressure is the sound force per unit area, usually expressed in micro Pascals (or 
20 micro Newtons per square meter), where 1 Pascal is the pressure resulting from a 
force of 1 Newton exerted over an area of 1 square meter. The sound pressure level is 
expressed in decibels as 20 times the logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio between the 
pressures exerted by the sound to a reference sound pressure (e.g., 20 micro Pascals). 
Sound pressure level is the quantity that is directly measured by a sound level meter. 

Frequency (Hz) The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and below atmospheric 
pressure. Normal human hearing is between 20 Hz and 20,000 Hz. Infrasonic sounds 
are below 20 Hz and ultrasonic sounds are above 20,000 Hz. 

A-Weighted Sound 
Level (dBA) 

The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter using the A-
weighting filter network. The A-weighting filter de-emphasizes the very low and very 
high frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the frequency response 
of the human ear, and correlates well with subjective reactions to noise.  

Equivalent Noise 
Level (Leq)  

The average A-weighted noise level during the measurement period.  

Lmax, Lmin The maximum and minimum A-weighted noise level during the measurement period. 
L01, L10, L50, L90 The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 1 percent, 10 percent, 50 percent, and 90 

percent of the time during the measurement period. 
Day/Night Noise 

Level (Ldn or DNL) 
The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of 10 
decibels to levels measured in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

Community Noise 
Equivalent Level 

(CNEL) 

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of 5 
decibels in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., and after addition of 10 decibels to 
sound levels measured in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

Ambient Noise Level The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The normal or existing level of 
environmental noise at a given location. 

Intrusive Noise that intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at a given location. The 
relative intrusiveness of a sound depends upon its amplitude, duration, frequency, and 
time of occurrence and tonal or informational content, as well as the prevailing ambient 
noise level. 

 



SECTION3.7 Noise 

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\3.07_NOISE.DOC\24-JUL-08 3.7-3 

 

Table 3.7-2 
Typical Noise Levels in the Environment 

Common Outdoor Noise Source Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Noise Source 
 120 dBA  

Jet flyover at 300 meters  Rock concert 
 110 dBA  
   

Pile driver at 20 meters 100 dBA  
  Night club with live music 
 90 dBA  

Large truck pass by at 15 meters   
 80 dBA Noisy restaurant 
  Garbage disposal at 1 meter 

Gas lawn mower at 30 meters 70 dBA Vacuum cleaner at 3 meters 
Commercial/Urban area daytime  Normal speech at 1 meter 

Suburban expressway at 90 meters 60 dBA  
Suburban daytime  Active office environment 

 50 dBA  
Urban area nighttime  Quiet office environment 

 40 dBA  
Suburban nighttime   

Quiet rural areas 30 dBA Library 
  Quiet bedroom at night 

Wilderness area 20 dBA  
Most quiet remote areas 10 dBA Quiet recording studio 

Threshold of human hearing 0 dBA Threshold of human hearing 
 

Table 3.7-3 
Typical Daytime Noise Levels Estimated from Average Daily Traffic 

Segment Segment Description 

Typical Daytime Noise Levels at 
30.5 Meters (100 Feet)  
from Roadway Center 

US 50 Segment 1 Meyers Road to 0.1 km east of Incline Road 66 dBA Leq 
US 50 Segment 2 Airport Road to the US 50/SR 89 “Y” Intersection 66 to 68 dBA Leq 
US 50 Segment 3 Ski Run Blvd. to the Nevada State Line 67 dBA 
SR 89 Segment 1 Alpine County Line to the US 50/SR 89 Intersection at 

Meyers 61 to 62 dBA 

SR 89 Segment 2 US 50/SR 89 “Y” in South Lake Tahoe to Cascade Rd. 67 dBA 
SR 89 Segment 3 Cascade Road to north of the Eagle Falls Sidehill 

Viaducts 61 dBA 

SR 89 Segment 4 North of the Eagle Falls Sidehill Viaducts to Meeks 
Creek 61 dBA 

SR 89 Segment 5 Meeks Creek to the Placer County Line 61 dBA 
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3.7.2 Regulatory Setting 

3.7.2.1 Federal and State (Caltrans) 
Caltrans applies noise criteria contained in the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway 
Construction, Reconstruction, and Retrofit Barrier Projects (Caltrans 2006a) to projects 
involving federal and state sponsorship. This protocol requires noise assessment and abatement 
evaluation for “Type I” projects, which are defined in 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 772 
and are primarily actions that add lanes to an existing highway or significantly change a 
highway’s alignment. None of the improvements proposed for the EIP (listed in Section 2.1) 
would meet this definition. Therefore, even if federal funding or other actions would apply to 
any future EIP projects, they do not appear to be Type I projects and would not require 
evaluation, based on the definition of the EIP project activities included in this EIR. 

CEQA Significance Criteria 
Applicable significance criteria under CEQA for the Program include the following:  

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

• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels. 

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

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels is considered a sustained increase of at least 5 dBA at one location 
during the seasonal construction period. 

3.7.2.2 Regional 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
The TRPA establishes noise limitations in Chapter 23 of the Code of Ordinances. These 
limitations are applicable to single-event noises from aircraft, marine crafts, motor vehicles, 
motorcycles, off-road vehicles, and snowmobiles. The limitations also apply to community noise 
levels in the Tahoe Region. TRPA-approved construction is specifically exempted from these 
provisions, provided that construction activities are limited to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. 

TRPA Thresholds 
The environmental carrying capacities, or thresholds, for noise consist of numerical Community 
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) values for various land use categories and transportation 
corridors and single-event (Lmax) standards for specific sources including motor vehicles, off-
road vehicles, boats, snowmobiles, and aircraft. The three noise threshold indicators under TRPA 
are as follows: 
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• N-1 – Single-event noise standards for aircraft: Aircraft noise measured in decibels 
monitored pursuant to the monitoring element of the Lake Tahoe Airport Master Plan. 

• N-2 – Single-event noise standards for other than aircraft: Any single-event noise 
measurement made with a Type I sound level meter using the A-weighting and “slow” 
response pursuant to applicable manufacturer’s instructions, except that for sounds of a 
duration of 2 seconds or less, the “fast” response shall be used. See Chapter 23 of the Code of 
Ordinances. 

• N-3 – Community Noise Equivalent Levels (CNELs): CNELs calculated pursuant to the 
Code of Ordinances, Section 23.4. The TRPA shall review proposed activities in the Region 
taking into account site-specific analyses, estimated impacts on affected land uses, 
consistency with other provisions of the Regional Plan, and reasonable tests of significance 
of change in noise levels. 

Table 3.7-4 lists numerical standards for background noise levels allowed for various land uses 
as well as standard thresholds for area transportation corridors.  

Table 3.7-4 
TRPA Noise Thresholds 

Land Use Category Average Noise Level or CNEL range (dBA) 
NUMERICAL STANDARDS 
Background noise levels shall not exceed the following levels: 
 High Density Residential Areas 55 
 Low Density Residential Areas 50 
 Hotel/Motel Areas 60 
 Commercial Areas    60 
 Industrial Areas 65 
 Urban Outdoor Recreation Areas 55 
 Rural Outdoor Recreation Areas 50 
 Wilderness and Roadless Areas 45 
 Critical Wildlife Habitat Areas 45 
 
TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORS1   
  US 50 652 
 SR 89, 207, 28, 267 and 431 552 
 Lake Tahoe Airport 603 
Source: TRPA Goals and Policies, Chapter 1 – Land Use Element, Amended 05/28/97 

1. Recommended CNEL levels for transportation corridors. 
2. This recommended threshold overrides the land use CNEL thresholds and is limited to an 
area within 300 feet from the edge of the road. 
3. This recommended threshold applies to those areas impacted by the approved flight paths. 

El Dorado County General Plan 
Maximum allowable noise levels resulting from construction are outlined in El Dorado County’s 
General Plan (El Dorado County 2004). Noise level standards outlined in Tables 6-3 and 6-4 of 
the El Dorado County Construction Noise Standards (see Figure 3.7-1) would apply to the 
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Program. The standards presented in Table 6-5 (see Figure 3.7-1) would not apply because 
construction activities would occur along existing state highways, which are not rural.  

Policy 6.5.1.11 The standards outlined in Tables 6-3, 6-4, and 6-5 (Figure 3.7-1) shall 
apply to those activities associated with actual construction of a project 
as long as such construction occurs between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 
p.m., Monday through Friday, and 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. on weekends, and 
on federally recognized holidays. Exemptions are allowed if it can be 
shown that construction beyond these times is necessary to alleviate 
traffic congestion and safety hazards.  

3.7.3 Impacts 

3.7.3.1 CEQA Considerations 

Construction Activities 
Construction activities associated with the proposed Program are described in Section 2.1. 
Construction would generate noise and would temporarily increase noise levels at adjacent land 
uses. Construction-related noise levels are normally highest during the demolition and earthwork 
phases of construction because of heavy equipment and impact tools required to complete the 
work. These phases of construction normally generate the highest noise levels over extended 
periods of time.  
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Figure 3.7-1 El Dorado County Construction Noise Standards 
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Typical hourly average noise levels resulting from the construction of roadways, sewers, and 
trenches are about 79 dBA to 88 dBA Leq measured at a distance of 15.2 meters (50 feet) from 
the center of the site during busy construction periods. Construction noise levels would vary on a 
day-to-day basis depending on the actual activities occurring at the site. Table 3.7-5 summarizes 
the typical range of average noise levels that could be expected during construction phases.  

Table 3.7-5 
Typical Ranges of Energy Equivalent Noise Levels at 15.2 

Meters (50 Feet), Leq in dBA, at Construction Sites 

Public Works Roads and Highways, Sewers, and 
Trenches 

Phase  

With all pertinent 
equipment present  

at site 

With minimum required 
equipment present at 

site 
Ground Clearing 84 84 

Excavation 88 78 
Foundations 88 88 

Erection 79 78 
Finishing 84 84 

Source: USEPA 1973, 2-104. 
 

Maximum noise levels resulting from individual pieces of equipment would range from about 74 
dBA to 89 dBA measured at a distance of 15.2 meters (50 feet) from the construction equipment. 
Table 3.7-6 summarizes the typical range of maximum noise levels that could be expected with 
construction equipment.  

Construction-generated noise levels drop off at a rate of about 6 dBA per doubling of the 
distance between the source and receptor. Shielding by buildings or terrain can substantially 
reduce construction noise levels at distant receptors.  
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Table 3.7-6 
Maximum Noise Levels from Construction Equipment at 

15.2 Meters (50 Feet) 

Equipment Maximum Noise Levels (dBA) 
Dozer 88 

Excavator 85 
Elevating Scraper 89 

Backhoe 84 
Front-End Loader 87 

Water Truck 87 
Tractor Trailer – 20 cubic yards 80 

Crane 86 
Compactor 82 

Paver 85 
Welding Machine 74 

Generator 84 
Drill Rig 88 

Source: National Cooperative Highway Research Program 1999; USEPA 1971. 
 

Noise Levels in Excess of Applicable Standards 
Maximum and average noise levels generated by construction activities would exceed the 
construction noise level standards established by El Dorado County. El Dorado County’s 
maximum allowable noise exposure levels for construction noise during the daytime (an hourly 
average limit of 55 dBA Leq) would generally be 6 to 13 dB below ambient hourly average traffic 
noise levels at the closest receptors to the highway alignment (approximately 30.5 meters [100 
feet] from the roadway center). Similarly, the maximum noise level standard of 75 dBA would 
typically be below ambient maximum noise levels resulting from vehicular traffic along the 
highways (e.g., motorcycles, trucks, etc.). The noise level standards presented in the General 
Plan (El Dorado County 2004) do not account for the duration of Program construction. A 
reasonable construction period (1 year) should be allowed so that projects of limited duration can 
be mitigated by the implementation of a series of BMPs.  

Typical hourly average noise levels resulting from the construction of roadways, sewers, and 
trenches are about 73 dBA to 82 dBA, measured at a distance of 30.5 meters (100 feet). 
Maximum noise levels resulting from individual pieces of equipment range from about 68 dBA 
to 83 dBA, measured at a distance of 30.5 meters (100 feet). Hourly average noise levels could 
exceed 55 dBA Leq within about 152.4 to 670.6 meters (500 to 2,200 feet) of the construction site 
during various activities, assuming no excess attenuation resulting from shielding or ground 
absorption. Maximum noise levels would exceed 75 dBA within approximately 76.2 meters (250 
feet) of the loudest pieces of construction equipment. 

Maximum and hourly average noise levels would exceed the County’s construction noise 
standards. Program construction activities would affect a particular receptor or group of 
receptors for a temporary period of time, due to the transitional nature of the work as it proceeds 
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along each highway within each segment. The impact would be less than significant provided 
that standard Caltrans construction noise control measures are implemented at all construction 
sites and where noise levels that exceed the County’s standards can be limited to one 
construction season or less.  

Temporary Noise Increases During Construction 
Construction activities would result in temporary noise level increases at receptors along the 
project alignment. This is a less-than-significant impact given the anticipated construction 
schedule and the amount of time that particular noise-sensitive receptors would be affected by 
the Program.  

Road construction activities could take up to three to four construction seasons to complete on 
roadway segments due to the relatively small construction period available each year. Noise 
generated by roadway construction does not typically last over extended periods of time, because 
activities move along the right-of-way as construction proceeds.  

Construction equipment would likely include air compressors, paving machines, forklift trucks, 
loaders, pavement grinders, dump trucks, trenching machines, compactors, and backhoes. Noise 
levels generated by construction activities could be as high as 82 dBA. Leq at receptors 30.5 
meters (100 feet) from the construction site would be expected to exceed 60 dBA Leq and would 
increase the ambient noise environment by at least 5 decibels during the busiest hours at 
receptors up to 396.2 meters (1,300 feet) from the construction site. However, construction 
activities are anticipated to affect a particular receptor or group of receptors for a period of time 
considerably less than one construction season. Noise impacts resulting from construction would 
be less than significant because of the short exposure period.  

Construction noise impacts could result when construction activities occur during noise-sensitive 
times of the day (early morning, evening, or nighttime hours); the construction occurs in areas 
immediately adjoining noise-sensitive land uses; or construction durations last over extended 
periods of time.  

Post-Construction Noise 
Noise levels along each of the project segments would be the same after construction is 
completed as they were prior to the commencement of construction. The Program will not 
change highway capacity or traffic flow to any measurable extent that would have any effect on 
long-term noise levels. There would be no impacts or change to the existing noise environment. 

3.7.3.2 TRPA Considerations 
The Program would not alter or otherwise affect aircraft volume or flight patterns, and therefore 
it would have no impact on the TRPA Threshold N-1 pertaining to aircraft noise. Similarly, noise 
levels generated by single events relating to boats, motor vehicles, motorcycles, off-road 
vehicles, and snowmobiles would not be affected by the Program.  

Although the Program would not alter future noise levels for communities, temporary noise 
levels would increase during construction activities. Mitigation measures would be employed to 
minimize adverse effects associated with construction noise, particularly if construction takes 
place outside of the 8:00 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. timeframe when construction noise is exempted from 
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the TRPA Code of Ordinances considerations. Mitigation measures are described in Section 
3.7.4. 

3.7.3.3 No Project Alternative 
The No Project Alternative would consist of not implementing the EIP projects for which 
Caltrans is the lead agency. Therefore, there would be no noise impacts. 

3.7.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Although the potential for construction noise impacts is considered less than significant, standard 
construction noise control measures should be implemented to reduce the effects of construction 
noise on adjacent land uses. Caltrans requires construction contractors to comply with Standard 
Specifications and Special Provisions. These include that the contractor shall comply with all 
local sound control and noise level rules, regulations, and ordinances that apply to any work 
performed for the construction contract. Typical measures that may be considered and/or 
implemented at noise sensitive locations include the following:  

• Noise-generating activities at the construction site or in areas adjacent to the construction site 
associated with the Program would be restricted to a specified daytime period that would be 
included in the construction contract. 

• Equip internal combustion engine–driven equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers that 
are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment.  

• Prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines.  

• Avoid staging of construction equipment within 61 meters (200 feet) of residences and locate 
all stationary noise-generating construction equipment, such as air compressors and portable 
power generators, away from existing noise-sensitive receptors.  

• In unusual circumstances where daytime construction noise would be ongoing and located 
immediately adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses, temporary barriers could be considered to 
screen stationary noise-generating equipment.  

• Use “quiet” air compressors and other stationary noise sources if such technology is 
available. 

• The project Resident Engineer would be responsible for responding to any local complaints 
about construction noise.  
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3.8 AIR QUALITY 

This section summarizes the results of the air quality analysis for the proposed Program (URS 
2006b). 

3.8.1 Environmental Setting 
Located in El Dorado and Placer counties, the Lake Tahoe Basin was designated as its own air 
basin in 1969. The air quality in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin is regulated by several agencies 
including the USEPA, the California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the TRPA. Each of 
these agencies has developed rules and regulations to attain various air quality goals. Although 
USEPA regulations may not be superseded, both state and local regulations may be more 
stringent than federal air quality regulations. In general, the USEPA and CARB are responsible 
for regulating emissions from on-road and off-road vehicles and establishing air quality 
standards. The TRPA is responsible for implementing federal and state regulations, permitting 
stationary sources of air pollution, and developing plans aimed at attaining ambient air quality 
standards. Emissions from projects associated with changes in automobile traffic are addressed 
through the TRPA’s air quality plans.  

3.8.1.1 Air Quality Standards 
The federal government, through the USEPA, has established primary and secondary National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for criteria pollutants8 under the provisions of the 
Clean Air Act. Most recently, the USEPA also promulgated new 8-hour ambient air quality 
standards for ozone (O3) and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5). The 
new 8-hour O3 standard has replaced the 1-hour O3 standard, which has been revoked for the 
region. The NAAQS values are summarized in Table 3.8-1. 

The USEPA has classified air basins (or portions thereof) as “attainment,” “nonattainment,” or 
“unclassified” for each criteria air pollutant, based on whether or not the NAAQS has been 
consistently achieved. A single exceedance of the NAAQS does not necessarily indicate that the 
air basin will be classified as being in nonattainment of the ambient air quality standards. 
Instead, the USEPA performs a numerical analysis on the air quality monitoring data to 
determine if the air quality is in compliance with the NAAQS. If an area is designated 
unclassified, it is because a lack of adequate air quality data were available on which to base a 
nonattainment or attainment designation. The USEPA has classified the Lake Tahoe Air Basin as 
being in attainment of the federal standards for the criteria pollutants. 

Four ambient pollutant monitoring stations are located within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin: Echo 
Summit Station, Harvey’s Resort Station, South Lake Tahoe–Airport Station, and South Lake 
Tahoe–Sandy Way Station. Tables 3.8-2 and 3.8-3 summarize measured criteria pollutant 
concentrations from 2003 to 2005 at the Echo Summit Station and the South Lake Tahoe–Sandy 
Way Station, respectively. These stations provided the greatest amount of ambient pollutant 
monitoring data. 

 

                                                           
8 “Criteria pollutants” refer to the pollutants that have established federal or state regulatory limits. The criteria 
pollutants are listed in Table 3.8-1. 
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Table 3.8-1 
Federal and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal(1) State 
1 Hour None(4) 0.09 ppm 

Ozone (O3) 8 Hour 0.08 ppm 0.07 ppm (3) 
24 Hour 150 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 Particulate Matter 

(PM10) Annual Average 50 µg/m3 20 µg/m3 
24 Hour 65 µg/m3 None Fine Particulate 

Matter (PM2.5) Annual Average 15 µg/m3 12 µg/m3 
1 Hour 35 ppm 20 ppm Carbon Monoxide 

(CO) 8 Hour 9 ppm 9.0 ppm 
1 Hour None 0.25 ppm Nitrogen dioxide 

(NO2) Annual Average 0.053 ppm None 
30 days None 1.5 µg/m3 

Lead (Pb) 
Calendar Quarter 1.5 µg/m3 None 

1 Hour None 0.25 ppm 
3 Hour 0.5 ppm (2) NA 
24 Hour 0.14 ppm 0.04 ppm 

Sulfur Dioxide 
(SO2) 

Annual Average 0.03 ppm None 
Sulfates 24 Hour None 25 µg/m3 

Hydrogen Sulfide 1 Hour None 0.03 ppm 

Visibility Reducing 
Particles 

8 Hour None Extinction 
coefficient of 
0.23 per km 

Vinyl Chloride 24 Hour None 0.01 ppm 
Source: CARB ADAM Web site, www.arb.ca.gov/aqs/aaqs2.pdf 
Notes: 
1. Primary NAAQS unless otherwise noted 
2. Secondary NAAQS 
3. Approved by CARB on April 2005 and expected to go into effect in 2006. 
4. 1-hour ozone standard revoked June 5, 2005 except for areas that do not yet have an effective date 
for their 8-hour designations. 
µg/m3 = microgram(s) per cubic meter 
ppm = parts per million  
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Table 3.8-2 
Maximum Measured Pollutant Concentrations at Echo Summit 

Standards/Threshold Maximum Measured Concentration 
Pollutant 

Averaging 
Time Units Federal State TRPA 2003 2004 2005 
1 hour ppm None 0.09 0.08 0.082(3) 0.096(2,3) 0.079 

Ozone (O3) 8 hour ppm 0.08 0.070 None 0.079(2) 0.082(1,2) 0.070 
24 hour µg/m3 150 50 50 46.0/36.0(4) 24.0/19.0(4) NA 
Annual 
Average 

µg/m3 50 20 20 7.9/6.3(4) NA NA Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

Annual 
Average 

µg/m3 15 12 None NA NA NA 

24 hour µg/m3 65 None None NA NA NA Fine 
Particulate 

Matter (PM2.5) 
Annual 
Average 

µg/m3 15 12 None NA NA NA 

1 hour ppm None 0.25 None 0.059 0.068 NA 
Nitrogen 

Dioxide (NO2) Annual 
Average 

ppm 0.053 None None 0.003 0.002 NA 

1 hour ppm 35 20 6 2.4 6.1 NA Carbon 
Monoxide (CO) 8 hour ppm 9 9.0 None 1.9 4.4 NA 

Source: Monitoring station located at 21200 US 50, Little Norway, CA 95721 (CARB 2005; USEPA 2006). 
Notes: PM2.5 and SO2 were not monitored at this station during this period. 
1. Exceeds the federal standard. 
2. Exceeds the state standard. 
3. Exceeds TRPA standard. 
4. Federal/state values. The federal and state values differ due to differences in sampling methods and criteria.  
µg/m3 = microgram(s) per cubic meter 
NA= not available 
ppm = part(s) per million 
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Table 3.8-3 
Maximum Measured Pollutant Concentrations at South Lake Tahoe–Sandy Way 

Standards/Thresholds Maximum Measured Concentration 
Pollutant 

Averaging 
Time Units Federal State TRPA 2003 2004 2005 
1 hour ppm None 0.09 0.08 0.075 0.066 NA 

Ozone (O3) 8 hour ppm 0.08 0.070 None 0.066 NA NA 
24 hour µg/m3 150 50 50 61.0/52.0(1,2,3) 47.0/41.0(3) 38.0/33.0(3) 

Particulate 
Matter (PM10) Annual 

Average 
µg/m3 50 20 20 17.6/15.0(3) NA NA 

24 hour µg/m3 65 None None 21/24(3) 20/23.2(3) NA Fine 
Particulate 

Matter (PM2.5) 
Annual 
Average 

µg/m3 15 12 None 7.2 NA  NA 

1 hour ppm None 0.25 None 0.052 0.055 NA 
Nitrogen 

Dioxide (NO2) Annual 
Average 

ppm 0.053 None None 0.010 0.012 NA 

1 hour ppm 35 20 6 2.4 2.2 NA Carbon 
Monoxide (CO) 8 hour ppm 9 9.0 None 1.5 1.2 NA 

Source: Monitoring station located at 3337 Sandy Way, South Lake Tahoe CA 96150 (CARB 2005; USEPA 2006). 
Notes: SO2 was not monitored at this station during this period. 
1. Exceeds the state standard. 
2. Exceeds the TRPA standard. 
3. Federal/state values. The federal and state values differ due to differences in sampling methods and criteria.  
µg/m3 = microgram(s) per cubic meter 
NA= not available 
ppm = part(s) per million 
 
Monitoring data for the South Lake Tahoe–Airport Station, located at 1901 Airport Road, South 
Lake Tahoe, California, are only available after 2005 and for ozone. In 2005, the maximum 1-
hour and 8-hour concentrations of ozone were 0.073, and 0.067 ppm, respectively. Monitoring 
data from the Harvey’s Resort Station, located at Stateline, Nevada, are only available for CO. 
The maximum 1-hour CO concentration at Harvey’s Resort Station from 2003 to 2005 was 13.0 
ppm in 2003. The maximum 8-hour CO concentration at Harvey’s Resort Station from 2003 to 
2005 was 4.4 ppm in 2003. 
 

3.8.1.2 Air Quality in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin 
The following discusses the measured local concentrations, health effects, and other 
characteristics of ozone (O3), particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), 
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2), and sulfur dioxide (SO2). Lead (Pb), sulfates, and hydrogen sulfide are of least 
concern because levels are well below standards and no major sources of these pollutants exist in 
the area. 

Ozone 
O3 is a colorless gas that has a pungent odor and causes eye and lung irritation, visibility 
reduction, and crop damage. A primary constituent of smog, O3 is formed in the atmosphere in 
the presence of sunlight by a series of chemical reactions involving oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and 



SECTION3.8 Air Quality 

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\3.08_AIR QUALITY.DOC\24-JUL-08 3.8-5 

reactive organic gases (ROGs). Because these reactions occur on a regional scale, O3 is 
considered a regional air pollutant. Industrial fuel combustion and motor vehicles are primary 
sources of NOx and ROGs. 

As shown in Tables 3.8-2 and 3.8-3, O3 concentrations have exceeded federal, state, and TRPA 
ambient air quality standards at both monitoring stations. However, these violations are not large 
enough or frequent enough for the USEPA or the CARB to classify the Lake Tahoe Air Basin as 
being in nonattainment of the standards.  

Particulate Matter 
Particulate matter is generally composed of particles in the air such as dust, soot, aerosols, 
fumes, and mists. Of particular concern are inhalable particulates that have aerodynamic PM10. A 
subgroup of these particulates is fine particulates (PM2.5), which have very different 
characteristics, sources, and potential health effects than coarse particulates (particles with 
aerodynamic diameter between 2.5 to 10 micrometers). Coarse particulates are generated by 
sources such as windblown dust, agricultural fields, and dust from vehicular traffic on unpaved 
roads. PM2.5 is generally emitted from activities such as industrial combustion, vehicle exhaust, 
and residential wood-burning stoves and fireplaces. PM2.5 is also formed in the atmosphere when 
gases, such as SO2, NOx, and volatile organic compounds, emitted by combustion activities are 
transformed by chemical reactions in the air. PM10 affects breathing and the respiratory system. 
Specifically, it can damage lung tissue and contribute to cancer and premature death. Separate 
standards for PM2.5 were established in 1997 because these smaller particles can penetrate deep 
into the respiratory tract and cause their own unique adverse health effects. 

Measured concentrations at the two monitoring stations have not exceeded federal PM10 
standards since 2003. Historically, however, there have been periods of exceedances of the state 
PM10 standard, in particular in 2003 when the state PM10 standard was exceeded for about 6 
days. These exceedances have contributed to the region being classified as nonattainment for the 
state PM10 standard. There have been no violations of the federal or state standards for PM2.5 for 
the last 5 years.  

Carbon Monoxide 
CO is an odorless, colorless gas that can impair the transport of oxygen in the bloodstream; 
aggravate cardiovascular disease; and cause fatigue, headache, confusion, and dizziness. CO 
forms through incomplete combustion of fuels in vehicles, wood stoves, industrial operations, 
and fireplaces. Vehicular exhaust is a major source of CO. CO tends to dissipate rapidly into the 
atmosphere; consequently, it is generally a concern at the local level, particularly at major road 
intersections. Measured CO concentrations for 2003 to 2005 are well below federal, state, and 
TRPA standards. 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
NO2 is a brownish, highly reactive gas that can irritate the lungs, cause pneumonia, and lower the 
resistance to respiratory infections. Oxides of nitrogen (NOx), which include NO2, are a key 
precursor to O3 and acid rain. NOx forms when fuel is burned at high temperatures, and 
principally comes from transportation sources and stationary fuel combustion sources such as 
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electric utility and industrial boilers. NO2 monitoring levels (Tables 3.8-2 and 3.8-3) are well 
below the state, federal, and TRPA standards.  

Sulfur Dioxide 
SO2 is a colorless acidic gas with a strong odor. High concentrations of SO2 affect breathing and 
may aggravate existing respiratory and cardiovascular disease. SO2 is also a primary contributor 
to acid deposition, which causes acidification of lakes and streams and can damage trees, crops, 
building materials, and statues. In addition, sulfur compounds in the air can contribute to 
visibility impairment. The major source category for SO2 is fuel-burning equipment combusting 
fossil fuels. SO2 is not measured at the monitoring stations in the Lake Tahoe basin. Major 
sources of this pollutant such as industry are not typically present within the Tahoe area. 

3.8.2 Regulatory Setting 
The following summarizes the federal, state, and local regulatory settings applicable to the Lake 
Tahoe Air Basin. 

3.8.2.1 Federal  
Transportation planning and projects that involve federal funding or FHWA approval must show 
that they conform to a USEPA-approved plan, specifically the State Implementation Plan (SIP). 
The purpose of showing conformity is to demonstrate that the project has been adequately 
included and evaluated in the process of local, state, and federal transportation project 
programming and air quality analyses. The proposed Program does not involve federal funding 
or FHWA approvals at the time this EIR was prepared.  

There is the potential that individual projects under the EIP may have federal involvement in the 
future. Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act Amendment includes the requirement that federally 
funded or approved transportation plans, programs, and projects conform to the SIP, as noted 
above. However, 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 93.126 lists transportation 
projects that are ordinarily exempt from the requirement to determine conformity with the SIP. 
Such projects may proceed toward implementation even in the absence of a conforming 
transportation plan and Transportation Improvement Plan or Program. No further air quality 
evaluation would be necessary. Many elements of the EIP can potentially be defined per these 
categories, which are listed in Table 3.8-4. Ultimately, if federal funding is involved in a specific 
future project, the project should be reviewed against the definitions listed in Table 3.8-4. The 
determination of whether conformity requirements apply would have to be confirmed by FHWA. 
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Table 3.8-4 
Highway/Transportation Projects Ordinarily Exempt from  

Federal Transportation Conformity Requirements 
Safety Projects: 
• Railroad/highway crossing. 
• Hazard elimination program. 
• Safer non-federal-aid system roads. 
• Shoulder improvements. 
• Increasing sight distance. 
• Safety improvement program. 
• Traffic control devices and operating assistance 

other than signalization projects. 
• Railroad/highway crossing warning devices. 
• Guardrails, median barriers, crash cushions. 

• Pavement resurfacing and/or rehabilitation. 
• Pavement marking demonstration. 
• Emergency relief (23 USC 125). 
• Fencing. 
• Skid treatments. 
• Safety roadside rest areas. 
• Adding medians. 
• Truck climbing lanes outside the urbanized area. 
• Lighting improvements. 
• Widening narrow pavements or reconstructing 

bridges (no additional travel lanes). 
• Emergency truck pullovers. 

Note: Partial listing from 40 CFR 93.126. 

3.8.2.2 State 
Lake Tahoe is located within both California and Nevada. However, the Program would take 
place along segments of US 50 and SR 89, entirely within the state of California. Consequently, 
regulations for the Nevada Department of Environmental Planning (NDEP) do not apply to the 
Program. This section only focuses on regulations established for the State of California. 

California has established its own ambient air quality standards for criteria air pollutants that are, 
in general, more stringent than the federal standards (see Table 3.8-1). The CARB enforces these 
standards by regulating mobile emission sources and overseeing activities of the local air 
pollution control districts and regional air quality management districts. Of the criteria pollutants 
that have been classified, the Lake Tahoe Air Basin is in attainment of the California ambient air 
quality standards except for the California 24-hour PM10 standard. The Lake Tahoe Air Basin 
has not been classified for visibility-reducing particles and hydrogen sulfide because insufficient 
data are available to determine whether the pollutant concentrations are in attainment of the 
regulatory standards. In the past, there have been exceedances of the California 8-hour ozone 
standard. However, the Lake Tahoe Air Basin is still classified as being in attainment of the 8-
hour ozone standard because the exceedances have not been frequent or significant enough to 
change the basin’s attainment status (see Section 3.8.1.1).  

Significance Criteria 
Potentially applicable CEQA significance criteria for the Program include the following.  

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

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

• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors). 
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• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentration. 

• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

3.8.2.3 Regional 
The TRPA has regional jurisdiction over air quality in the bi-state Lake Tahoe Air Basin. The 
TRPA regulates most air pollutant sources with the exceptions of motor vehicles, locomotives, 
aircraft, agriculture (forestry) equipment, and marine vessels. State and local government 
projects, as well as those funded by the private sector, are subject to the requirements of the 
TRPA. In addition, the TRPA, along with the NDEP and CARB, maintains ambient air quality 
monitoring stations at numerous locations throughout the air basin. The stations are used to 
monitor the concentration of criteria pollutants and to assist in the classification of the attainment 
status of the air basin.  

TRPA has adopted a Regional Transportation Plan–Air Quality Plan (RTP-AQP) that focuses on 
attaining the federal and state air quality standard. Within the RTP-AQP, TRPA has established a 
set of air quality thresholds that tend to be equivalent to or more stringent than the federal and 
state air quality standards. The TRPA ambient air quality standards for criteria pollutants are 
summarized below: 

• CO concentrations shall be maintained at or below 6 parts per million (ppm), averaged over 8 
hours 

• O3 concentrations shall be maintained below 0.08 ppm, averaged over 1 hour 

• The PM10 threshold for TRPA is equivalent to the state ambient air quality standards (20 
µg/m3 averaged over a year and 50 µg/m3 averaged over a 24-hour period) 

No TRPA standards exist for NO2 and SO2. However, the concentration of these criteria 
pollutants must still comply with federal and state ambient air quality standards. 

In addition to the ambient air quality standards for criteria pollutants, TRPA has also established 
air quality thresholds for visibility, traffic volume, vehicle miles traveled, and wood smoke. 
Projects that exceed these thresholds are considered to be a significant impact on the air quality 
of the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

3.8.3 Impacts 
This section identifies and discusses the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed 
Program. A detailed discussion of mitigation measures is included in Section 3.8.4. 

3.8.3.1 CEQA Considerations 

Construction  
Construction is a source of dust emissions that have the potential to result in temporary impacts 
on air quality (i.e., exceed state air quality standards for PM10). Construction emissions would 
result from earth moving and heavy equipment use. These emissions would be generated from 
land clearing, ground excavation, cut and fill operations, and pavement activities. Dust emissions 
would vary from day to day depending on the level of activity, the specific operations, and the 



SECTION3.8 Air Quality 

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\3.08_AIR QUALITY.DOC\24-JUL-08 3.8-9 

prevailing weather. In addition to particulate emissions from earth moving, combustion 
emissions from fuel-powered construction equipment may create a temporary impact on local air 
quality. Such equipment is typically diesel-fueled. Depending on the activities involved and their 
duration, there is the potential for unmitigated construction activities to result in substantial air 
quality impacts, in particular with local dust and particulate emissions. 

Operation 
The Program would not increase the total traffic volume in the project area. Following the 
completion of construction, the existing number of through travel lanes would be the same as 
prior to construction.  

3.8.3.2 TRPA Considerations 

Construction  
The TRPA guidelines do not provide a numerical threshold of significance for construction 
emissions. Instead, the emissions from construction are considered to have a temporary impact 
that must be mitigated through the use of BMPs and revegetation as determined by TRPA. A 
description of the best management practices proposed to control airborne dust emissions is 
provided in Section 3.8.4. 

Operation 
Under TRPA guidelines, an insignificant increase in traffic is considered an increase in volume 
of 100 or fewer daily vehicle trips (TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 9.3.2C). None of the 
Program activities are envisioned as resulting in permanent change in capacity of that level. 
Consequently, the Program would not introduce any additional emission sources. Impacts to air 
quality will be less than significant.  

3.8.3.3 No Project Alternative 
The No Project Alternative would consist of not implementing the EIP projects for which 
Caltrans is the lead agency; therefore, there would be no impacts to air quality. 

3.8.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

3.8.4.1 Construction 
The proposed Program is expected to generate suspended particulate matter from construction 
activities. The TRPA regulates particulate matter emissions due to construction activities by 
requiring that projects that involve the creation or relocation of land coverage submit a 
construction permit that details the dust control measures that would be applied during 
construction. The TRPA Coordinator would be required to apply for and to obtain the necessary 
TRPA permit(s). Typical dust control practices that may be required to reduce the amount of dust 
from construction emissions may include the following measures: 
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• Cover open-bodied trucks when used for transporting materials likely to generate airborne 
dust 

• Water disturbed (graded or excavated) surfaces as necessary, increasing frequency when 
weather conditions require 

• Water disturbed areas to form a compact surface after grading and earth working 

• Use chemical dust suppressants when watering is not sufficient 

• Limit areas to be cleared to facilities required for the project and necessary equipment and 
materials stockpile areas 

• Limit the speed of construction equipment and vehicles on unpaved roads when conditions 
require 

• Erosion control planting of exposed slopes after construction 

• Incorporation of standard erosion control measures as part of the contract. 

The dust control activities would comply with Section 10 of Caltrans’ Standard Construction 
Specifications (Caltrans 2006b) and would be reviewed and approved of by TRPA. 

In addition, the following measures can mitigate pollutant emissions in construction equipment 
exhaust: 

• Keep engines properly tuned 

• Limit engine idling 

• Avoid unnecessary concurrent usage of equipment. 

3.8.4.2 Operation 
With incorporation of the Caltrans Standard Construction Specifications (Caltrans 2006b), the 
operation of the proposed Program would not have any significant impacts on air quality. 
Consequently, no air quality–related mitigation measures would be required. 
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3.9 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

This section describes the results of a review of contaminated site databases for the vicinity of 
the US 50 and SR 89 project segments, and the potential impacts and mitigation measures from 
implementing the proposed Program. 

3.9.1 Environmental Setting 
Caltrans completed Initial Site Assessments (ISAs) for the project segments on US 50 in 2003 
(Caltrans 2003c, Attachment G) and on SR 89 in 2002 (Caltrans 2003d, Attachment G). The 
evaluation included a review of photos of the routes; listings of local, state, and federal databases 
as compiled by the firm Vista Information Solutions, including the Cortese list; and maps from 
the California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology covering the project 
area. The ISA evaluations were performed to determine if hazardous waste issues affect the 
project segments and whether follow-up investigations would be necessary. The studies are 
summarized in this section for this program-level EIR to identify the potential for impacts, and as 
specific segments or projects are advanced in the environmental review process the 
investigations will be updated. Preliminary Site Investigations, involving site-specific evaluation 
and potentially testing of soils and water were recommended to ultimately determine 
specifications for addressing any contamination issues potentially present at the Program. 

Based on the ISA reviews, it was concluded that the potential for hazardous waste exists with 
respect to the following: 

• Lead-contaminated soils from lead additives in combustible gasoline where particulates have 
been aerially deposited. These soils must be removed and disposed of in compliance with a 
Lead Compliance Plan developed in accordance with Title 8, Section 1532.1(e)(2) of the 
California Code of Regulations (CCR). 

• Yellow thermoplastic traffic stripe removal and disposal. The yellow traffic stripe in the 
existing portion of the roadway may contain heavy metals such as lead and chromium that 
may exceed hazardous waste thresholds established by the CCR and may produce toxic 
fumes when heated. Any removal of yellow traffic stripe material must be done in 
accordance with a Lead Compliance Plan and disposed of at a Class I disposal facility. 

Table 3.9-1 lists the sites that were identified in the ISAs as having the potential to contain 
hydrocarbon-contaminated soils. At the time the individual projects move forward, the 
contamination of these sites may require further verification. 
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Table 3.9-1 
Potentially Contaminated Sites Along US 50 and SR 89 Project Segments 

Site Name Address Issue 
Beacon/Swiss Mart/United Gas 913 Emerald Bay Leaking UST 
Unknown Source North of US 50/SR 89 Junction Unknown source PCE plume in 

groundwater  
South Y Shell 1020 Emerald Bay Road Leaking UST 
National Car Rental 1101 Emerald Bay Road Leaking UST 
USA Gas #7 (Oasis Service Station) 1140 Emerald Bay Road Leaking UST 
Meyers Beacon Gas Station 3208 US 50 Leaking UST 
South Y PCE US 50 Leaking UST 
Meyers Shell 2950 US 50 Leaking UST 
Moss Chevron (Al’s Chevron Way) 3651 Lake Tahoe Blvd. Leaking UST 
Al’s Ski Room (former Chevron 9-2450) 3659 Lake Tahoe Blvd. Leaking UST 
Jet Thru Car Wash (Lake Tahoe Car Wash) 3668 Lake Tahoe Blvd. Leaking UST 
Perfection Connection (former Arco #0777) 3755 Lake Tahoe Blvd. Leaking UST 
Montoya Shell 3953 Lake Tahoe Blvd. Leaking UST 
Tahoe Tom’s Gas Station 4029 Lake Tahoe Blvd. Leaking UST 
Tosco – Facility #3553 4115 Lake Tahoe Blvd. Leaking UST 

Source: Caltrans 2003c, Attachment G; 2003d, Attachment G. 
UST = Underground storage tank 

3.9.2 Regulatory Setting 

3.9.2.1 Federal and State 
The treatment of hazardous substances is generally subject to state regulations administered by 
the Department of Toxic Substances Control, or by the RWQCB for underground storage tanks. 
The database listing used to preliminarily identify sites that might be contaminated or use or 
store hazardous materials would include properties that are subject to regulation because of 
known contamination, clean-up or treatment actions, or the storage or handling of materials. 

3.9.2.2 State 

Significance Criteria 
Potentially applicable CEQA significance criteria for the Program include the following.  

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

• Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment. 
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• Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous material, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 

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

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

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

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

3.9.2.3 Regional 
TRPA does not have any thresholds specifically for the management of hazardous materials. 
However, possible spills of hazardous materials such as gasoline, diesel fuels, fuel oil, aviation 
fuel, pesticides, solvents, chlorine, and other substances create the potential for serious water 
quality problems. The Lake Tahoe Basin Water Quality Management Plan (known as the 208 
Plan; TPRA n.d., I:146) provides that TRPA shall cooperate with other agencies with jurisdiction 
in the Tahoe Region in the preparation, evaluation, and implementation of toxic and hazardous 
substance spill control plans covering Lake Tahoe, its tributaries, and the groundwater and lands 
of the Tahoe Region. TRPA will cooperate with the Forest Service, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA), U.S. Coast Guard, state water quality and health agencies, and 
local units of government to develop programs to prevent toxic and hazardous spills and to 
formulate plans for responding to spills that may occur. The Lahontan Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (Lahontan RWQCB) regionwide control measures for hazardous waste leaks, 
spills, and illegal discharges are applicable to the Lake Tahoe Basin, as are statewide 
requirements for the preparation and implementation of local government hazardous waste 
management plans. 

3.9.3 Impacts 

3.9.3.1 CEQA Considerations 
This section reviews the hazardous materials to be handled, used, and stored as part of the 
proposed Program and the hazardous and nonhazardous wastes to be generated and stored in 
conjunction with Program construction and operation. It also discusses the procedures and 
engineering controls to be used to minimize potential environmental impacts from the on-site 
handling, storage, and use of these materials.  

Construction Phase 
The hazardous materials anticipated to be used on-site during Program construction include 
gasoline, diesel fuel, oil, and lubricants for operation of construction equipment. These materials 
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are typically used, handled, and stored by contractors on all roadway construction projects. 
Contractors are required to handle hazardous materials in accordance with applicable laws, 
including health and safety requirements. No acutely hazardous materials will be used or stored 
on-site during construction. 

Construction of the proposed Program could potentially result in small fuel spills from 
construction or vehicles. Construction activities may also impact those sites with potentially 
contaminated soil, listed in Table 3.9-1. 

Potential hazardous material impacts relating to stormwater runoff and groundwater are 
discussed in greater detail in Section 3.2. 

Operational Phase 
No impacts related to Program operation are anticipated. 

3.9.3.2 TRPA Considerations 
Although no specific thresholds apply to the handling of hazardous materials, the TRPA Initial 
Environmental Checklist includes a question on the impact of the proposed Program on the 
possibility of an increased exposure to health hazards. No such exposure is anticipated. However, 
the Program will include health and safety provisions for construction work to ensure that the 
potential exposure to hazardous materials is minimized in compliance and as required by 
regulatory agencies, such as the Lahontan RWQCB. 

3.9.3.3 No Project Alternative 
The No Project Alternative would have no adverse impacts regarding hazardous materials, with 
the exception of potential pollutants in stormwater runoff to groundwater. These potential 
impacts are discussed in Section 3.2. 

3.9.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Equipment to clean up fuel leaks and spills will be available on-site. The contractors are required 
to safely store materials and immediately clean up spills if they occur. 

Sites described in Section 3.9.1 will be considered for follow-up Preliminary Site Investigations, 
which may involve sampling and testing of soils and groundwater to determine the type and 
extent of any contamination and its location with respect to property acquisition and construction 
areas. Final specifications will be developed to address any potentially contaminated areas in 
compliance with regulatory agencies. The contractor would be required to obtain encroachment 
permits, prepare work plans and health and safety plans, conduct site investigations, and prepare 
site investigations for Caltrans review and approval. 
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3.10 GEOLOGY 

This section presents geological conditions in the area of the proposed Program, as well as 
potential impacts and mitigation measures. The background geological information comes 
primarily from the Project Study Reports (PSRs) for US 50 and SR 89 (Caltrans 2003c, 2003d). 

3.10.1 Environmental Setting 
A review of published data such as California Geologic Survey (CGS) publications and National 
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) soil surveys, a review of previous site explorations, and 
a site reconnaissance were conducted for the proposed Program. No subsurface exploration or 
laboratory testing was performed. 

3.10.1.1 Physical Setting 
The Program project location ranges from steeply sloping mountainous terrain in areas such as 
Luther Pass, Echo Summit, and above Emerald Bay to the more gently sloping topography in the 
area of South Lake Tahoe. Elevations vary from 2,170 meters (7,120 feet) above mean sea level 
(msl) at the southern terminus of Segment 1 below Echo Summit to 1,902 meters (6,240 feet) 
above msl along South Lake Tahoe. Both SR 89 and US 50 cross numerous drainages within the 
project limits, all of which ultimately drain into Lake Tahoe. 

3.10.1.2 Human-Made and Natural Features 
US 50 and SR 89 were constructed with cuts and fills, some of which are quite extensive in the 
areas of steep topography, such as above Emerald Bay. Existing cuts appear to be in hard rock 
(granite), glacial till, or mixed hard rock and glacial till.  

The existing highways cross numerous drainages of varying size with associated culverts and 
bridges. Cut-and-fill slopes for both highways exhibit areas of erosion. 

3.10.1.3 Site Geology 
The proposed Program would be located on Quaternary-aged lake deposits, Pleistocene-aged 
glacial till, and Mesozoic granites and diorites (CGS 1987). Depth to competent bedrock varies 
throughout the project limits.  

Naturally occurring asbestos is not found in the project area (CGS 2000a, 2000b; Caltrans 2001).  

3.10.1.4 Faulting and Seismicity 
The Lake Tahoe Fault is located approximately 14 km (8.7 miles) northwest of US 50, based on 
the Caltrans California Seismic Hazard Map (Caltrans 1996). This fault could produce a 
maximum credible earthquake of magnitude 6.50. The maximum credible earthquake from this 
fault would result in a peak horizontal bedrock acceleration of approximately 0.4 g (g = 
acceleration due to gravity) at the site (Caltrans 2003c, 2003d).  

The Genoa Fault is located approximately 11.5 km (7.l miles) east of the southern end of the 
project limits and is the controlling fault for the southern one-third of the project area, with a 
maximum credible earthquake of magnitude 7.25. 
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3.10.1.5 Soils 
Soils of the Lake Tahoe Basin are derived from local bedrock, primarily from andesitic volcanic 
rocks and granodiorite, with minor areas of metamorphic rock. Glacial moraines are present in 
some of the valley bottoms. Soils are described and mapped in the Soil Survey of Tahoe Basin 
Area, California and Nevada (USDA 1974). 

3.10.2 Regulatory Setting 

3.10.2.1 State 
The California Building Code contains the minimum standards for grading, building siting, 
development, seismic design, and construction in California. Local standards other than the 
California Building Code may be adopted if those standards are stricter. The code includes the 
standards associated with seismic engineering detailed in the federal Uniform Building Code of 
1997. 

California Public Resources Code Chapter 7.8, the 1990 Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, allows 
the lead agency to withhold permits until geologic investigations are conducted and mitigation 
measures are incorporated into plans. The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act addresses not only 
seismically induced hazards, but also expansive soils, settlement, and slope stability. The 
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act will be relevant to soil conditions at some future facility sites. 

Significance Criteria 
According to CEQA, the Program would have a significant impact with regard to geology, soils, 
or seismicity if it would: 

• Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving strong seismic 
ground shaking. 

• Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving seismic-related 
ground failure, including liquefaction. 

• Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving landslides. 

• Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. 

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

• Be located on expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property. 

Water quality impacts from soil erosion and loss of topsoil are addressed in Section 3.2. 

3.10.2.2 Regional 
Agencies within the Lake Tahoe region including the TRPA, the Lahontan RWQCB, the City of 
South Lake Tahoe, and Tahoe Basin counties regulate projects that may require additional land 
coverage or propose new developments in SEZs, which drain directly into Lake Tahoe. 
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Impervious land coverage increases the potential for stormwater runoff to overload stream 
channels, erode stream banks, and damage vegetation. Stream channel erosion, in turn, can 
reduce water clarity in Lake Tahoe. SEZs provide environmental benefits including control of 
water flows, habitat for wildlife, water purification, and enhanced scenic resources. To minimize 
the potential for impacts to these resources, TRPA uses the land capability classification system 
known as the Bailey System (Bailey 1974) to evaluate projects. The Bailey System enables 
TRPA to restrict the amount of impervious land coverage on existing parcels and to disallow 
new land coverage within SEZs.  

TRPA Thresholds 
The following TRPA Thresholds apply for soil conservation: 

• SC1 – The TRPA threshold for soil conservation requires that impervious coverage be in 
compliance with the coverage coefficients defined using the Bailey System (Bailey 1974). 
Additional land coverage is monitored on a project basis and recorded in square feet. 
Coverage may be used directly, by coverage transfers within a related project area, or by 
coverage credits generated from excess right-of-way via route rescission anywhere on the 
California side of the Lake Tahoe Basin. An excess coverage mitigation program is in place 
to gradually reduce existing land coverage. 

• SC2 – TRPA policy requires the preservation of existing naturally functioning SEZ lands in 
their natural hydrologic condition; the restoration of all disturbed SEZ lands in undeveloped, 
un-subdivided lands; and the restoration of the SEZ lands that have been identified as 
disturbed, developed or subdivided to obtain a 5 percent total increase in the area of naturally 
functioning SEZ lands. 

3.10.3 Impacts 

3.10.3.1 CEQA Considerations 

Erosion and Landslide Hazard 
Construction of retention basins on potentially unstable soils and/or steep slopes could result in 
erosion and/or landslides. Based on Caltrans field investigations (Caltrans 2003c, 2003d), soil in 
the project area varies between slightly to highly erosive.  

A field investigation performed for the PSRs (Caltrans 2003c, 2003d) noted that deep-seated 
slides were not observed in the US 50 area during the site reconnaissance. The only slide 
observed during the field visit for SR 89 was located at KP 28.6 (PM 17.8). This slide, known as 
the Vikingsholm slide, occurred in January 1997. The slide appeared to have been triggered by 
excessive rainfall and/or snowfall during the wet season of 1997. Since 1997, the slide area 
appears to have stabilized. A recommendation was provided to place one-ton-sized rock slope 
protection in the upper portion of the slide to help prevent erosion and continued upslope failure. 
Slides also occurred in the Emerald Bay area in 1953 and 1956. Whether these slides occurred in 
the same area as the Vikingsholm slide is unknown; however, photos from the 1956 slide 
indicate that it may have occurred in the same area. No other deep-seated slides were observed 
within the project limits. 



SECTION3.10 Geology 

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\3.10_GEOLOGY.DOC\24-JUL-08\\OAK 3.10-4 

Groundwater Seepage 
Depending on the time of year, seepage may be encountered in rock fractures or road cuts. 
Seepage and groundwater conditions will vary based on rainfall, snowmelt, seasonal and 
diurnal cycles, pumping, construction activities, and water levels in Lake Tahoe and the 
Upper Truckee River.  Program-related construction activities have the potential to result in 
additional groundwater seepage, which could mobilize fine sediment. 

3.10.3.2 TRPA Considerations 

Impervious Coverage 
According to Chapter 20.3.B(8) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, elements of the proposed 
Program such as turnout construction and roadway widening will create new impervious surfaces 
that are not exempt from the Bailey land coverage limits.  

Within the study limits, there are 27.458 ha (67.85 acres) of SEZ lands along SR 89 and 11.295 
ha (27.91 acres) along US 50. Between paving of turnouts and impacts to existing and proposed 
basins, approximately 1.518 ha (3.75 acres) of SEZ lands along SR 89 and 4.283 ha (4.735 acres) 
along US 50 would be affected by the proposed Program. Although all of these impacts would 
not constitute conversion to impervious surfaces, there will be an increase in hard surface 
coverage. With regard to new, paved/impervious surfaces, the installation of new paved pullouts 
would affect a total of approximately 0.142 ha (0.35 acre) of SEZ lands. Widening of paved 
shoulders where needed to meet current design standards could add additional paved impervious 
surface (outside of SEZ and wetland/jurisdictional areas), but the total surface area cannot be 
estimated until additional project detail is developed for each segment. Implementation of the 
mitigation measures described in Section 3.10.4 would reduce these potential impacts. 

Final coverage impacts would be determined once TRPA performs the Coverage Verification. 
This verification is performed by comparing coverage calculation maps, submitted by Caltrans, 
to 1972 aerial photographs. Any coverage, soft or hard, existing before 1972 is not recognized by 
TRPA. 

3.10.3.3 No Project Alternative 
Under the No Project Alternative, none of the potential Program facilities or improvements 
would be implemented. No impacts to geology would occur beyond the potential erosion of soils 
in areas where such erosion already occurs.  

3.10.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Individual elements of the proposed Program could require geotechnical investigation if they are 
located on potentially unstable soils and could present landslide, rockfall, liquefaction, or erosion 
hazards. The results of such investigations would be used in design of individual project 
elements to ensure that the impacts would be less than significant. Typical soil conservation 
measures may include the following: 

• Removal of excess land coverage followed by site restoration  

• Implementation of BMPs to minimize runoff and soil  
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• Protection of native vegetation  

• Revegetation of disturbed lands 
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3.11 GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

New growth is restricted in the Lake Tahoe Basin. The TRPA has implemented strict growth and 
development guidelines that limit the amount of new development that can be added in the area. 
Since 1987, residential construction has been limited to the addition of 300 units per year in the 
region. As a result, the region is expected to remain relatively stable in terms of growth and 
development (TRPA 2002).  

The proposed Program would implement NPDES requirements and elements of the Lake Tahoe 
EIP that relate to US 50 and SR 89. In addition, the Program would improve highway safety 
where practicable by implementing current design standards. These actions would not require or 
create additional infrastructure or improve highway level of service such that it would induce 
growth or development. None of the improvements proposed would remove any existing barriers 
to growth. While cumulative construction-related impacts sustained over an extended period of 
time—such as those resulting from the EIP—could lead to a temporary slowdown of growth, the 
proposed Program would have no permanent impact on growth.  
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3.12 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

According to the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15355), cumulative impacts refer to two or more 
individual effects, that, when considered together, are considerable or compound or increase 
other environmental impacts. The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the 
environment that results from the incremental impact of a 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.  

This section discusses the potential for cumulative effects that could result from the proposed 
Program and other projects approved or proposed for the study area and vicinity. The area 
considered for cumulative effects includes the watersheds of the southern Tahoe Basin, from 
approximately Tahoe Pines on the west shore of Lake Tahoe to Zephyr Cove on the east shore of 
Lake Tahoe, and the Upper Truckee Watershed. 

The following describes other projects that have been approved or proposed within the study area 
or vicinity.  

3.12.1 Proposed Projects in the Study Area and Vicinity 

3.12.1.1 El Dorado and Placer County Projects 

Sawmill Bicycle Path Project 
The County of El Dorado is scheduled to construct and maintain the Sawmill bicycle path and 
bridge over the Upper Truckee River adjacent to the US 50 corridor as part of the TRPA’s Tahoe 
Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. 

Dead Tree Removal – US 50 and Sawmill Road  
This project would remove dead trees and reduce hazardous fuels on 20.2 ha (50 acres) in 
Washoe Meadows State Park. The project will create a defensible fuel profile zone to reduce the 
threat of a catastrophic wildfire and improve native forest composition and structure. Trees will 
be designated for removal under the supervision of a California Registered Professional Forester. 

Angora 3 Erosion Control Project and Angora Creek Fisheries Enhancement Project  
El Dorado County proposes to construct and maintain conveyance and stormwater treatment 
facilities to address water quality and erosion issues in the project area. The Angora wildfire of 
the summer of 2007 has prompted the County to revise their implementation schedule of 10-1-07 
to 12-31-07 to include additional funds for hazard tree removal and emergency stabilization 
measures for the South Lake Tahoe road drainage structures in advance of the summer fire 
season of 2008.  In addition, the proposed project includes the improvement of culverts under 
Lake Tahoe Boulevard to enhance fish habitat within Angora Creek. Both projects are 
considered environmental improvements as documented in the Lake Tahoe EIP. 

Tahoe Pines Erosion Control Project 
This project is proposed to reduce erosion, sediments, and nutrients from entering Lake Tahoe at 
the Tahoe Pines subdivision. 
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Villas at Harborside  
This project consists of the construction of nine residential units at 5120–5140 West Lake 
Boulevard, Homewood, California.  

3.12.1.2 City of South Lake Tahoe Projects 
The South Lake Tahoe Planning Department was contacted regarding planned and proposed 
projects within the city limits. Table 3.12-1 lists all approved and proposed projects in South 
Lake Tahoe.  

Table 3.12-1 
Approved and Proposed Projects in South Lake Tahoe 

Project Location Units (Approximate) 
Construction 
Time Frame Type 

Triangle Project Bordered by 
Pioneer Trail, US 
50, and Midway 
Road 

6 acres  Dates not 
available 

Commercial, 
residential, 
hotels 

Redevelopment 
Project 3 

Northwest corner 
of Lake Tahoe 
Blvd. and 
Stateline Ave. 

180 units w/ 180 lockouts, 
8,681 m2 (93,448 ft2) 
convention center, 4,322 m2 

(46,526 ft2 of retail, 30,142 ft2 
nightclub/restaurant/bar 

May 2007–May 
2009 

Hotel condos, 
convention 
center, retail, 
restaurant 

     
     
     
     
Ski Run Shopping 
Center 

1001 Ski Run 
Blvd. 

1,498 m2 (16,129 ft2) of floor 
area existing, 1,980 m2 
(21,310 ft2) after rebuild 

Fall 2006–
Summer 2008 

Demo 
existing 
shopping 
center and 
rebuild larger 
center with 
retail and 
restaurant 

Name not available Southwest corner 
of US 50 and Ski 
Run Blvd. 

13,000 square feet of 
commercial space and 24 
tourist accommodation units 

Dates not 
available 

Hotel/retail 

     
     
Fantasy Inn Project 3696 Lake Tahoe 

Blvd. 
Unspecified development Dates not 

available 
Not available 

3.12.1.3 Tahoe City Public Utility District Projects 
The Tahoe City Public Utility District was contacted regarding known projects within the 
Program project vicinity (Beckman 2006). The boundaries of the district extend from Emerald 
Bay to Dollar Hill, and along the Truckee River to the Nevada County line. The following are all 
approved and proposed Tahoe City Public Utility District projects within the cumulative effects 
study area. 
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Westshore Trail 
During the next several years, the Tahoe City Public Utility District will complete the Westshore 
Trail and finalize planning and begin construction on trail extensions from Sugar Pine State Park 
to the Meeks Bay campground. The project includes the construction of a 1.1 km (0.6 mile) 
Class 1 bicycle lane that will parallel SR 89. An additional extension of the Westshore Trail is 
proposed for Homewood, consisting of a 1.5 km (0.9 mile) Class 1 bicycle lane from Cherry 
Street to Fawn Street. An additional 1.5 meter (4.9 foot) extension to the exiting pedestrian path 
is also proposed. 

3.12.1.4 South Tahoe Public Utility District Projects 
The South Tahoe Public Utility District was contacted regarding known projects within the 
Program project vicinity (Donovan 2006). The service area of the district includes portions of El 
Dorado County in the Tahoe Basin, SR 89 north to Cascade Lake, SR 89 south to Luther Pass, 
US 50 east to the Nevada state line, and US 50 west to Echo Lake. The following project is 
within this service area in South Lake Tahoe. 

Al-Tahoe Waterline 
This approved project includes the upsizing of approximately 2,880 meters (9,293 feet) of new 
waterline in the Al-Tahoe neighborhood of South Lake Tahoe. 

3.12.1.5 TRPA EIP Projects 
Table 3.12-2 summarizes EIP projects and programs identified for the Program project vicinity. 
Details about each proposed EIP project are available in the TRPA’s most recent 5-year EIP 
Update (TRPA 2001). 
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Table 3.12-2 
TRPA EIP Projects in the Cumulative Impacts Study Area 

Threshold Program Project Name EIP Project No. 
Class Two: SR 89/US 50 to Basin Boundary 749 
Lakeside Bike Trail 763 
Class Three: SR 89 Cascade to Emerald Bay (North 
End) 

765 

Class One: SR 89 Spring Creek to Cascade 
Properties 

766 

Class One: SR 89 15th Street to Current Forest 
Service Trail 

767 

Intersection Improvements – South Y 795 
Intersection Signalization along US 50 809 
US 50 Transitway Easement Acquisition 822 
Emerald Bay Trolley Service Improvements  831 
  
Class One: D.L. Bliss State Park to Meeks Bay  10039 

Air Quality/ 
Transportation  
 

West Shore Bike Trail Extension and Improvements  10042 
Stabilize Meeks Creek Phase I – Stream Habitat 
Restoration  

147 

Rubicon Creek Mouth – Stream Habitat Restoration  402 
Meeks Creek Phase II – Stream Habitat Restoration  700 
Blackwood Creek Barrier Removal Phase I – Stream 
Habitat Restoration  

883 

Habitat Restoration – General Creek Improvements  899 
Habitat Restoration – Eagle Creek Migratory 0.48 
km (.3 mile)  

900 

Habitat Restoration – Lonely Gulch Creek 
Improvements  

901 

Habitat Restoration – Tallac Creek Improvements  902 
Habitat Restoration – Taylor Creek Improvements  903 

Fisheries  
 

Lake Habitat Restoration – CSLT/El Dorado County  973 
Forest Service Taylor Creek Stream Profile Chamber 
Enhancement  

510 

Sugar Pine Point State Park Day Use Improvements  861 
Marina/Site Master Plan – Camp Richardson  984 
Forest Service Campground Bearproof Retrofit 10043 
Vikingsholm Rehabilitation  10089 

Recreation  
  

New Taylor Creek Visitor Center  10094 
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Table 3.12-2 (Continued) 
TRPA EIP Projects in the Cumulative Impacts Study Area 

Threshold Program Project Name EIP Project No. 
Scenic Road Unit #1: Tahoe Valley Improvement  82 
Scenic Road Unit #7: Meeks Bay Improvement  83 
Scenic Road Unit #9: Tahoma Improvement  84 
Scenic Shore Unit #9: Rubicon Bay Improvement  105 
Scenic Road Unit #2: Camp Richardson 
Improvement  

503 

Emerald Bay Viaduct Scenic Restoration  608 
SR 89 Cascade Creek Area Retaining Walls  873 
Roadway Unit # 2: Camp Richardson  10001 
Shoreline Unit # 4: Taylor Creek Meadow Parking 
Lot Improvement Shoreline Unit  

10013 

Shoreline Unit #5: Ebright-Minimize Visibility of 
Trail Between Eagle Pt. & Cascade Props. 

10014 

Shoreline Unit # 6: Emerald Bay Roadscar 
Treatment  

10015 

Shoreline Unit # 8: Redesign Rubicon Point Parking 
Area  

10016 

Scenic Resources  
 

Shoreline Unit # 12: Improve Marina Facilities At 
McKinney Bay  

10017 

Restore 16.2 ha (40 acres) of SEZ – El Dorado 
County  

650 

General Creek Stream Bank Stabilization Project  936 
Meeks Bay Marina SEZ Fill Removal and Bank 
Stabilization  

953 

Soil Conservation/ 
SEZ  
  

Lonely Gulch  10128 
Habitat Protection – Tahoe Yellow Cress 
Blackwood/County Park  

976 

Tahoe Yellow Cress Habitat Protection – Baldwin 
Beach 

977 

Habitat Protection – Tahoe Yellow Cress Meeks Bay 978 
Habitat Protection – Tahoe Yellow Cress D.L. Bliss 
State Park  

979 

Vegetation  
 

Habitat Protection – Tahoe Yellow Cress: Mouth of 
Edgewood Creek  

980 
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Table 3.12-2 (Concluded) 
TRPA EIP Projects in the Cumulative Impacts Study Area 

Threshold Program Project Name EIP Project No. 
Hwy 50 Echo summit to SR 89 Water 
Treatment 

9 

Cascade Creek Watershed Bmp 
Retrofit 

12 

Fallen Leaf Lake  704 
Christmas Valley Water Quality 708 
Meeks Bay Campground BMP Retrofit 711 
Rubicon/Meeks Bay Residential BMP  713 
Chambers Lodge  731 
Paradise Flat BMP Retrofit  739 
US 50 from Meyers to the South Y 
Water Quality Improvement 

993 

SR 89 South Y to Placer County line 
Water Quality Treatment 

995 

SR 89 Luther Pass to US 50 Junction 
Water Quality 

1012 

Water Quality  
  

Eagle Falls  10049 
General Creek Riparian Habitat 
Enhancement  

604 

Meeks Creek Riparian Habitat 
Improvement  

605 

Tallac Creek/Marsh Restoration  10044 

Wildlife  
 

Wildlife Habitat Restoration at Tahoe 
Basin State Parks 

10083 

 

The Caltrans Lake Tahoe Basin Environmental Improvement Program Delivery Plan (Caltrans 
2005b) has scheduled a number of Lake Tahoe EIP projects to be constructed over the next five 
to seven years, as shown in Table 3.12-3. Other safety and operational projects are also planned 
within this time frame, including rock retaining wall and slope erosion control projects near 
Emerald Bay on SR 89 and at Echo Summit on US 50.  

3.12.2 Assessment of Cumulative Impacts  
Quantifiable environmental impacts were generally not yet reported for the majority of the 
proposed projects located in the south to southwest areas of Lake Tahoe; however, many TRPA 
EIP project descriptions provided estimates of beneficial impacts. Because of this limitation, the 
following analysis relies on information about the known landowners, growth pressures, and 
projects in the area and the known plans and policies of the local jurisdictions to make a 
qualitative assessment regarding the significance of the proposed Program’s contribution of 
impacts to those of other actions in the south Lake Tahoe area. 

The proposed Program is designed to collect and treat the roadway stormwater runoff and 
rehabilitate the existing roadway and drainage system. The Program does not include features 
that will increase the level of service, operating speed, or capacity of the facility. The Route 
Concept Report for these highways indicates no plans exist for new facilities or capacity-
increasing operational improvement projects for US 50 or SR 89 in the study area vicinity. In the 
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future, US 50 and SR 89 will be rehabilitated as necessary to repair storm damage and to achieve 
minor operational and safety improvements as necessary. Substantial portions of the project area, 
along the highways, have been disturbed with homes, public facilities, and roads. These urban 
developments are likely to be retained in the future. 

Table 3.12-3  
Planned Highway-Related EIP Projects, 2005–2012 

Project Location County Highway 
Echo Summit to 1.8 km (1.1 miles) east of Echo Summit El Dorado 50 
0.3 km (0.2 mile) east of Echo Summit to Meyers Road El Dorado 50 
Meyers Road to Incline Road El Dorado 50 
Airport Road to SR 89 North “Y” El Dorado 50 
SR 89 North “Y” to Trout Creek El Dorado 50 
Trout Creek to Ski Run Boulevard El Dorado 50 
Ski Run Boulevard to State Line El Dorado 50 
Alpine County Line to US 50 El Dorado 89 
US 50 to Cascade Road El Dorado 89 
Cascade Road to north of Eagle Falls Viaduct El Dorado 89 
North of Eagle Falls Viaduct to Meeks Creek El Dorado 89 
Meeks Creek to Placer County Line El Dorado 89 
Tahoe State Park to SR 267 Placer 28 
SR 267 to Chipmunk Street Placer 28 
Chipmunk Street to State Line Placer 28 
El Dorado County Line to SR 28 Placer 28 
Elizabeth Drive to Sugar Pine Road Placer 28 
SR 28 to Squaw Valley Road Placer 28 
Brockway Summit to 1 km (0.6 mile) south of Brockway 
Summit Placer 267 
1 km (0.6 mile) south of Brockway Summit to Stewart Way Placer 267 
Stewart Way to SR 28 Placer 267 

Source: Caltrans 2005b 
 

The TRPA has designated the proposed Program as a water quality EIP project. To qualify as an 
EIP project, the proposed Program must directly relate to a respective threshold program and 
contribute to the attainment of that threshold. Typically, EIP projects are intended to result in an 
environmental benefit. Considering the current Program within this context and the nature of the 
improvements, contribution to long-term (post-construction) cumulative impacts is not expected. 
Once Program construction is completed along or within any one segment, the Program would 
contribute to improved water quality runoff conditions and would not change existing traffic 
flow or circulation. The Program would not contribute to long-term cumulative impacts with 
respect to air quality or noise. Except for occasional maintenance of the proposed drainage 
basins and runoff drainage facilities, no further ground disturbance would take place after 
construction is completed. Therefore, the Program is not expected to result in long-term 
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contributions to any cumulative effects to the physical or biological environment or to 
community resources. 

The projects identified in Section 3.12.1 generally consist of bicycle and pedestrian paths, water 
quality improvement and erosion control projects, utility district improvements, and proposed 
residential construction at various locations, including in the Homewood and South Lake Tahoe 
areas. The following discusses the potential cumulative impacts from the proposed Program and 
the other projects identified in Section 3.12.1. 

Vegetation 
All of the projects identified for this cumulative impact assessment will likely require some level 
of vegetation removal for site preparation. The proposed Program would require some vegetation 
removal as result of shoulder widening and drainage improvement activities. However, the 
removal of woody vegetation (trees and shrubs) would be the minimum required for construction 
and would occur only where trees or vegetation alongside the roadway or basin location cannot 
be avoided. The number, size, and location of trees to be removed as a result of Program 
implementation will be determined as design details are developed. The number of trees 
identified within the preliminary basin locations could be considered substantial for the overall 
Program (all eight segments). In some cases, individual basins may have to be redesigned, 
relocated, or eliminated to minimize or avoid removal of trees. Any proposed loss of trees should 
be in conformance with TRPA goals and policies (e.g., large trees may be removed for large 
public utilities projects if the TRPA finds there is no reasonable alternative). Overall, neither the 
proposed Program nor the other projects identified in Section 3.12.1 would be expected to 
substantially alter the species richness, relative abundance, and pattern of vegetation adjacent to 
US 50 and SR 89 or within the context of the larger south Lake Tahoe area.  

Wildlife  
The proposed Program would not cause an increase in urban growth, result in additional habitat 
fragmentation, alter existing connectivity between wildlife habitats along US 50 and SR 89, or 
cumulatively contribute to these types of impacts from other developments. The two highways 
already exist and are well traveled, and the Program would not change their locations or use. 
Potential movement of wildlife across the highways may be temporarily affected by construction 
activities. Considering that US 50 and SR 89 and associated development currently act as a 
barrier to wildlife movement, additional permanent structures that may adversely impact wildlife 
movement along or across US 50 and SR 89 (new roadways or highway access, right-of-way 
fencing, guardrails, median barriers, etc.) are not proposed as part of the Program. Although 
infrequent noises louder than background traffic noise may occur, it is expected that construction 
noise impacts would be comparable to traffic noise and should not result in significant noise-
related disturbance to nesting birds, roosting bats, or other wildlife species, if present. 

Similarly, the removal of vegetation adjacent to US 50 and SR 89 is unlikely to significantly 
contribute to adverse cumulative impacts to wildlife species, including migratory birds and 
special-status or management indicator species. The cumulative loss of woody vegetation caused 
by the Program, in combination with the losses incurred from other past, present, and potential 
future projects, is unlikely to result in the nonattainment of TRPA environmental threshold 
carrying capacities for managed wildlife species in the south Lake Tahoe area. Therefore, the 
removal of vegetation is not expected to result in a significant cumulative impact to wildlife. 



SECTION3.12 Cumulative Impacts 

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\3.12_CUMULATIVE IMPACTS.DOC\24-JUL-08 3.12-9 

The Program is not expected to permanently adversely impact the movement of fish and other 
aquatic organisms along or across US 50 and SR 89. Potential movement of aquatic organisms 
may be temporarily affected by construction activities such as dewatering, which may be 
necessary for the rehabilitation or replacement of culvert and drainage systems within the project 
area. No new barriers to aquatic migration are expected to occur as a result of the proposed 
Program. 

As previously mentioned, the proposed Program and other projects that qualify for the TRPA’s 
EIP are intended to result in an environmental benefit and directly relate to a respective threshold 
program and attainment of that threshold. A number of EIP projects proposed in the south Lake 
Tahoe area are expected to have direct beneficial impacts to wildlife and fisheries resources. 
Cumulative adverse impacts to biological resources in the south Lake Tahoe area as a result of 
the proposed Program would be potentially offset by the cumulative beneficial impacts to 
biological resources from the proposed Program (water quality improvements), associated 
project-specific mitigation, and proposed and completed EIP projects in the south Lake Tahoe 
area. Table 3.12-4 summarizes EIP projects proposed in the south Lake Tahoe region that are 
expected to result in direct beneficial impacts to wildlife and fisheries.  

 

Table 3.12-4 
 EIP Projects Beneficial to Wildlife and Fisheries Resources in the South Lake Tahoe 

Area 
EIP 

Program Project Name 
EIP Project 

No. 
Expected  

Environmental Benefit 
Meeks Creek Phase II – Stream Habitat 
Restoration  

700 10.5 km (6.5 miles) stream 
improved to excellent 

Habitat Restoration – General Creek 
Improvements  

899 4.6 km (2.9 miles) stream 
improved to good 

Habitat Restoration – Eagle Creek Migratory  900 0.5 km (0.3 miles) stream 
improved to excellent 

Habitat Restoration – Lonely Gulch Creek 
Improvements  

901 3.2 km (2.0 miles) stream 
improved to good 

Habitat Restoration – Tallac Creek Improvements 902 6.6 km (4.1 miles) stream 
improved to good 

Habitat Restoration – Taylor Creek 
Improvements  

903 3.2 km (2.0 miles) stream 
improved to excellent 

Lake Habitat Restoration – CSLT/El Dorado 
County  

973 19.4 ha (48 acres) of in-lake 
fish habitat restored. 

Fisheries  
  

Habitat Restoration – General Creek 
Improvements  

899 4.6 km (2.9 miles) stream 
improved to good 

Restore SEZ – El Dorado County  650 16 ha (40 acres) restored 
General Creek Stream Bank Stabilization Project  936 0.4 ha (1 acres) restored 

Soil 
Conservation/ 

SEZ  
 

Meeks Bay Marina SEZ Fill Removal and Bank 
Stabilization  

953 0.2 ha (0.45 acres) restored 
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Table 3.12-4 (Concluded) 
 EIP Projects Beneficial to Wildlife and Fisheries Resources in the South Lake Tahoe 

Area 
EIP 

Program Project Name 
EIP Project 

No. 
Expected  

Environmental Benefit 
Habitat Protection – Tahoe Yellow Cress, 
Blackwood/County Park  

976 0.04 ha (0.10 acres) 
protected 

Habitat Protection – Tahoe Yellow Cress, Meeks 
Bay  

978 Not identified 

Habitat Protection – Tahoe Yellow Cress, D.L. 
Bliss State Park  

979 Not identified 

Vegetation  
  

Habitat Protection – Tahoe Yellow Cress, Mouth 
of Edgewood Creek  

980 Not identified 

Lower Ward Valley/Pineland Ecp  219 5.1 km (3.2 miles) stream 
improved 

McKinney Tract  558 Not identified 
Fallen Leaf Lake  704 Not identified 
Meeks Bay Campground BMP Retrofit  711 Not identified 
McKinney II  727 1.3 ha (3.3 acres) improved 
Chambers Lodge  731 10.6 ha (4.3 acres) improved 
Paradise Flat BMP Retrofit  739 Not identified 
SR 89 South Lake Tahoe “Y” to Placer County 
Line  

995 Not identified 

Ward Gullies  10048 Not identified 

Water 
Quality  

  

Eagle Falls  10049 Not identified 
General Creek Riparian Habitat Enhancement  604 161.9 ha (400 acres) 

improved 
Meeks Creek Riparian Habitat Improvement  605 0.6 km (1 mile) stream 

improved to excellent 
Tallac Creek/Marsh Restoration  10044 1.2 ha (3 acres) improved 

Wildlife  
 

Wildlife Habitat Restoration at Tahoe Basin State 
Parks 

10083 20 ha (50 acres) improved 

SEZs and Jurisdictional Waters of the United States, Including Wetlands 
The disturbance of SEZs and areas of jurisdictional waters of the United States, including 
wetlands, due to Program implementation shall be the minimum required for construction. Most 
Program features (infiltration basins, sand traps, etc.) were designed to avoid impacts to SEZ 
areas.  

Although the TRPA restricts activities that disturb SEZ areas, public service facilities (including 
highways and their associated facilities) are permissible uses in SEZs under certain conditions; 
however, mitigation must be provided for adverse impacts to lower land classifications, including 
SEZs. By implementing the required mitigation, the Program would result in a net gain in restored 
or improved naturally functioning SEZ coverage. This gain in SEZ coverage shall also be 
considered cumulative to other EIP stream and meadow restoration and improvement projects 
listed in Table 3.12-4. Furthermore, the quality of waters entering SEZ and jurisdictional water 
systems in the south Lake Tahoe area would be improved as a result of the proposed Program. 
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Traffic-Related Cumulative Impacts 
The US 50 and SR 89 EIP projects would require temporary construction activities that will 
affect traffic flow and patterns. Other projects proposed for construction along the highways, 
such as the Tahoe City Public Utility District’s Westshore Trail bike lane (along SR 89), South 
Lake Tahoe Public Utility District’s waterline replacement (US 50), and the Sawmill Bike Path, 
have the potential to overlap in time and place with the proposed Caltrans EIP projects. Caltrans 
also plans a number of other safety and operational projects during this time frame, including 
rock retaining wall and slope erosion control projects near Emerald Bay on SR 89 and at Echo 
Summit on US 50. 

In addition to the projects listed in Table 3.12-3, several other EIP agency projects in California 
and Nevada are expected to occur in conjunction with this project. For example, the Incline 
Village Improvement District and the Nevada Department of Transportation have scheduled 
sewer line and road rehabilitation projects during the same time frame as major Caltrans 
construction projects. 

Cumulative community impacts related to these projects could include temporary road closures 
and traffic delays, acquisition of rights-of-way and adjacent property parcels, and land use 
changes. These impacts may impair traffic circulation and access to local businesses, commercial 
and tourist destinations, public recreational areas, and private residences. 

As discussed previously, the Lake Tahoe regional economy relies heavily on tourism and 
recreational users. Cumulatively, the EIP and other construction projects may have a significant 
adverse impact on local and regional economies if primary transportation routes are closed or 
impaired for a substantial amount of time, restricting visitors’ access to local businesses, resorts, 
and recreational areas. However, these impacts could be avoided through coordination and 
scheduling with the local utility districts and public works agencies responsible for these projects. 

Caltrans has developed a draft Lake Tahoe Basin Regional Traffic Management Plan (TMP) that 
outlines time frames for construction of its road projects to minimize cumulative construction-
related impacts. Implementation of the Regional TMP (Section 3.12.3) would reduce the 
cumulative impacts of the Program to less than significant. 

3.12.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 
The following measures will be applied to each segment or project when it is advanced for 
design.  

Lake Tahoe Basin Regional Traffic Management Plan 
A draft Lake Tahoe Basin Regional TMP was developed as part of the overall EIP project. The 
Regional TMP addresses cumulative construction-related impacts from the multiple Caltrans 
projects in the Lake Tahoe Basin as well as those from the Nevada Department of Transportation 
and other EIP agencies. In addition, project-specific TMPs will be developed during the final 
design phase of each project. 

TMPs outline construction requirements and restrictions to minimize traffic delays and maximize 
safety within the construction areas. In general, TMPs develop strategies for public and motorist 
information, incident management, construction, demand management, and alternate routes. For 
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example, a construction season map will be published each year to inform the public, local 
businesses, and local agencies of project locations and activities. 

Other requirements may include the following, as appropriate: 

• During the peak summer travel season between July 1 and Labor Day, no lane closures will 
be allowed after noon on Fridays, or on weekends or holidays during this period. Work 
planned off of the highway travel lanes that does not impede normal traffic flow would not 
be subject to this restriction. 

• Lane closure charts will be developed for each segment or area of work to address any 
planned temporary lane changes or closures. These charts and schedules will be made 
available for public notification and information.  

• Lane closures will be limited to 1 km (0.6 mile) in length or less. 

• Maximum delays caused by a single closure will be limited to 10 minutes for construction 
projects and 15 minutes for maintenance work. The cumulative delay for a given corridor 
will be limited to 30 minutes. 

• Bicycle and pedestrian access will be maintained through the construction zone whenever 
possible and as appropriate. 

Recreational Land Use 
Construction activities may disturb some recreation users at sensitive land uses such as parks, 
trails, beaches, campgrounds, and similar publicly accessible facilities. The following measures 
may be applied as appropriate:  

• Prior to construction, information on the activities, location, type of potential disturbance, 
and how it might affect recreation access or use should be noticed, advertised, or otherwise 
made publicly available so that users of the sites are aware and can plan accordingly.  

• Construction activities in the vicinity of noise-sensitive uses such as campgrounds shall be 
restricted to daytime hours.  

Public and Private Property Access 
Access to a property, driveway, or access road along the highways shall not be blocked unless 
the occupant of the property (or responsible party) has been notified. Where access during the 
day may be impracticable during active construction, it will be provided by the end of each 
working day. Notification shall be made prior to commencing any construction work that could 
affect property access.  

Public Involvement Plan 
The Lake Tahoe Basin has a unique and complex socioeconomic environment. Due to the 
potential cumulative construction-related impacts of the EIP, it will be necessary to inform the 
public of construction activities and to involve them in Caltrans planning efforts to ensure that 
project impacts will be minimized. 

Caltrans will develop a Public Involvement Plan based on the draft Tahoe Basin Public 
Communications and Outreach Guidelines. These guidelines outline ways to coordinate public 
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involvement with other agencies, identify interested stakeholders, and suggest strategies for 
public outreach and communication.  

The guidelines describe several different strategies for public communication and outreach, 
including coordination with local agencies, public meetings and events, membership on boards, 
outreach at schools, and one-to-one meetings with stakeholders. Caltrans media communication 
may involve television and radio service announcements, newspaper articles, local newsletters, a 
website, and direct mailings. 
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3.13 CLIMATE CHANGE 

This section briefly discusses greenhouse gases and climate change, and the State’s goals and 
actions to address potentially contributing emissions. As noted in previous sections in this EIR, 
and the conclusion to this section, this project would not increase or change long-term traffic 
capacity, and should have no or minimal effects related to this issue. 

Climate change has been a concern since at least 1988, as evidenced by the establishment of the 
United Nations and World Meteorological Organization’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC). Greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) reduction and climate change research and 
policy have increased dramatically in recent years. In 2002, with the passage of Assembly Bill 
1493 (AB 1493), California launched an innovative and proactive approach to dealing with GHG 
emissions and climate change at the state level. AB 1493 requires the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) to develop and implement regulations to reduce automobile and light truck GHG 
emissions; these regulations will apply to automobiles and light trucks beginning with the 2009 
model year.  

On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-3-05. The goal of 
this Executive Order is to reduce California’s GHG emissions to: 1) 2000 levels by 2010, 2) 
1990 levels by the 2020 and 3) 80 percent below the 1990 levels by the year 2050. In 2006, this 
goal was further reinforced with the passage of Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 sets the same overall GHG emissions reduction goals while further 
mandating that ARB create a plan, which includes market mechanisms, and implement rules to 
achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases.” Executive Order S-
17-06 further directs state agencies to begin implementing AB 32, including the 
recommendations made by the state’s Climate Action Team.  

According to a recent white paper by the Association of Environmental Professionals,9 “an 
individual project does not generate enough greenhouse gas emissions to significantly influence 
global climate change. Global climate change is a cumulative impact; a project participates in 
this potential impact through its incremental contribution combined with the cumulative increase 
of all other sources of greenhouse gases.”  

Caltrans and its parent agency, the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency, have taken an 
active role in addressing GHG emission reduction and climate change. Recognizing that 98 
percent of California’s GHG emissions are from the burning of fossil fuels and 40 percent of all 
human-made GHG emissions are from transportation, the Department has created and is 
implementing the Climate Action Program at Caltrans (December 2006). One of the main 
strategies in the Climate Action Program to reduce GHG emissions is to make California’s 
transportation system more efficient. The highest levels of carbon dioxide from mobile sources, 
such as automobiles, occur at stop-and-go speeds (0 to 25 miles per hour [mph]) and speeds over 
55 mph.  

Caltrans recognizes the concern that carbon dioxide emissions raise for climate change. 
However, modeling and gauging the impacts associated with an increase in GHG emissions 
levels, including carbon dioxide, at the project level is not currently possible. No federal, state, or 
regional regulatory agency has provided methodology or criteria for GHG emission and climate 
                                                           
9 Hendrix, Michael and Wilson, Cori. Recommendations by the Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP) 
on How to Analyze Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents (March 5, 2007), 
p. 2 
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change impact analysis. Therefore, Caltrans is unable to provide a scientific or regulatory based 
conclusion regarding whether the project’s contribution to climate change is cumulatively 
considerable. 

Caltrans continues to be actively involved on the Governor’s Climate Action Team as CARB 
works to implement AB 1493 and AB 32. As part of the Climate Action Program at Caltrans 
(December 2006), the Department is supporting efforts to reduce vehicle miles traveled by 
planning and implementing smart land use strategies: job/housing proximity, developing transit-
oriented communities, and high-density housing along transit corridors. Caltrans is working 
closely with local jurisdictions on planning activities; however, Caltrans does not have local land 
use planning authority. Caltrans is also supporting efforts to improve the energy efficiency of the 
transportation sector by increasing vehicle fuel economy in new cars and light- and heavy-duty 
trucks. However, it is important to note that the control of the fuel economy standards is held by 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency and CARB. Lastly, the use of alternative 
fuels is also being considered; Caltrans is participating in funding for alternative fuel research at 
the University of California, Davis. The projects for this EIR are all water quality projects and 
will have no effect on greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore, no minimization or mitigation 
measures are required.  
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3.14 VECTOR CONTROL 

In 1963, El Dorado County formed a service area governed by the Board of Supervisors in 
response to community complaints about pest mosquitoes. El Dorado County’s Tahoe District 
became a Vector Control District in 1980. The District has a service area of 195 square miles 
from the crest of the Sierra Nevada mountain range near Echo Summit to the shore of Lake 
Tahoe in both the City of South Lake Tahoe and unincorporated El Dorado County.  

The climate, topography, and plant communities of the Tahoe Basin provide an abundance and 
variety of larval mosquito habitats. The restoration of SEZs has created additional mosquito 
habitat. The mosquito population in the Tahoe Basin is most active in the spring and early 
summer. Each mosquito species has a season when it is most active and a range of preferred 
hosts. All mosquito species are potential sources of organisms that can cause disease to pets, 
domestic animals, wildlife, or humans. 

Vector control is not addressed in the El Dorado County Ordinance Code; however, the Vector 
Control District Web site recommends identifying and eliminating all sources of standing water 
that can support mosquito breeding (El Dorado County Environmental Management 2007). 

The proposed Program includes infiltration basins that will hold storm water runoff so it can 
infiltrate into the ground below. These facilities will temporarily hold standing water. Caltrans 
design requirements impose a 3-day (72-hour) limit on how long a drainage facility can hold 
standing water (Caltrans 2007a). This criterion will be implemented in the design of each project 
segment to avoid the potential for the basins to provide breeding habitat for mosquitoes. 
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4. Section 4 FOUR Consultation and Coordination 

This section describes the consultation and coordination conducted during the environmental 
review of the Program. 

4.1 EARLY COORDINATION 
An initial planning review and development phase for the Program was completed in 2003, 
resulting in approval of the Project Study Reports for US 50 and SR 89 (Caltrans 2003c, 2003d). 
The steps in that phase included the following coordination with the TRPA and Lahontan 
RWQCB. 

Field Reviews  
In 2005 and 2006, following initial scoping, field reviews of the stormwater collection and 
treatment elements of the Program were performed with TRPA and Lahontan RWQCB 
representatives. Input from these agencies was considered, and potential basins were added, 
eliminated, or relocated to better fit the existing field conditions. The results of the field reviews 
are summarized in Appendix B. 

Other Coordination 
The 2003 Project Study Reports were circulated to the TRPA and Lahontan RWQCB for review 
and comment. The Caltrans Lake Tahoe Basin Environmental Improvement Program Delivery 
Plan (Caltrans 2005b) was provided to stakeholders in the Tahoe Basin including TRPA and 
Lahontan RWQCB. In addition, the Caltrans Tahoe Basin Team, which includes Caltrans, 
TRPA, and Lahontan RWQCB representatives, meets on issues that are common to the planning, 
design, construction, and maintenance activities related to the Caltrans projects in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin. Caltrans regularly attends monthly meetings with TRPA to provide input and 
answer questions on the EIP projects. Further, Caltrans conducts field reviews with TRPA and 
Lahontan RWQCB staff as needed on specific segments to illustrate and discuss proposed 
treatment options.  

4.2 NOTICES 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was filed with the State Clearinghouse to announce the 
preparation of an EIR for the proposed Program. The NOP included a summary description of 
the Program and the types of studies planned. The State Clearinghouse issued the NOP for 
review on October 5, 2006, for a 30-day period ending on November 3, 2006. Comment letters 
were received from the NAHC and the CDFG. The NOP and letters are included in Appendix E. 

4.3 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND COORDINATION 
The public participation and coordination for the Program included the following activities. 

Draft Program EIR 
The Draft Program EIR was filed with the State Clearinghouse on June 7, 2007.  

 



SECTIONFOUR Consultation and Coordination 

 X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\4.0_CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION.DOC\16-APR-08 4-2 

Mailing List 
A comprehensive mailing list was developed consisting of the names and addresses of homes 
and businesses adjoining the segments of US 50 and SR 89 within the project boundaries. In 
addition, the mailing list included federal, State of California, State of Nevada, and local 
agencies; elected and appointed officials or staff; and potentially interested interest groups and 
organizations. This list was used for notification of the availability of the Draft Program EIR and 
public hearing. 

Availability of the Draft Program EIR 
Copies of the Draft Program EIR were made available for review and comment at the following 
locations: 

Caltrans North Region Office of Environmental Management 
2800 Gateway Oaks Drive 
Sacramento, CA 95833 
 
Caltrans District 3 Office 
703 B Street 
Marysville, CA 95901 
 
Nevada Department of Transportation 
1263 South Stewart Street 
Carson City, NV 89712 
 
El Dorado County Public Library 
South Lake Tahoe Branch 
1000 Rufus Allen Blvd. 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 
 

The Draft Program EIR was also available for review at: 

 http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist3/departments/envinternet/ed50-89/ed50&89.htm 

Public Hearing and Presentations 
Caltrans District 3 hosted a public meeting on July 12, 2007, to inform the public of the proposed 
Program. The public received notice of the meeting in the following ways: 

• Direct mail to property owners of parcels along and within 300 feet of the Program route 

• Legal notice in the Mountain Democrat 

• Display ads (two) in the Tahoe Daily Tribune 

• Circulation of notices at the El Dorado County Library, City of South Lake Tahoe planning 
offices, and El Dorado County Board of Supervisors and Parks and Recreation Commission 
offices 
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• Direct mailing to approximately 80 government and elected officials, businesses, 
organizations, interested individuals, and environmental groups.  

The meeting was originally scheduled for June 28 but postponed due to the Angora wildfire.  
The change of date and location was advertised in the Tahoe Daily News and the Caltrans project 
Web site. In addition, press releases were sent to local newspapers, and meeting notices were 
sent to city and county offices. 

Public Comment Period 
The public comment period for the proposed Program was June 8 through July 23, 2007. Written 
comments were received from 22 individuals and organization representatives at the July 12, 
2007, public meeting and from five federal, state, regional, and local agencies during the public 
comment period. After the comment period ended, comments were incorporated into the EIR and 
this Final EIR was prepared.  Those comments and Caltrans’ responses are presented in 
Appendix F. 
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B. Transportation Technical Methods and Analy 
C.  
D. sis 

Figures 1 through 15 provide a detailed view of the study area along the Program project 
segments on US 50 and SR 89.  The figures identify existing drainage facilities; proposed 
Program feature locations; and wetlands, SEZs, and other waters of the United States in the 
Program project vicinity.  
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B. Transportation Technical Methods and Analy 
C.  
D. sis 

Conceptual locations for potential infiltration basins were identified in 2003 during the 
development of the Project Study Reports for US 50 and SR 89 (Caltrans 2003c, 2003d). The 
Program improvements were developed with input and coordination among Caltrans 
multifunctional units specializing in design, materials, traffic, constructability, safety, and 
environmental review.  Preliminary design review and input was provided by staff from the 
Lahontan RWQCB, the TRPA, El Dorado County, the Caltrans TRPA Coordinator, and the 
Caltrans District 3 Landscape and Design units who conducted field reviews of the US 50 
segments on May 19, 2003, and the SR 89 segments on June 3, 2003.  Table B-1 summarizes the 
initial feasibility assessment and comments.   

Table B-1 
Initial Screening of Potential Water Quality Improvements or 

Treatments for US 50 and SR 89 
Post Mile (PM) Proposed Stormwater Treatment TRPA & Lahontan RWQCB Comments 

US 50 Segment 1 
  Due to existing topography, treatment and 

other improvement opportunities may be 
limited. 

US 50 Segment 2 
73.80; 74.01 
(Airport entrance road 
to Airport exit road) 

Potential infiltration basins 
 

Avoid cutting into hillside for widening 
near Airport entrance road.  
 

74.28; 74.34 
(Airport exit road to 
Kyburz Road) 

Potential infiltration basins.  Existing 
basin to remain. 
 

Potential basin at PM 74.28 looks good. 
Consider additional basins at PM 74.28 or 
74.34. 

74.5; 74.8 
(Kyburz Road to E 
Street) 

Potential infiltration basins  
Existing underground infiltration 
system partially within basin at PM 
74.8. 
 

Potential basin at PM 74.5 is good, may be 
able to coordinate this location with 
possible County improvements south of 
Kyburz Rd. 
Soft coverage exists along southerly 
shoulder from approx PM 74.5 to 74.75.  
Potential basins at 74.8 look good. 

74.85; 74.99; 75.03; 
75.1 
E Street to US 50/SR 
89 “Y” intersection 

Potential infiltration basins at PMs  
Existing drainage system including 
underground infiltration systems that 
need to be modified as needed. 
City has existing basin on B Street at 
PM 75.24. 

Portions of the existing drainage swale 
between PM 74.85 and 75.03 could be 
enlarged to create small basins. 
Potential basin at PM 74.99 looks good. 
Potential basin at PM 74.99 OK if 
hydraulics work out. 
Potential basin at PM 75.1 look good. 
Check with City on potential capacity at 
basin on B Street. 
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Table B-1 (Continued) 
Initial Screening of Potential Water Quality Improvements or 

Treatments for US 50 and SR 89 
Post Mile (PM) Proposed Stormwater Treatment TRPA & Lahontan RWQCB Comments 

US 50 Segment 3 
 Two infiltration basins are proposed for 

this segment. 
 

SR 89 Segment 1 
0.11; 0.25; 0.4; 0.57; 
0.66; 0.87; 1.3; 1.35; 
1.48; 1.9; 2.6; 2.95; 
3.01 

Potential infiltration basins 
Potential for larger sand traps (sand 
vaults) within turnout areas to facilitate 
maintenance efforts. 

Good locations for potential basins are at 
PM 3.01, PM 2.95, PM 2.6.  
Post mile locations with high groundwater 
and where spreading of flows is a good 
alternative are PM 1.9, PM 1.48, and 
between PM 1.35 and PM 0.11. 

4.3; 3.57; 3.22 Potential infiltration basins 
Potential for larger sand traps (sand 
vaults) within turnout areas to facilitate 
maintenance efforts. 

Good location for potential basin is at PM 
4.3. 
Locations on roadway not good for basins 
are at PM 3.57 and PM 3.22 due to rocky 
soil, slopes, or SEZs. 
Should investigate opportunities for sand 
vaults at two separate Big Meadow Creek 
Crossings. 

5.15; 5.8 Potential infiltration basins 
 
Potential for larger sand traps (sand 
vaults) within turnout areas to facilitate 
maintenance efforts. 

PM 5.8 may be better suited for spreading 
than basins due to rocky soils. 
PM 5.15 has rocky soil and may be more 
feasible to berm basin rather than excavate. 

6.1 
(Christmas Valley Road 
to Grass Lake Road) 

Potential infiltration basin  
 

Potential basin looks good at this location. 
Additional basin location identified at PM 
6.0. 

6.32 
(Christmas Valley Road 
to Santa Claus Lane/Elf 
Lane) 

Potential infiltration basins SEZ area just south of Santa Claus 
Lane/Elf Lane. Potential for smaller basin 
on the left between driveways just south of 
SEZ area. Potential basins at PM 6.32 look 
good. 

6.87; 6.82 
(Santa Claus Lane/Elf 
Lane to Blitzen Road 

Potential infiltration basins Potential basins look good. County streets 
upstream drain into this area via existing 
culverts; potentially need to separate 
roadway runoff that comes from County 
flows and then recombine at downstream 
end at existing culverts. 

7.22; 7.3 
(Blitzen Road to Han 
Street) 

Potential infiltration basins at PM 7.3 
and PM 7.22 

Sewer force main on west side crossing to 
east side at approximately PM 7.1. 
Potential basin sites look good, basins on 
east side probably the better option. 
Consider measures to avoid disturbing 
existing vegetation within basin footprints. 
Culvert at PM 7.08 had flow; basin areas 
on either side near this location may be 
within SEZs. 
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Table B-1 (Continued) 
Initial Screening of Potential Water Quality Improvements or 

Treatments for US 50 and SR 89 
Post Mile (PM) Proposed Stormwater Treatment TRPA & Lahontan RWQCB Comments 

7.7 
(Han Street to Shakori 
Drive) 

Potential infiltration basin Sewer force main is on west side of 
highway; need to work with County to 
transport water downstream. 
Potential basin at PM 7.7 may not be 
feasible due to topography. 
Culvert at PM 7.36 drains along fence line 
of parcels. Consider coordinating with 
County on widening of existing drainages 
in this area. 

8.1; 8.15 
(Cornelian Drive to 
Shakori Drive to 
Wasabe Drive) 

Potential infiltration basins Existing ditch passes through footprint of 
potential basin at PM 8.15. The amount of 
water coming to this area could influence 
groundwater levels. 
Potential basins at PM 8.1 look good. 
Consider adding fence barrier to keep 
people out of basin areas. 

8.4; 8.5 
(Wasabe 
Drive/Cornelian Drive 
to US 50) 

Potential infiltration basins Potential basin location at PM 8.5 probably 
not feasible due to topography (Lahontan 
RWQCB suggested consideration of 
infiltration galleries at this location if 
needed). 
Potential basins at PM 8.4 look good; 
utilize sand traps to limit maintenance 
required within basin footprints. 

SR 89 Segment 2 
8.64; 8.75 
(US 50/SR 89 to 7th 
Street) 

Infiltration basin Proposed basin at PM 8.64 is within 
probable SEZ area, and may be possible to 
direct surface water into shallow basin. 
Potential basin at PM 8.75 looks good. 
A City-owned basin exists at PM 8.64. 
Additional areas on the other side of PM 
8.75 potentially usable for small basins. 

9.0 (7th Street to 10th 
Street) 

Potential infiltration basin City already has a proposed project to 
construct a basin at PM 9.0. Caltrans 
hydraulics is involved with this proposed 
project, and a portion of the roadway runoff 
may be treated by this proposed basin. 
Additional area for basin and/or spreading 
is available at PM 8.95. 

9.07; 9.25 
(10th Street to 12th 
Street) 

Potential infiltration basins Potential basin at PM 9.25 looks good, and 
overflow could be directed down to 12th 
Street toward existing City-owned basins. 
Potential basin at PM 9.07 at the corner of 
10th Street is good. 
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Table B-1 (Continued) 
Initial Screening of Potential Water Quality Improvements or 

Treatments for US 50 and SR 89 
Post Mile (PM) Proposed Stormwater Treatment TRPA & Lahontan RWQCB Comments 

9.6 
(12th Street to 15th 
Street) 

Potential infiltration basin Potential basin at PM 9.6 may be wet, and 
basin probably can’t be too deep. 
Additional potential basin sites were 
identified at PM 9.45 and PM 9.5. 
Existing SEZ area at NE corner of 15th 
Street may be re-vegetated to accommodate 
spread flows. 

9.8 
(15th Street to PM 9.9, 
which is an open SEZ 
area) 

Potential infiltration basin Potential basin at PM 9.8 may have high 
groundwater, could be used as a spreading 
area if basin is infeasible. 
Additional potential basin area identified at 
PM 9.75. Potential area for spreading 
identified at PM 9.9. 

10.0; 10.75 Potential infiltration basin Potential basin at PM 10.0 can be enlarged; 
looks good at PM 10.75 it may not receive 
a lot of runoff.  
Additional potential small basin areas 
identified at PM 10.3, and 10.8.  

11.1; 11.25 
(Pope Beach Road to 
0.2 mile north of 
Jameson Beach Road) 

Potential infiltration basin Proposed basins at PM 11.1 and PM 11.25 
look good. 
Existing erosion in swale along south side 
of highway at PM 10.86; may need to pave 
or construct berms to control erosion. 

SR 89 Segment 3 
 Potential infiltration basins, paved 

turnouts and shoulders, asphalt concrete 
dikes, and drainage collection facilities. 

 

SR 89 Segment 4 
 Proposed improvements include asphalt 

concrete dikes and new drainage 
systems such as sand traps.  Potential 
infiltration basins proposed at PM 24.5 
and PM 24.7. 
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Table B-1 (Concluded) 
Initial Screening of Potential Water Quality Improvements or 

Treatments for US 50 and SR 89 
Post Mile (PM) Proposed Stormwater Treatment TRPA & Lahontan RWQCB Comments 

SR 89 Segment 5 
25.0; 25.1; 25.2 
(Meeks Creek to Drum 
Road) 

Potential infiltration basin Potential basins at PM 25.0 and 25.2 look 
good. 
Potential basin at PM 25.1 appears to be 
wetter and problems in maintenance may 
exist. 
Additional basin area is identified at PM 
25.2. 

25.4, 25.5; 25.6 
(Drum Road to Glen 
Ridge Road) 

Potential infiltration basin Potential basin at PM 25.5 looks good. 
Potential basin at PM 25.4 may be 
infeasible due to topography variability.  
Potential basin at PM 25.6 is within SEZ 
area, and basin should be relocated to either 
side of drainage channel along old roadbed. 

25.75; 25.8; 25.95; 
26.05 
(Glen Ridge Road to 
General Creek) 

Potential infiltration basin Potential basin locations look good through 
this stretch. 

26.20; 26.25; 26.45 
(General Creek to 
Sugar Pine Point State 
Park Entrance) 

Potential infiltration basin Potential locations for infiltration basins 
look good. Maybe possible to berm up area 
near creek on west side to create basin 
location at PM 26.15. 

26.65; 26.9; 27.2 
(Sugar Pine Point State 
Park entrance to Placer 
County line) 

Potential infiltration basin Potential basin at PM 26.65 looks good.  
Potential basin at PM 27.2 is possible, but 
outlet may be an issue. Additional potential 
basin area is identified to the west of 
highway at the PM 26.65 location. 

Source: Caltrans 2003c, 2003d 
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B. Transportation Technical Methods and Analy 
C.  
D. sis 

The following checklist identifies physical, biological, social, and economic factors that might be 
affected by the proposed Program.  The CEQA impact levels include potentially significant 
impact, less-than-significant impact with mitigation, less-than-significant impact, and no impact.  
Please refer to the following for detailed discussions regarding impacts: 

• Guidance: Title 14, Chapter 3, California Code of Regulations, Sections 15000 et seq.  
(http://www.ceres.ca.gov/topic/env_law/ceqa/guidelines/) 

• Statutes: Division 13, California Public Resource Code, Sections 21000-21178.1 
(http://www.ceres.ca.gov/topic/env_law/ceqa/stat/) 

CEQA requires that environmental documents determine significant or potentially significant 
impacts.  The technical reports provide supporting analysis and documentation regarding these 
findings, and the Draft Program EIR summarizes the issues and findings.  

 

 



Potentially 
significant 

impact 

Less than 
significant 
impact with 
mitigation 

Less than 
significant 

impact 
No 

impact 
 

 

AESTHETICS - Would the project:  
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?    X      

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

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

 

 
 

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

 
 

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

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

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

 

 
 

    X    a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 
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No 
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    X    
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

 

 

 
 

    X    

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

 

 

 
 

    X    d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentration? 

 

 

 
 

      X  e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

 

 

 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:  
 

 

   X      

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

 

 

 
 

   X      

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

 

 
 

   X      

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

 

 

 
 

    X    

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

 

 

 
 

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

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

 

 

 
CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:  
 

 

  X      
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

 

 

 

  X      
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5?  

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

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

 
 

 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:  
 

 

    X    
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

 

 

 
 

    X    

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

 

 

 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?      X    

 
 

    X    iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

 
 

 
iv) Landslides?      X    

 
 
    X    b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil? 

 

 
 c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 

unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 

 

    X    
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landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 
or collapse? 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – 
Would the project: 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

    X    

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

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

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

 

 

 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would 
the project: 

 

 
 

    X    a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

 
 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

    X    

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

 

 

 
 

    X    

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

 

 

 
 

    X    

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

 

 

 
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?      X    

 
 

 

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

      X  
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
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j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?        X  

 
LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:   
 
a) Physically divide an established community?        X  

 
  

 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:   
 

 

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on 
a local general plan, specific plan or other land use 
plan? 

 

 

 
NOISE - Would the project:  
 

 

    X    

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

 

 

 
 

    X    b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

  X      
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 
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No 

impact 
 

 

 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 
 

POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the 
project:  

 
 

      X  

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

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
PUBLIC SERVICES -  

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

 

 
 Fire protection?      X    

 
 Police protection?     X    

 
 Schools?      X    

 
 Parks?      X    

 
 Other public facilities?      X    
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No 

impact 
 

 

RECREATION -  
 

 

      X  

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

 
 

 
 

      X  

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

 
 

 
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the 
project:  

 
 

  X      

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

 

 

 
    X    

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

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?      X    

 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?      X    

 
 

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

 
 

 
UTILITY AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the 
project:  

 
 

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

 

 



Potentially 
significant 

impact 

Less than 
significant 
impact with 
mitigation 

Less than 
significant 

impact 
No 

impact 
 

 

 

      X  

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

 
 

 
 

    X    

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

 
 

 
 

      X  
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

 
 

 
 

      X  

e) Result in determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

 
 

 
 

      X  
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

 
 

 

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

 

 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -  

 

 

  X      

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

 

 

 
 

    X    

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

 

 

 
 

  X      
c) Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 
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B. Transportation Technical Methods and Analy 
C.  
D. sis 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was filed with the State Clearinghouse to announce the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Program.  The NOP was 
issued on October 5, 2006, and the 30-day response period ended on November 3, 2006.  Two 
letters were received in response to the NOP, which are included following the NOP and 
summarized below. 

Native American Heritage Commission 
The Native American Heritage Commission requested that Caltrans complete the following 
actions for the Program: 

• Conduct a records search at the appropriate Information Center 

• Perform an archaeological survey 

• Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for a file or records review and list of 
contacts 

• Provide planning for the discovery and disposition of potential archaeological resources 

All of these actions were performed and are summarized in Section 3.6. The detailed technical 
studies are documented in the Archaeological Survey Report (Condor Country Consulting 2006), 
Historical Resources Evaluation Report (JRP Historical Consulting 2006), and Historical 
Resources Compliance Report (URS 2006e) prepared for the Program. 

California Department of Fish and Game 
The California Department of Fish and Game recommended that the Draft Program EIR discuss 
and provide adequate mitigation for the Program’s impacts on fish and wildlife and their habitat, 
wetlands and riparian habitat, and special-status species, as well as related cumulative impacts; 
alternatives to avoid impacts to fish, wildlife, water quality, and vegetative resources; and 
consistency with applicable plans.  These issues are addressed in Sections 3.4 (Wetlands), 3.5 
(Natural Environment), 3.1 (Land Use and Community Impacts), and 3.12 (Cumulative Impacts). 

The California Department of Fish and Game also requested that the Draft Program EIR consider 
whether the proposed Program will result in impacts under the jurisdiction of Section 1600 of the 
California Fish and Game Code, when work is undertaken within a stream or water course.  
Portions of the project will cross water bodies that fall under these regulations, and permit 
authorizations will be requested as applicable when segments of the projects are advanced for 
further study and evaluation (after completion of this Program EIR).  
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F COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT PROGRAM EIR 

F1 INTRODUCTION 
Appendix F presents comments received on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the El Dorado 50 and 89 Water Quality Improvement Projects, and Caltrans’ responses 
to those comments. Any text changes resulting from the comments are summarized in the 
responses and have been incorporated into the text of this Final Program EIR.  

Comment Period 
The State Clearinghouse comment period officially began on June 7, 2007, and ended on July 23, 
2007. A public open house was held to inform local residents, elected officials, and other 
interested parties about the proposed Program of water quality improvements on SR 89 and US 
50. The public was notified of the comment period and public open house in the following ways:  

• A mailer was sent on June 6, 2007, to the property owners of homes and businesses along US 
50 and SR 89 within the Program limits. 

• A press release describing the meeting was issued. 

• Newspaper display advertisements were published in the Mountain Democrat and the Tahoe 
Daily Tribune on June 6, 2007. The advertisements included a brief description of the 
Program, a map of the study area, information on where the Draft Program EIR could be 
reviewed, and details about the public open house.  

Copies of the Draft Program EIR or letters announcing the availability of the document were 
mailed directly to federal, state, regional, and local agencies and elected officials as well as other 
interested parties. Copies of the Draft Program EIR were also made available for public review at 
the following locations: 

• South Lake Tahoe Branch of the El Dorado County Public Library, 1000 Rufus Allen Blvd., 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 

• Caltrans North Region Office of Environmental Management, 2800 Gateway Oaks Drive, 
Sacramento, CA 95833 

• Caltrans District 3 Office, 703 B Street, Marysville, CA 95901 

The technical documents that were prepared to support the Draft Program EIR were also 
available for public review at the Caltrans North Region Office of Environmental Management.  

In addition, the Draft Program EIR was made available prior to and throughout the review period 
on the Caltrans Web site: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist3/departments/envinternet/ed50-
89/ed50&89.htm. 

The public open house to discuss the proposed Program and solicit comments on the Draft 
Program EIR was held on July 12, 2007, at the Bijou Community School, 3501 Spruce Avenue, 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 from 5:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. Project staff members were available 
to answer questions, and displays provided information on the projects and the Program EIR. 
Comment cards were available and participants were encouraged to provide written comments at 
the meeting or send them to Caltrans. 
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Responses to Comments 
The comments and responses are organized as follows:  

• Section F2, Summary of Comments 

• Section F3, Comments from the Public Open House 

• Section F4, Other Comments Received During the Public Review Period  

F2 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
Table F-1 lists the names of the individuals, organizations, and agencies that provided comments 
on the Draft Program EIR. Each comment is briefly summarized to provide an overview of the 
nature of the comments, concerns, or issues raised. The actual comment submissions and 
corresponding responses follow Table F-1.  
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Table F-1 
Summary of Comments Received on the Draft Program EIR 

Name 
Comment 

No. Comment Summary 
Comments received at Open House Meeting 

Anderson, Will 1 Requested Class II bike lane on US 50 from Meyers to the “Y,” or, at minimum, enough paved shoulder for safety. Also 
noted sections of Segments 1 and 2 that should be widened.  

Andrus, Bryan 1 Expressed concern for safe, sustainable bike lanes throughout their city (South Lake Tahoe). 
Andrus, Bryan 2 Referred to a grant for improvements to city/county bike trails, routes, and lanes. 
Andrus, Lorrie 1 Thought purpose of meeting (or project?) was to improve bike lanes, which need improvement. 
Bowen, Garry 1 What happened to Caltrans Deputy Directive 64 (Spring 2001)? 
Bowen, Garry 2 Satisfying an EPA-directed Supreme Court decision on storm water runoff isn’t enough; let’s demonstrate another form of 

design. 
Coleman, Colleen 1 Requested that Caltrans keep cyclists in their plans where possible. 
Fairfield, Penny 1 Safe accommodations and direct routes are necessary for bicyclists and should be part of roadway projects. Rumble strips 

create unsafe road conditions. Cyclists need more space beyond the fog line to have separation from vehicular traffic. 
Feist, Travis 1 Projects should account for bike lanes and coordinating traffic signals on Lake Tahoe Blvd. Addressing these traffic flow 

issues is related to water quality. 
Fong, Curtis 1 On behalf of several bike organizations, requests that Caltrans implement bike lanes as part of all highway improvements 

on Lake Tahoe roadways including SR 89 and US 50. 
Fong, Curtis 2 Requested that storm grates be installed level to roadway surface to allow bicyclists to safely ride over them. 
Friedrich, John 1 Requests Class II bike lanes along US 50 through South Lake Tahoe and Meyers to benefit air and water quality and to add 

a critical component to South Lake Tahoe’s alternative transportation infrastructure.  
LeRoy, Jon 1 Requests involvement in public participation in project, particularly for Segment 5 (Meeks Bay to Sugar Pine Point); 

possible inclusion of multipurpose trail. 
Marino, Jim 1 Requested Class II bike lanes or paved shoulders on all highway repavement projects. 
Marino, Jim 2 Pave shoulders and convey water via AC dike to treatment areas. Minimize shoulder sediment transport. Recess 

thermoplastic striping to minimize multiple restriping due to snow removal. 
Merkow, Josh 1 Requested that bike paths be constructed along all roads around Tahoe Basin. 
Muscat, Marissa 1 Request roadway widening for more bike paths to decrease automotive vehicular traffic. 
Muscat, Marissa 2 Appreciates swales and erosion/runoff control measures. 
Nelson, Charles 1 Consistent with the Governor’s campaign and proposed legislation, state highways in the Tahoe Basin should address and 

accommodate the needs of all users, including other non-automotive modes of transportation. Concerned that Phase 2 and 
Phase 3 plans for US 50 in South Lake Tahoe area reportedly do not provide for highway users other than motor vehicles. 

Ottman, Bill 1 Requested status report on Segments 1, 2, and 3 outlining specific plans and time scheduling and the planned routes.  
Rego, Pat 1 Suggested better maintenance of roads to reduce the number of flat tires that bicyclists get.  
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Table F-1 
Summary of Comments Received on the Draft Program EIR 

Name 
Comment 

No. Comment Summary 
Usher, Balin (note: 
NOT Osher) 

1 Supports Class II bike lanes and encourages better linkage between existing bike paths to increase bike and pedestrian 
safety and traffic congestion; notes benefits to tourism. 

Usher, Dave 1 Requested that traction sand traps be installed safely outside of bike/pedestrian paths. 
Usher, Dave 2 Supports Class II bike lanes and encourages better linkage between existing bike paths to increase bike and pedestrian 

safety. 
Wallstrom, Sterling 1 Roadway projects around Lake Tahoe must include bike lanes, as automobiles are a major source of water quality impacts 

that affect the lake’s clarity. Sustainable forms of transportation must be promoted at all levels of government. 
Whitcomb, Mary 
Lou 

1 Having safe bike trails/lanes on US 50 from Stateline to the “Y” and along SR 89 to Meyers is imperative. Bike trails 
address many policy concerns expressed by community leaders and politicians. It is false savings to omit bike lanes from 
highway projects. 

Willison, Jaymee 1 Interested in Project 43601 
Written Comments Submitted During the Public Comment Period 

City of South Lake 
Tahoe 

1 Significant portions of the project are within the City of South Lake Tahoe, and with its discretionary approval is a 
Responsible Agency. 

City of South Lake 
Tahoe 

2 The Draft Program EIR does not discuss the Program’s consistency with the city’s redevelopment policies and city-specific 
TRPA plan areas. The Program would affect two parcels that are part of a future Redevelopment Agency/City project and 
will significantly impact the efficacy of the future project, the environmental benefits of which outweigh those of the 
proposed Program. All parcels should be evaluated based on future development and use. 

City of South Lake 
Tahoe 

3 The Draft Program EIR lacks adequate documentation about parcels that could be affected by the Program and should 
include APNs and maps of all parcels. Two parcels along US 50 may be owned by the Redevelopment Agency and are part 
of the Triangle Project Area. 

City of South Lake 
Tahoe 

4 The EIR does not address the impact of using the Triangle Project Area parcels or the other 206 parcels that would be 
affected by the Program, which would provide fewer environmental benefits than redevelopment. 

City of South Lake 
Tahoe 

5 Table 3.12-1 omits three projects outlined in the Five Year Implementation Plan (2/15/05). 

City of South Lake 
Tahoe 

6 Program design and landscaping must be consistent with city design standards and will need design review from the city. 

City of South Lake 
Tahoe 

7 Encroachment permits are required for work in city right-of-way. 

LTMBU 1 Clarify Section 2.3.1 to reflect that projects that affect National Forest lands must comply with NEPA regardless of funding 
source. 
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Table F-1 
Summary of Comments Received on the Draft Program EIR 

Name 
Comment 

No. Comment Summary 
LTMBU 2 Section 2.3.2: Forest Service does not issue Encroachment Permits. An easement and/or Special Use Permit may be 

required. 
LTMBU 3 Section 3.1.2 does not include Forest Service land use and planning, which is outlined in the LTBMU Land and Resource 

Management Plan.  
LTMBU 4 Section 3.3.2 does not include LTBMU Land and Resource Management Plan visual quality objectives to apply to activities 

on National Forest lands. 
LTMBU 5 Section 3.6 does not include National Historic Preservation Act - Section 106 compliance for activities on National Forest 

lands. 
State Parks 1 The Program will likely affect many State Parks properties and will need specific mitigation in accordance with State Parks 

requirements, which is not considered or included in the EIR. 
Caltrans should quantify impact areas, either in the EIR or subsequent documents, so State Parks can develop mitigation. 

State Parks 2 The EIR should specify what further environmental documents will be prepared for the Program. If Categorical Exemptions 
are planned, all required mitigation should be included in the EIR. 

State Parks 3 State Parks cannot permit the proposed facilities on its land unless a joint mitigation plan is developed and signed by State 
Parks and Caltrans. 

State Parks 4 Off-site mitigation will be required to fully mitigate for Program impacts to State Parks lands. As part of off-site mitigation, 
Caltrans should construct specified facilities at the Tahoe State Recreation Area. 

State Parks 5 P. S-2: State Parks will require prior approval for cutting trees, approval of planting list, and off-site mitigation for visual 
impacts. 

State Parks 6 P. S-5: Off-site mitigation is required for loss of natural resources on State Parks lands. 
State Parks 7 P. S-8 + Section 4.2: The EIR does not address the visual impact of Program facilities, which cannot be fully mitigated and 

will require off-site mitigation. 
State Parks 8 P. S-10: State Parks will require a Mitigation Plan per Comment 4. 
State Parks 9 P. 1-2: Are Segment 1 and 2 facilities along the Lake Tahoe Golf Course? 
State Parks 10 P. 2-2: State Parks requires prior approval of tree removal. Before it can issue an Encroachment Permit, a jointly signed 

mitigation plan is required. Before those two things can happen, Caltrans must identify the number and area of specific 
project facilities and provide design drawings of each one. 

State Parks 11 P. 2-4: Utilities may not be relocated further onto State Parks property. If required, each utility relocation impact must be 
disclosed in the EIR and fully mitigated. 

State Parks 12 P. 2-5: See Comment 4. 
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Table F-1 
Summary of Comments Received on the Draft Program EIR 

Name 
Comment 

No. Comment Summary 
State Parks 13 P. 3.1-11: The Program EIR lists the Lake Valley State Recreation Area and therefore State Parks assumes facilities are 

proposed on the Lake Tahoe Golf Course. Be aware that an El Dorado County bike path project and a SW Gas utility line 
project are proposed in the vicinity. 

State Parks 14 P. 3.1-14: See Comment 4. 
State Parks 15 P. 3.1-15: The impacts discussion fails to discuss permanent loss of resources due to the Program. See Comments 4 and 5. 
State Parks 16 P. 3.1-22: The EIR does not acknowledge the permanent loss of recreational land use from the Program. See Comment 7. 
State Parks 17 P. 3.2-11: See Comment 10 (+ easement). 
State Parks 18 P. 3.2-15: State Parks requests no staging of Program equipment or materials on its property. 
State Parks 19 P. 3.3-1: The EIR does not acknowledge the permanent loss of visual quality where Program facilities are constructed. 
State Parks 20 P. 3.3-25: Widening shoulders and paving turnouts will result in permanent loss of natural forest ground and push dirt 

shoulders onto State Parks property. These impacts should be evaluated and off-site mitigation provided. 
State Parks 21 P. 3.3-29: Add the following mitigation measures: jointly signed mitigation plan; prior approval for plant list for 

revegetation; no equipment stockpiling or staging on State Parks property; leave existing narrow vegetative buffer strips in 
place on State Parks property; replace State Parks signage affected by the Program to the satisfaction of State Parks. 

State Parks 22 P. 3.7-7: Indicate on maps where pullouts are to be paved. 
State Parks 23 Appendix C: Aesthetics (b) and (c) should be checked as Potentially Significant. 
LRWQCB 1 The EIR should consider other viable Program alternatives that employ a wider range of BMPs and best available 

technology. The preferred alternative may not comply with NPDES permit requirements, resulting in a violation that 
necessitates additional projects. 

LRWQCB 2 Caltrans should consider using new technology or treatment BMPs that provide more water quality benefits even if they are 
not Caltrans-approved and/or mentioned in the EIR. The EIR should specify that other alternatives that provide water 
quality benefits will be evaluated for individual project elements. 

LRWQCB 3 Caltrans should consider alternatives that (3a) install additional control and treatment BMPs; (3b) that consider maintenance 
needs and costs; (3b) focus improvements at locations with the greatest opportunity to reduce pollutant loading; and/or (3d) 
provide more water quality treatment by using other BAT measures. 

LRWQCB 4 Caltrans has limited the Program to using Caltrans-approved BMPs. If the Program doesn’t meet water quality 
requirements, additional projects may be needed, with additional impacts. 

LRWQCB 5 The EIR doesn’t discuss Caltrans’ coordination with other agencies to minimize vector control risks associated with 
Program facilities that have stagnant water. 

LRWQCB 6 Inadequate funding for maintenance or selection of BMPs is provided based on the assumption that increases in 
maintenance funding are not feasible. (See Comment 3.) 
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Table F-1 
Summary of Comments Received on the Draft Program EIR 

Name 
Comment 

No. Comment Summary 
LRWQCB 7 Table S-1: Land Use/Community Impacts. Discuss post-construction traffic impacts related to Program facility 

maintenance, and consider mitigation in the form of maintenance turnouts. 
LRWQCB 8 Table S-1: Water Quality. Avoidance column should mention temporary BMPs for dewatering, diversion, or other impacts 

from shoulder widening or cuts. 
LRWQCB 9 Table S-1: Wetlands and Natural Environment. Impact areas for wetlands, other waters, and SEZs should be increased if 

needed for wider range of water quality improvements. 
LRWQCB 10 Table S-1: Geology. Other improvements such as large vaults, cut slopes, fill slopes, and brow ditches may also have 

impacts. 
LRWQCB 11 Section S.4.3. Some wetland impacts could be avoided by using nonapproved BMPs or BATs. 
LRWQCB 12 Section S.4.4. Mitigation for SEZ impacts should consider Water Board as well as TRPA policy. 
LRWQCB 13 Section 1.4.3. This should also discuss the need to comply with Tahoe Construction NPDES General Permit or Waste 

Discharge Requirements for Construction of Small Projects in Lake Tahoe Basin for projects less than 1 acre in size. 
LRWQCB 14 Section 2.1 does not mention new cut or fill slopes and indicates retaining walls as the only improvement for shoulder 

widening. Sheet flow should be used wherever feasible. Appendix A maps should include sheet flow spreading areas on 
public and private lands. 

LRWQCB 15 Section 2.1 should refer to the 2005 or most current Storm Water Quality Handbook, which contains several additional 
approved BMPs, and should include all approved treatment BMPs. 

LRWQCB 16 Section 2.1 should refer to storm water pilots such as media filters used on the US 50 airport project. 
LRWQCB 17 Section 3.2.1.3. Discussion of impacts to 303(d) waters should mention Lake Tahoe as impaired by sediment and nutrients. 

Road sand from Caltrans operations and highway runoff including nitrogen and phosphorus are recognized sources of lake 
pollution. 

LRWQCB 18 Table 3.2-1. Eliminate reference to Willow Creek in Herlong HA. 
LRWQCB 19 Section 3.2.2.2/State. Refer to Non-Degradation Objective, update reference to LTHU General Construction Permit, and 

add reference to Board Order No. 6-91-31 (see Comment 13). 
LRWQCB 20 Section 3.5.4.6. Differentiate between impacts from clear water diversions and from dewatering in excavations, which may 

not require disposal to a temporary sediment-settling basin. Discuss other temporary BMPs. 
LRWQCB 21 Section 3.10.3.1. Groundwater seepage does occur seasonally at existing road cuts, and additional seepage should be 

expected. Seepage can carry sediment to surface waters. 
LRWQCB 22 Appendix B. Update 2003 field review information in EIR if possible to identify other locations for treatment BMPs. 
LRWQCB 23 Appendix C. Potential significant impacts to wetlands and riparian communities were identified but not mentioned in 

mandatory finding of significance. 
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Table F-1 
Summary of Comments Received on the Draft Program EIR 

Name 
Comment 

No. Comment Summary 
LRWQCB 24 Appendix C, Hydrology and Water Quality. The Program, during and after construction, may violate water quality 

standards if effective treatment BMPs are not installed and maintained. 
TRPA 1 P. S-1. Delete EIP #794; insert EIP #s 9, 551.2, 608, 708, 749, 795, 809, 822, 874, 993, 995, 1012; add TRPA approval for 

water quality treatment. 
TRPA 2 Section S.2. Add bike lanes and scenic to list of improvements. 
TRPA 3 P. S-6. Add any outstanding noise ordinance issues under “Noise.” CNEL noise levels attainment status. 
TRPA 4 Section S.4.1. Add potential for improving LOS through areas. 
TRPA 5 Section S.4.2. Mitigation for all manmade structures should incorporate native rock. Delete “If consistent with maintenance 

and drainage needs,”. 
TRPA 6 P. 1-6. Delete EIP #794; insert EIP #s 9, 551.2, 608, 708, 749, 795, 809, 822, 874, 993, 995, 1012; does the water quality 

language include the recently adopted BMPs? 
TRPA 7 P. 2-1. Add install Class II and III bike lanes where feasible; add correct previous project violation throughout project area; 

add minimize all driveways. 
TRPA 8 Section 2.1.3. Make sure bike lanes are accounted for in the number of parcels needing right-of-way acquisition. 
TRPA 9 P. 3.1-10. Double check future traffic estimates. Caltrans is indicating a traffic increase in 2008 and TRPA is indicating 

reductions. 
TRPA 10 P. 3.1-11. Discuss how bike lane was converted to shoulder parking through Meyers and water quality improvements were 

deleted and new coverage was added. 
TRPA 11 Section 3.1.1.7. Discuss other bike lanes: Pat Low bike lane needs to be restored through portions of Meyers; SR 89 over 

Luther Pass is heavily used by bicyclists; bike lane on US 50 from Meyers to the “Y” is needed. 
TRPA 12 P. 3.1-15/CEQA Considerations: Change “… all segments along the two highways affected by the program would be the 

same as they were prior to construction in terms of flow and access to existing parcels.” Improved bike lanes will provide 
additional access.  

TRPA 13 P. 3.1-16/Community Cohesion: State that these projects will improve cohesion by correcting current project violations and 
implementing EIP projects, which are included in community plans, in conjunction with the proposed projects. 

TRPA 14 P. 3.1-17/Property Acquisition. Ensure that property acquisitions address any necessary right-of-way for all water quality 
treatment, bike, and pedestrian facilities. 

Lake Tahoe Bicycle 
Coalition (Ty 
Polastri) 

 Caltrans should provide Class II bike lanes throughout the City of South Lake Tahoe as part of the proposed project. To not 
do so would be a loss and future detriment to the community, and it would be decades before there is another opportunity to 
add bike lanes. The Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition insists that Caltrans fulfill its promise to add Class II bike lanes on US 
50.  
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F3 COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE 
Comments received during the public open house are presented in alphabetical order by the 
commenters’ last names. Individual issues within each comment are numbered. Responses are 
labeled by the commenter name plus the comment number and are presented below each 
comment card. The Table of Contents of this appendix includes an alphabetical Table of 
Responses. 



 Appendix F 
 Comments and Responses on the Draft Program EIR 

  X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\CALTRANS NORTH REGION II\TO #4 LAKE TAHOE PROGRAM EIR\6000_EIR\_FINAL EIR\TEXT\APPENDIX F.DOC F-10 

Comment: Anderson, Will 

 
 

Response: Anderson, Will 

Anderson-1 
Many commenters at the public open house expressed concerns about safe bicycle facilities on 
the state highways and local roads. In general, these comments noted that existing roadways do 
not provide enough room for bicyclists, and Caltrans projects should use the opportunity to 
widen shoulders or otherwise provide or accommodate bicycle facilities.  

The proposed Program evaluated in the Draft Program EIR will involve construction work on 
specific segments of SR 89 and US 50 to improve storm water runoff quality. As part of Program 
construction, the paved shoulders on some segments of SR 89 and US 50 may be widened to 
accommodate drainage facilities. However, the widening will not be completed throughout the 
study area to the extent that continuous bicycle lanes or paths could be designated. 

The proposed Program will not preclude the future installation of bicycle facilities. However, the 
funding to purchase the necessary right-of-way and construct continuous bicycle lanes or paths 
has not been included or authorized as part of this Program. The priority for this Program is to 
comply with regulatory requirements for improving highway runoff water quality within the 
Program limits. 
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Comment: Andrus, Bryan 

 

Responses: Andrus, Bryan 

Andrus-1 
See the Response to Comment Anderson-1.  

Andrus-2 
This comment does not state which grant it refers to. Various grants and funding sources are 
available for bicycle or trail funding, but these grants and improvements are separate from and 
independent of the Caltrans Program to improve the quality of storm water runoff from the state 
highway system. 

The California Tahoe Conservancy has authorized grants or other expenditures for trails and 
bikeways in the Lake Tahoe area. Since 1985, the Conservancy has authorized the expenditure of 
$22.9 million to carry out 35 public access and recreation projects in the Tahoe Basin, some 
funded directly and some through grants to other agencies. More than 355 acres of land has been 
acquired for recreation and public access. 

In the Program vicinity, the Conservancy, LTBMU, and TRPA are conducting environmental 
studies for the proposed South Tahoe Greenway Multi-Use Trail, which would link Meyers to 
Stateline. The trail would generally follow the former Caltrans US 50 Bypass Corridor, which 
roughly parallels US 50 to the east.  

In addition, the Recreational Trails Program provides grants and other funding for recreational 
trails and trails-related projects. The program is administered at the federal level by the Federal 
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Highway Administration (FHWA) and at the state level by the California Department of Parks 
and Recreation (State Parks). Nonmotorized projects are administered by State Parks’ Office of 
Grants and Local Services, and motorized projects are administered by its Off-Highway Motor 
Vehicle Recreation Division. 

In 2003, the City of South Lake Tahoe received about $47,000 of funding under the Recreational 
Trails Program through Proposition 40 for unspecified future projects. 

Comment: Bowen, Garry 

 
 

Responses: Bowen, Garry 

Bowen -1 
Deputy Directive DD-64, “Accommodating Non-Motorized Travel,” became effective on March 
26, 2001. The directive established the policy that Caltrans fully consider the needs of 
pedestrians, bicyclists, persons with disabilities, and other nonmotorized travelers; incorporate 
the best available standards in all Caltrans practices; and adopt the best practice concepts in the 
U.S. Department of Transportation Policy Statement on Integrating Bicycling and Walking into 
Transportation Infrastructure. Deputy Directive DD-64 also assigns specific responsibilities for 
implementing the policy to Caltrans deputy directors, district directors, and division chiefs. 

The directive states in its “Definition/Background” section that the planning and project 
development process should seek to provide Californians with a degree of mobility that is in 
balance with other values. In doing so, Caltrans must consider issues including attainment of 
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community goals and objectives, and elimination or minimization of adverse effects on the 
environment, natural resources, public services, aesthetic features and the community. 

In planning the proposed Program, Caltrans balanced the primary purpose of improving runoff 
water quality on the project segments with minimizing potential Program-related environmental 
effects. To do so required complying with applicable laws, regulations, and local and regional 
plans designed to preserve the natural environment and visual character of the area. This 
included designing Program features to avoid removing trees, encroaching on wetlands and 
stream environment zones, visually contrasting with the surrounding environment, and creating 
additional sources of erosion from new areas of cut and fill. Throughout the approximately 35 
linear miles that fall within the eight project segments, new or improved drainage features were 
located in areas that would result in the fewest effects to the environment and would most 
effectively serve the primary purpose of the Program.  

Within the 35 linear miles of Program limits are areas with existing bicycle trails or paths. Some 
limited portions of the highways may have sufficient shoulder space to accommodate potential 
bicycle trails or paths but they are not continuous, as needed to allow designation of a bicycle 
facility. Other areas have minimal shoulder space and physical constraints along the roadway 
that prevent widening without substantial roadway cross-section reconstruction. Extensive 
reconstruction would be needed to provide a continuous paved shoulder or path that meets 
bicycle facility standards. Addition of bicycle trails or paths is not planned or funded as part of 
this Program, and the reconstruction of slopes, retaining walls, culvert crossings, and bridges that 
would be required are not related to the primary objective and mandatory requirement of 
improving the quality of runoff from the state highways within the Program area. The 
improvements made as part of this Program are compatible with and would not interfere with 
separate future bicycle facility improvement projects, when they are funded and advanced for 
construction.  

The projects proposed in this Program EIR would not preclude the implementation of projects 
for nonmotorized travel, which would not be constructed until after the 2008 deadline for water 
quality improvements imposed by the Caltrans Statewide NPDES permit. Caltrans is required to 
comply with the Statewide NPDES permit as well as TRPA environmental thresholds for water 
quality designated in the EIP. For that reason, the project purpose outlined in Section 1.3 is 
limited in scope to water quality improvements.  

Bowen -2 
See the Response to Comments Anderson-1 and Bowen-1. 
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Comment: Coleman, Colleen 

 
 

Response: Coleman, Colleen 

Coleman-1 
See the Response to Comment Anderson-1. 
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Comment: Fairfield, Penny 

 

 

Response: Fairfield, Penny 

Fairfield -1 
See the Response to Comment Anderson-1. 
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Comment: Feist, Travis 

 
 

Response: Feist, Travis 

Feist-1 
The proposed Program does not include bicycle facilities or traffic signalization, but also does 
not affect independent implementation, either existing or planned, of these transportation 
facilities. 

The Program will improve the quality of runoff from the state highways within the Program 
limits. It is assumed that this comment refers to additional improvements to water quality that 
might be achieved by improving traffic flow and congestion (and potentially reducing vehicle 
emissions and associated deposition of pollutants). While improved traffic flow can indirectly 
lead to incrementally lower pollutant deposition in water runoff, traffic flow improvement is not 
a purpose of this Program. This Program focuses on the direct removal of pollutants from 
roadway runoff, based on studies and pilot programs that support the effectiveness of the 
proposed features in achieving the objectives of water quality improvement. Improved traffic 
flow is not an approved Best Management Practice (BMP) that can be implemented for this 
Program. 
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Comment: Fong, Curtis 

 

Responses: Fong, Curtis 

Fong-1 
See the Response to Comment Anderson-1. 

Fong-2 
Bicycle-proof grates will be installed flush with the roadway surface, in accordance with 
Caltrans design standards. 
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Comment: Friedrich, John 

 
 

Response: Friedrich, John 

Friedrich-1 
See the Responses to Comments Anderson-1 and Feist-1. 
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Comment: LeRoy, Jon 

 
 

Response: LeRoy, Jon 

LeRoy-1 
The request is noted; the Tahoe City Public Utility District will be included in notifications and 
mailings for the Segment 5 project. 
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Comment: Lorrie (No Last Name Provided) 

 
 

Response: Lorrie (No Last Name Provided) 

Lorrie-1 
The purpose of the public hearing was to inform the public about the proposed Program of water 
quality improvements on a total of eight segments of US 50 and SR 89.  
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Comment: Marino, Jim 

 
 

Responses: Marino, Jim 

Marino-1 
See the Response to Comment Anderson-1. 

Marino-2 
The Program includes installation of asphalt-concrete or PCC dikes and curbs or gutters to 
convey storm water runoff to treatment facilities, as well as other improvements. Where feasible, 
some shoulders will be paved. There is a Caltrans Standard Specification for installation of 
recessed thermoplastic striping in areas of snow removal (SSP #84-055), which will be 
considered where feasible during the design phase for the individual segments. 
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Comment: Merkow, Josh 

 
 

Response: Merkow, Josh 

Merkow-1 
See the Response to Comment Anderson-1. 
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Comment: Muscat, Marissa 

 
 

Responses: Muscat, Marissa 

Muscat-1 
See the Response to Comment Anderson-1. 

Muscat-2 
The comment is noted. 
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Comment: Nelson, Charles 

 
 

Response: Nelson, Charles 

Nelson-1 
The proposed Program would implement water quality improvements and would not affect the 
planning and funding for completion of any bicycle or pedestrian facilities. 

As of May 2008, the Complete Streets Act (California Assembly Bill 1358) referred to in this 
comment has been moved to the legislative Inactive File.  If approved, the Act would require 
cities and counties to identify accommodation of all users of transportation facilities in their 
general planning.  
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Comment: Ottman, Bill 

 
 

Response: Ottman, Bill 

Ottman-1 
As detailed plans are developed for each project segment, Caltrans will communicate with the 
communities and motorists and conduct outreach activities to alert them about temporary 
changes related to Program construction. Information will be provided to potentially affected 
institutions in the local area, such as school districts and local agencies, and, if appropriate, 
provide for public informational meetings, events, and specific stakeholder coordination to notify 
the public about construction activities that might affect the community or individual residences. 

Caltrans is committed to working with local stakeholders and will ensure that the City of South 
Lake Tahoe is fully informed regarding the development of segments within, or affecting, the 
city limits. Caltrans staff members attend regular focus meetings with the City of South Lake 
Tahoe and TRPA to ensure that all interested parties are kept informed of project progress and 
evolution. 
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Comment: Rego, Pat 

 

Response: Rego, Pat 

Rego-1 
As discussed in Section 2.1, the proposed Program will include paving some existing pullouts 
and installing an asphalt-concrete (AC) overlay on the roadway surface. The AC overlay will 
produce a smoother roadway surface. 
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Comment: Usher, Balin 

 

Response: Usher, Balin 

Usher, B.-1 
See the Response to Comment Anderson-1. 
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Comment: Usher, Dave 

 

Responses: Usher, Dave 

Usher, D.-1 
The recommendation is noted. In general, sand traps will be installed along the edges of the 
roadway surfaces, away from the travel lanes. The proposed improvements would not preclude a 
future project from widening SR 89 or US 50. Widening the roadway would require significant 
roadwork, including relocation of drainage systems and other utilities and regrading of the road 
to support drainage. Relocation of sand traps, vaults, and drainage systems would be a small 
element of such a project and is unlikely to significantly affect its feasibility. 

Usher, D.-2 
See the Response to Comment Anderson-1. 
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Comment: Wallstrom, Sterling 

 
 

Response: Wallstrom, Sterling 

Wallstrom-1 
See the Response to Comment Anderson-1. 
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Comment: Whitcomb, Mary Lou 

 
 

Responses: Whitcomb, Mary Lou 

Whitcomb-1 
See the Response to Comment Anderson-1. 
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Comment: Willison, Jaymee 

 

Response: Willison, Jaymee 

Willison-1 
Project 43601 is one of a series of Caltrans projects under way to support the Lake Tahoe Basin 
Environmental Improvement Program. Project 43601 is not part of the proposed Program, and 
the limits of Project 43601 fall between US 50 Segments 2 and 3 of the proposed Program. 
However, Project 43601 shares the same primary goal of the proposed Program: to manage 
storm water and improve water quality along the State Highway system in the Lake Tahoe 
region. 

Project 43601 will collect and treat roadway storm water runoff from US 50, reconstruct the 
existing drainage system, widen the roadway, and provide streetscape improvements between 
Trout Creek and Ski Run Blvd. (Post Miles 77.3 to 79.3). The project is currently in the design 
phase, with final plans scheduled for mid-2008. Construction is scheduled in begin in spring 
2009 and end in fall 2012.  
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F4 OTHER COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD 
Feedback on the Draft Program EIR was received from the following agencies and organization, 
whose comments are presented in the order shown below: 

• U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit 
(LTBMU) 

• California Department of Parks and Recreation, Sierra District (State Parks) 

• California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Lahontan RWQCB) 

• Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) 

• City of South Lake Tahoe Community Development Department (SLT) 

• Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition 
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Comment: Terri Marceron, U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin 
Management Unit 
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Responses: Terri Marceron, U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service, Lake Tahoe 
Basin Management Unit 

LTBMU-1 
The text of Section 2.3.1 has been revised as suggested. 

LTMBU-2 
The text of Section 2.3.2 has been revised as suggested. 

LTMBU-3 
A new Section 3.1.2.1 has been added to the Final Program EIR to include the recommended 
text. 

LTMBU-4 
Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3 of the Final Program EIR have been revised to include the visual quality 
objectives of the LBTMU Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Service 1988). 

LTMBU-5 
The text of Section 3.6.2 has been revised to include Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. Caltrans complies with Section 106 requirements in accordance with its 
Programmatic Agreement with FHWA, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and 
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 
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Comment: Ken Anderson, California Department of Parks and Recreation, Sierra District  
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Responses: Ken Anderson, California Department of Parks and Recreation, Sierra District  

State Parks-1 
The facilities, primarily the infiltration basins, identified in the Program EIR are preliminary, and 
their locations and design will be refined as the design of each segment advances. Effort has 
been made to design the Program to have minimal impact to existing sensitive resources and land 
uses. Caltrans will detail the number of facilities proposed for State Park properties and the 
affected square footage in subsequent project-specific documents. The preliminary plans show 
approximately 31 basins that are adjacent to the existing Caltrans right-of-way and that would 
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encroach into State Park boundaries. Construction of the basins and other facilities would require 
land acquisition or easements from State Parks. As for any landowner from whom property 
would need to be acquired, State Parks would be compensated for the value of the land, which 
would be determined during the right-of-way phase for the Program. In addition, as stated in 
Section 2.3.2, Caltrans would need to obtain an encroachment permit from State Parks. 

Although State Parks land would be acquired, no developed State Park facilities would be 
affected by any proposed basins. Impacts would be limited to undeveloped lands adjacent to the 
highway. No campgrounds, structures, roads, or other existing facilities would be affected, 
except for right-of-way fencing. In general, the proposed elements of this Program will all be 
located within Caltrans right-of-way or on acquired, directly adjacent lands. Developed State 
Park facilities such as campgrounds and recreational facilities are generally set back from the 
highway. This Program would not relocate any travel lanes closer to any State Park facilities. 
Installation of infiltration basins will require removal of vegetation, including some trees, but 
impacts will be minimized during further development of the design for each project segment. 
Vegetation affected during construction will be replaced wherever feasible once the infiltration 
basins and drainage facilities are in place. Where vegetation replacement might be incompatible 
with the new drainage facilities, planting or enhancement of adjacent or nearby areas will be 
proposed as part of the Program.  

State Parks-2 
The Program EIR does not identify the types of environmental documents or approvals 
potentially required, as that will be determined for each segment based on the types and 
magnitudes of potential impacts and whether they can be avoided. For purposes of CEQA, 
Categorical Exemptions would be prepared where the project segments meet the definition of a 
Categorical Exemption and all significant impacts are avoided by the Program (without 
mitigation). If Categorical Exemptions are not appropriate, Initial Studies/Negative Declarations 
will be prepared. None of the segments are anticipated to require an EIR at this time. This has 
been added to new Section 2.3.3. 

State Parks-3 
Prior to the close of the public review period for the Draft Program EIR, the responsible agency 
(California State Parks) would be required to provide the Lead Agency (Caltrans) with detailed 
performance standards for mitigation measures subject to State Parks jurisdiction. The 
performance standards must be limited to those that mitigate impacts subject to the jurisdiction 
of the responsible agency (California Public Resources Code Section 21080.6(c)). The 
responsible agency may be required to prepare a monitoring program for the recommended 
mitigation measures that are adopted by the lead agency (CEQA Guidelines Section 15097(f)). 
Moreover, when a project is of statewide, regional, or areawide importance, any transportation 
information resulting from the monitoring or reporting program must be submitted to the 
transportation planning agency in the region where the project is located. The need for a joint 
mitigation plan would be determined at the time each segment is advanced for specific 
environmental review and would be subject to the conditions stated above. 
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State Parks-4 
The Program EIR describes the potential for adverse or significant impacts from the proposed 
facilities, but any specific impacts would ultimately be identified at the time each project 
segment is advanced for further environmental review. Avoidance and minimization of 
significant impacts will be considered first, but if the impacts cannot be avoided, then mitigation 
will be considered and identified. Off-site mitigation will be considered if avoidance, 
minimization, and on-site mitigation are not possible. 

The construction of 31 proposed facilities (primarily infiltration basins) on State Park property 
will require an encroachment permit and compensation for the fair market value of the property. 
There is a potential that construction of these basins may require removal of vegetation 
(including trees) or result in changes to the visual setting and drainage patterns. Impacts to 
specific resources at any of the locations proposed for Program facilities will be determined 
during final environmental review of each project segment. (Some environmental studies, 
including field surveys, have been completed and are documented in the Program EIR.) Every 
effort will be made to avoid impacts to identified sensitive resources and land uses by modifying 
the shape, size, or location of the proposed drainage facilities. It is anticipated that most, if not 
all, significant impacts can be avoided or minimized.  

In general, the proposed infiltration basins will be allowed to revegetate to an extent that does 
not interfere with the performance of the basin. Plantings and revegetation will be provided, if 
appropriate, to screen the perimeter of the basins and/or to replace trees and vegetation removed 
for Program construction. The basins will be on the edge of the existing State Park lands, where 
they border the state highways, and are not expected to interfere with active recreational use of 
the State Park facilities. 

State Parks-5 
Caltrans will coordinate with State Parks concerning any tree removal and planting on State 
Parks property. As described in previous responses, Caltrans will minimize tree removal and loss 
of visual resources. Replacement planting will be provided for the trees that need to be removed. 
Visual impacts of Program facilities are discussed in Section 3.3.3. Visual impacts will also be 
evaluated and specific avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures identified when each 
project segment is advanced for further design and environmental review. 

State Parks-6 
See the Response to Comment State Parks-4. 

State Parks-7 
Visual impacts of Program facilities are described in Section 3.3.3 of the Program EIR. More 
specific environmental review, including visual resources assessments, will be completed for 
each project segment. Off-site mitigation will be considered if avoidance, minimization, and on-
site mitigation are not possible.  

Representative views of typical drainage basin facilities have been added to the Final Program 
EIR as Figures 3.3-3G, 3.3-3H, 3.3-3I, and 3.3-3J.  
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Caltrans roadway and drainage facilities will incorporate design elements or improvements that 
do not degrade current views. Scenic values will be enhanced to the extent possible given the 
scope of work. Infiltration basins and swales will be designed to blend with existing terrain, and 
sand vaults and traps will be minimally visible. 

State Parks-8 
Encroachment permits, land acquisition, and/or easements would have to be obtained and agreed 
upon between State Parks and Caltrans for construction of Program facilities on park lands. All 
specific mitigation, minimization, and avoidance measures will be defined and developed as 
required during each project’s environmental approval process. 

State Parks-9 
The Lake Tahoe Golf Course is adjacent to US 50 Segment 1. No Program features are proposed 
within the golf course, and no significant impacts to the golf course are anticipated. Specific 
impacts, if any, would be determined during the design and environmental review for US 50 
Segment 1. 

State Parks-10 
See the Responses to Comment State Parks-5 and State Parks-8.  

State Parks-11 
All utility locations in the immediate vicinity of construction will be determined during the final 
design for each project segment. Major relocations of utilities are not anticipated.  

State Parks-12 
See the Response to Comment State Parks-8. 

State Parks-13 
The Lake Valley State Recreation Area and Lake Tahoe Golf Course are identified in Section 
3.1.1.7 as part of the description of the Program’s environmental setting. No impacts to the 
recreation area or golf course are identified in the Program EIR. Also see the Response to 
Comment State Parks-9. 

Specific impacts, if any, to the proposed bicycle path and utility line would be determined during 
the environmental review of each project segment. 

State Parks-14 
See the Response to Comment State Parks-8. 
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State Parks-15 
See the Responses to Comments State Parks-4 and State Parks -5.  

State Parks-16 
As stated in the Response to Comment State Parks-4, the proposed facilities would be located 
adjacent to US 50 and SR 89 on lands not typically used for active recreation.  

State Parks-17 
Caltrans will obtain an encroachment permit or easement from State Parks. See Response to 
Comment State Parks-8 in regard to the need for a mitigation plan. 

State Parks-18 
Caltrans will work with property owners to determine the best locations for staging of Program 
equipment and materials during the design of individual segments. 

State Parks-19 
See the Response to Comment State Parks-7. Section 3.3.4 describes several measures that will 
avoid, minimize, or mitigate the visual impacts of Program facilities. There will not be a total 
and permanent loss of visual quality at the basin locations. Vegetation will have to be removed to 
construct the facilities, and trees that cannot be avoided will be removed. However, the 
excavated and shaped basins will be allowed to revegetate to an extent that does not interfere 
with the basins’ function. 

State Parks-20 
The paving of existing roadside turnouts will improve water quality by minimizing further 
erosion. These existing turnouts are hardpacked earth along the edge of the constructed highways 
and are not considered natural forest ground. The edges of the roadway shoulders where new 
turnouts and pullouts would be constructed will be identified and described in the environmental 
documents for the individual project segments. 

State Parks-21 
Text has been added to the end of Section 3.3.4 to include the measures requested.  

Regarding the comment on disclosure of impacts and mitigation from moving the bike trail, any 
potential changes to bicycle trails resulting from the proposed Program would be evaluated 
during the environmental review and design of individual segments. 

State Parks-22 
Areas where roadside pullouts and maintenance areas will be paved as part of the Program will 
be defined by project segment. Maps in the environmental documents for each segment will 
illustrate these and other Program features. 
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State Parks-23 
It is anticipated that visual impacts from the Program can be avoided or mitigated to levels that 
are less than significant, and therefore the CEQA checklist (Appendix C) was not changed. The 
environmental documents for the each project segment will address segment-specific impacts. 
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Comment: Robert Erlich, California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region 
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Responses: Robert Erlich, California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan 
Region 

LRWQCB-1 
This is a Program EIR that addresses the environmental impacts from a group of water quality 
improvement projects to be undertaken along US 50 and SR 89. The individual projects 
comprising this Program consist of BMPs that will result in overall improvements to water 
quality, and each will be addressed in more detail in project segment-specific environmental 
documents. The improvement measures described in the Program EIR are considered practicable 
and effective based on previous pilot testing and research conducted by Caltrans.  

This document describes the overall construction impacts from the Program and how they will be 
managed. Each project segment will require approval from the Lahontan RWQCB. If the 
individual projects require consideration of additional types of water quality improvements, 
Caltrans will revisit the BMPs and best available technologies (BATs) proposed if they are 
practicable and can provide enhanced water quality benefits. 

LRWQCB-2 
Caltrans has researched a range of technologies and treatment measures that could be 
implemented in the Tahoe Basin to comply with the NPDES requirements. Pilot treatment 
facilities have been constructed along Caltrans highways, including in the Tahoe Basin, and 
studies are continuing to determine the effectiveness of different BMPs. If these studies identify 
BMPs that provide greater water quality benefits and can be implemented in the time frame 
necessary for this Program, they will be considered. Current BMPs approved for the state 
highway system are identified in the Storm Water Quality Handbooks: Project Planning and 
Design Guide (Caltrans 2007a). New technologies or treatments can be proposed as pilot BMPs 
by Caltrans District 3, but they must be reviewed and approved by the Storm Water Advisory 
Teams and Caltrans Headquarter functional units. The purpose of proposing a pilot BMP would 
be to evaluate it under varying site conditions, but on a limited basis, with further deployment of 
the technology dependent on the outcome of the pilot program. Therefore, the Final Program EIR 
has been modified on pages 2-1 and 2-2 to state that the Program is not limited to the 
improvements listed, but new technologies would have to undergo evaluation consistent with 
Caltrans planning and design guidelines before being implemented on a wide-scale basis. This 
process would have to be accomplished within the time frame of the proposed Program in order 
for the new technologies to be included and constructed in the individual segments.  

LRWQCB-3 
The Responses to Comments LRWQCB-1 and LRWQCB-2 discuss Caltrans’ selection of BMPs 
for this Program and the use of alternative, nonapproved BMPs (Comments 3a, 3d). The 
approval and implementation of this Program does not preclude future use of alternative BMPs, 
BATs, and/or nonstructural BMPs (e.g., de-icing or snow removal). However, nonapproved pilot 
projects are not considered as feasible alternatives as they cannot be implemented at this time. 
The specific locations of BMPs (Comment 3c) will be specifically addressed in each project 
segment’s technical documentation. At the Program level, Caltrans has attempted to site BMPs at 
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places where they will be effective and where their installation will minimize impacts on 
vegetation, soils, SEZs, or other sensitive areas.  

Comment 3b concerns the selection of BMPs and questions the role of construction costs versus 
maintenance costs in their selection. Caltrans has researched a range of technologies and 
treatment measures that could be implemented in the Tahoe Basin to comply with the NPDES 
requirements. Both construction and long-term maintenance costs are developed by the Caltrans 
functional units and considered during the project development and selection process. 

LRWQCB-4 
See the Responses to Comments LRWQCB-1 and LRWQCB -2. 

LRWQCB-5 
A discussion of vector control has been added to the Final Program EIR in new Section 3.14. 

LRWQCB-6 
See the Response to Comment LRWQCB-3. 

LRWQCB-7 
Text was added to Table S-1 (Land Use) and page 2-1 to identify the potential for traffic impacts 
related to facility maintenance, but also notes that maintenance turnouts will be installed as part 
of the Program. 

LRWQCB-8 
Text was added to the Table S-1 (Water Quality) and Section 3.2.4 regarding use of temporary 
BMPs for dewatering or diversion of storm water flow during construction. 

LRWQCB-9 
Development of each project segment will emphasize avoidance of impacts to wetlands, other 
waters of the U.S., and SEZs. The Program EIR includes estimates of areas that could be affected 
based on preliminary plans. Each segment’s environmental document will address the affected 
areas based on additional development of the project design.  

LRWQCB-10 
Table S-1 (Geology) was modified to include impacts from cut and fill slopes, brow ditches, and 
other drainage facilities. Large vaults are not proposed. 
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LRWQCB-11 
Avoidance of wetland impacts will be a high priority when designing the individual project 
segments. This will include redesign or relocation of proposed treatment facilities to avoid 
wetlands. See the Response to Comment LRWQCB-2 regarding the use of nonapproved BMPs. 

LRWQCB-12 
The last sentence of Section S.4.4 was modified as suggested. 

LRWQCB-13 
Text discussing the requirements of the Tahoe Construction NPDES General Permit and Waste 
Discharge Requirements was added to Section 1.4.3. 

LRWQCB-14 
The bullet list in Section 2.1 has been revised to include new cut and fill slopes. The words 
“where feasible” have been added to the bullet describing sheet flow. The maps do not show 
sheet flow spreading areas as they were not specifically defined at the Program EIR stage of 
design. 

LRWQCB-15 
The text of Section 2.1 has been revised to refer to the May 2007 handbook and to discuss 
approved and pilot BMPs.  

LRWQCB-16 
The reference to Lake Tahoe as impaired by sediment and nutrients, and road sand as a 
recognized pollutant, was added to Section 3.2.1.3. 

LRWQCB-17 
Table 3.2-1 has been revised as suggested.  

LRWQCB-18 
References to the General Construction Permit, Board Order, and nondegradation objective were 
added to Section 3.2.2.2 as suggested. 

LRWQCB-19 
A sentence was added to the end of the discussion of dewatering activities in Section 3.5.4.6 to 
differentiate between clear water diversions and dewatering of construction areas.  
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LRWQCB-20 
The first two sentences of Section 3.10.3.1, “Groundwater Seepage,” have been deleted. The 
remaining text was revised to include seepage from road cuts. 

LRWQCB-21 
The locations of facilities in the Draft Program EIR are considered preliminary. They will be 
updated as the design for each project segment advances. 

LRWQCB-22 
The CEQA checklist has been revised to identify the biological resource items as “Less than 
significant impacts with mitigation” because the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
Caltrans would employ would minimize impacts on biological resources. A mandatory finding of 
significance was therefore not indicated. 

LRWQCB-23 
Treatment BMPs will be required of the Program and constructed, and the Program cannot be 
permitted without them. It was therefore assumed that treatment BMPs are an element of the 
Program and that water quality objectives would be met and maintained.  
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Comment: Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
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Responses: Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

TRPA-1 
The EIP numbers have been revised as suggested in Sections S.1 and 1.4.2. The following text 
was added to Section S.1: “TRPA approval is required for all water quality treatment projects.” 

TRPA-2 
Neither bicycle lanes nor scenic improvements are part of this Program. The purpose of this 
Program is to improve the quality of storm water runoff from US 50 and SR 89 within the project 
segments.  

TRPA-3 
Construction noise will be associated with daytime and nighttime activities due to the need to 
address traffic management issues associated with lane closures during the day. Nighttime 
construction activities will be minimized to the extent possible. Based on a review of the 
proposed construction activities and schedules for the projects included in the Program EIR, it is 
not anticipated that construction activities will violate TRPA’s CNELs or Caltrans’ instantaneous 
noise limits.  

TRPA-4 
The purpose of the Program is to improve the quality of storm water runoff from US 50 and SR 
89 in the project segments. In meeting this purpose, Caltrans will widen shoulders, pave turnouts, 
and incorporate other highway improvements within the Program limits where feasible. These 
improvements may result in incidental and minor indirect benefits to traffic flow, such as 
providing additional shoulder space to accommodate disabled vehicles that might otherwise 
block the roadway. The Program is not intended to increase capacity on US 50 or SR 89. 
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TRPA-5 
Section S.4.2 has been modified as suggested. 

TRPA-6 
The EIP numbers listed in Section 1.4.2 have been revised as suggested. In Section 1.4.3, the 
reference to the Storm Water Quality Handbooks: Project Planning and Design Guide was 
updated to 2007. 

TRPA-7 
See the Response to Comment TRPA-2 in regard to bicycle facility improvements. 

The proposed facilities will comply with current TRPA requirements. Where drainage facilities 
affect driveways, they will be restored to their pre-existing condition. This Program does not 
include changes to driveway access, as this can involve extensive reconstruction of roadway 
surfaces and even installation of frontage roads to consolidate driveway access to the state 
highways. This is not a purpose of the Program. 

TRPA-8 
Installation of bicycle lanes is not a part of this Program. 

TRPA-9 
The traffic data presented in Section 3.1.1.6 of the Draft Program EIR were based on the Project 
Study Reports for US 50 and SR 89 (Caltrans 2003c, 2003d; see Table 2, Traffic Projections, in 
both reports). Current published traffic volumes have been added to the text of the Final Program 
EIR. 

TRPA-10 
Any past projects within the limits of the proposed Program were subject to environmental 
review and approval during their design and implementation and are outside the scope of this 
Program EIR. 

TRPA-11 
Text was added to Section 3.1.1.7 regarding additional existing bicycle use and constraints on 
the highways within the Program limits. The need for bicycle lanes was not included as this is 
not a purpose of the Program.  

TRPA-12 
The text of Section 3.1.3.1 identified in the comment has been modified as follows: 

“Therefore, all segments along the two highways affected by the Program would be the same as 
they were prior to construction in terms of motorized traffic flow and access to existing parcels.”  
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The purpose of the Program is to improve the quality of storm water runoff. Bike lanes are not 
included in the Program’s purpose and need; therefore the statement about improving bicycle 
lanes was not included. 

TRPA-13 
The following text has been added to Section 3.1.3.1, under Land Use Planning/Community 
Cohesion: 

“The Program, in implementing elements of several EIP projects, installing BMPs, and 
improving runoff quality water from state highways, reflects the social value placed on 
protecting the natural resources of the Lake Tahoe Basin.” 

Section 3.1.3.1, under “Long-Range Planning,” already states that the Program is consistent with 
planning in its purpose of improving water quality. 

TRPA-14 
The Program will not involve acquisition of right-of-way for bicycle or pedestrian facilities, and 
therefore the suggested change to Section 3.1.3.1 was not made. 
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Comment: Christian Svensk, City of South Lake Tahoe Community Development 
Department 
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Responses: Christian Svensk, City of South Lake Tahoe Community Development 
Department 

SLT-1 
Caltrans acknowledges the City of South Lake Tahoe as a responsible agency.  
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SLT-2 
Section 3.1.2.4 of the Final Program EIR has been revised to discuss the South Tahoe 
Redevelopment Implementation Plan (January 2005 through December 2009) for Project Area 
No. 1 (South Tahoe Redevelopment Agency 2005) and the Triangle Project. Section 3.1.3.1 has 
been amended to discuss the potential impact from a basin proposed as part of the Program that 
is adjacent to the South Tahoe Redevelopment Agency parcels identified in this comment. 

The proposed Program is intended to satisfy water quality improvement requirements of the EIP, 
adopted as a result of Presidential Executive Order 13057; permit requirements of the NPDES; 
and effluent limitations of the LRWQCB’s Basin Plan. Any redevelopment effort undertaken by 
the City of South Lake Tahoe or any other entity will be subject to similar water quality permit 
requirements, regardless of how the requirements affect the perceived efficacy of the 
redevelopment project.  

At the time this Program EIR was being prepared, only conceptual, proposed facility locations 
had been identified. As stated in Section 1.1, the design and implementation of Program 
improvements will undergo further evaluation as field studies, design, and planning advance. 
The environmental documents for each project segment will contain more detailed information, 
including Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs), about where full or partial parcel acquisitions are 
needed. In addition, the environmental documents for each project segment will provide detailed 
information about the number, size, and configuration of drainage features. More detailed 
information will be provided in the environmental documents for the individual project 
segments.  

The two parcels described in Comments SLT-2, SLT-3, and SLT-4 are in the Triangle Project 
Area, which is part of the South Tahoe Redevelopment Project No. 1 plan area. As described in 
the South Tahoe Redevelopment Agency Implementation Plan, the Triangle Project is a 6-acre 
area that would serve as the entry to the completed Heavenly Village Project and proposed 
convention center. The plan envisions a combination of commercial and residential development, 
including hotels, with new streetscape features such as lighting and landscaping. According to 
the plan, no tentative schedule for the project has been developed.  

The two parcels in question (APNs 029-170-01 and 029-170-02) are avoided by the proposed 
basin shown in the maps in Appendix A of the Program EIR. The proposed basin is located on an 
adjacent parcel (APN 029-170-03) that is occupied by two commercial businesses. A large 
portion of this parcel is vacant. The proposed basin would have to be located in the vacant 
portion of the parcel and avoid the two existing commercial businesses to prevent land use 
conflicts. This information has been added to Section 3.1.3.1. The South Tahoe Redevelopment 
Agency would be consulted during further planning for the drainage facilities on this parcel. 

SLT-3 
See the Response to Comment SLT-2. 

SLT-4 
See the Response to Comment SLT-2. 
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SLT-5 
The three projects described in the comment have been added to Table 3.12-1.  

SLT-6 
Sections S.5 and 2.3.2 have been revised to state that the City of South Lake Tahoe has some 
design and review authority over the Program. 

SLT-7 
The text of Sections S.5 and 2.3.2 have been revised to state that encroachment permits must be 
obtained from the City of South Lake Tahoe.  
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Comment: Ty Polastri, Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition 
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Response: Ty Polastri, Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition 

LTBC-1 
The proposed Program’s purpose is to implement permit requirements related to water quality 
improvements on segments of SR 89 and US 50. The Program does not include funding or 
scheduling to complete bicycle facilities. The proposed improvements would not preclude a 
future project from widening SR 89 or US 50. Widening the roadway would require significant 
roadwork, including relocation of drainage systems and other utilities and regrading of the road 
to support drainage. Relocation of sand traps, vaults, and drainage systems would be a small 
element of such a project and is unlikely to significantly affect its feasibility. 
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